
Comments

Respondent Name Alan Carter

ID Document Part Do you consider
the document is
Legally
Compliant

Do you
consider the
document is
sound?

Please give details of why you consider the document is not legally compliant or
is unsound. Please be as precise as possible.

Attached
documents

12341729 Policy PSP24 -
Mineral
Working and
Restoration

SUPPORT

I am employed by CEMEX UK Ltd at Wickwar Quarry as a driver, the closure of the
site within 8/10 year would have a significant Impact on me and my family, the wages
I receive our spent within the local area and contribute to the local economy.

I fully support the application to extend Wickwar Quarry as it will give me additional
job security for the future.

Respondent Name Alfred Yeatman
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12398209 Policy
PSP32 -
Town
Centre
Uses

Yes No We object to draft Policy PSP32 on behalf of our client, Cribbs Mall Nominee (1) Ltd, Cribbs
Mall Nominee (2) Ltd, Baylis Estates Ltd and John Baylis Ltd (freehold and leasehold owners
of The Mall at Cribbs Causeway).

Policy CS14 (Town Centres & Retail) of the Core Strategy (2013) makes provision for 34,000
sq m net of new comparison floorspace by 2026 to meet the needs of the communities of South
Gloucestershire. The Inspector’s Report for the Core Strategy endorses the 34,000 sq m figure
and recommends the distribution of this floorspace throughout the District be through the PSP
DPD or a replacement Core Strategy/Local Plan.

Policy PSP32 takes the 34,000 sq m net comparison floorspace identified in the Core Strategy
and seeks to allocate sites to meet this need. It identifies sites in existing and new town/district
centres for
18,000 sq m of comparison floorspace. The Proposed Submission version has introduced a
caveat for this figure to suggest that it will meet the needs within the period 2011 -2021. It is
confirmed that
comparison floorspace requirements for the period 2021 -2026 (i.e. 16,000 sq m) will be
allocated through a replacement local plan. Although the PSP does not refer to the source for
this figure, we
understand that the 18,000 sq m figure has been taken from the 2011 Roger Tym & Partners
Town Centres and Retail Study Update and Impact Assessment.

It is noted that the Proposed Submission Main Issues Statement suggests that the amendments
of the PSP32 (previously PSP28 in the June 2014 Draft Policies iteration) was undertaken in
response to
previous representations including those from the freehold and leasehold owners of The Mall.

12398209
Alfred Yeatman
(NLP) - Cribbs
Mall Nominees 1
and 2 and JT
Baylis.anon.pdf
(335 KB)
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Whist this clarification is welcomed, the previously stated reasons for objection still remain to
be addressed.

Up to the plan period of 2026/27, 16,000 sq m of unaccounted comparison floorspace is left to
come forward in accordance with retail policy (i.e. subject to the NPPF sequential and impact
tests). This is
contrary to NPPF policy and PPG.

The NPPF (paragraph 23) clearly states that in drawing up Local Plans, local planning
authorities should:

“allocate a range of suitable sites to meet the scale and type of retail, leisure, commercial,
office, tourism, cultural, community and residential development needed in town centres. It is
important that needs for retail, leisure, office and other main town centre uses are met in full
and are not compromised by limited site availability. Local planning authorities should
therefore undertake an assessment of the need to expand town centres to ensure a sufficient
supply of suitable sites” (our
emphasis)

The PPG (Paragraph: 006 Reference ID: 2b-006-20140306) expands on this and states:

“It may not be possible to accommodate all forecast needs in a town centre: there may be
physical or other constraints which make it inappropriate to do so. In those circumstances,
planning authorities
should plan positively to identify the most appropriate alternative strategy for meeting the need
for these main town centre uses, having regard to the sequential and impact tests. This should
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ensure that any proposed main town centre uses which are not in an existing town centre are in
the best locations to support the vitality and vibrancy of town centres, and that no likely
significant adverse impacts on existing town centres arise” (our emphasis)

The DPDS Retail Capacity Study 2014 (June 2014), part of the evidence base for the PSP DPD,
reviews the Council’s assumptions around local centre growth capacity and the proposed
distribution of floorspace requirements for each centre set out in Draft Policy PSP28 (and
subsequently Proposed Submission Policy PSP32). It asks two “fundamental” questions (i) is
there physical capacity to
accommodate further growth? and (2) is there retailer demand to support development on the
scale proposed? (paragraph 1.3).

Having considered these questions, DPDS conclude that Draft Policy PSP28 offer a reasonable
and practical distribution for 17,859 sq m of comparison good floorspace. We do not dispute
this conclusion. We do, however, question why a third fundamental question was not asked to
address the residual amount in light of NPPF policy, that being - if the full forecast need cannot
be met in town centres what is the most appropriate strategy for meeting this need? This
important question is not addressed by DPDS or dealt within the PSP DPD.

Having acknowledged the requirement to provide for 34,000 sq m of comparison floorspace,
DPDS endorse the Council’s proposed distribution of 17,859 sq m but neither the Council nor
DPDS go
further and consider where the remaining 16,141 sq m should be allocated. Despite DPDS
explicitly referring (paragraph 1.4) to paragraph 23 of the NPPF and the importance of retail
needs being meet in full this question is left unanswered.
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(For the rest of the document see attached below)

Respondent Name Alistair Millington - Sustrans
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11678529 Policy
PSP11 -
Active
Travel
Routes

No 1. Policy PSP11 - The Yate Spur cycle path is omitted from the map of Strategic Active Travel
Routes. The cycle path from the A4174 via Coxgrove Hill to Westerleigh Road is existing. The next
section of route from Westerleigh Road to Yate is currently in development. This is a key active
travel corridor which is currently being developed by South Gloucestershire Council with the support
of the local community. It will alleviate congestion on the A4174 and A432 when completed.

Respondent Name Alyson Marsden
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12147713 PSP52 - Housing
Development Opportunity
at Rangeworthy

Yes

Respondent Name Ann Fay - British Horse Society
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319585 Policy PSP11 - Active
Travel Routes

4) on a different subject, the Yate spur cycle path does not appear in
the cycle network plans. This omission must be remedied to give
official impetus to the scheme.

319585 Policy PSP46 - Allocated
Gypsy/Traveller Residential
Accommodation

1) Travellers sites should not be taken out of the green belt thus
giving potential for further development.

2) Conditions imposed when the sites were allowed should not be
mitigated eg illegally set up sites which were allowed for the
duration of a single family's lifetime.

3) When 'travellers' settle, they are no longer travellers and should
be subject to the same laws and rules as the rest of the settled
population.
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12328481 1.
Introduction

NO COMMENTS MADE:

Thank you for your request for our representations on whether the proposed
submission: Policies, Sites and Places Plan has been prepared in accordance with
legal requirements and whether it is sound.

I can confirm that the Office of Rail and Road has no comment to make.

Respondent Name Anthony Belsten
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Do you
consider the
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is unsound. Please be as precise as possible.
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12341697 Policy PSP24 -
Mineral
Working and
Restoration

SUPPORT

I am employed by CEMEX UK Ltd atWickwar Quarry as a driver, the closure of the
site within 8/10 year would have a significant impact on me and my family, the wages
I receive are spent within the local area and contribute to the local economy.

I fully support the application to extend Wickwar Quarry as it will give me additional
job security for the future.
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8752609 Policy
PSP4 -
Designated
Local
Green
Spaces

Yes Yes SUPPORT

We provide comments on behalf of our client, Redrow Homes South West. Our client’s comments
are with specific reference to land west of Charlton Common, Filton.

Our client will shortly be submitting a planning application seeking permission for residential
development on a 3 hectare site which forms part of the wider Cribbs Patchway New Neighbourhood.
Part of the development proposal comprises the realignment of the existing access road across
Charlton Common and the formation of a shared pedestrian/cycle lane along the historic alignment of
Charlton Common Road.

Our client considers that draft Policy PSP4 is acceptable in principle and representations will be made
to the proposed schedule of Local Green Spaces (LGS) which is subject to a separate public
consultation in due course. This is on the basis that Charlton Common is not designated as a Local
Green Space.

Respondent Name Baker
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12328417 Policy PSP8
- Settlement
Boundaries

Yes No We are instructed by the Thornbury Consortium (‘the Consortium’), the group of local
landowners identified on the enclosed representation forms, to submit representations to the
Council’s PSP Plan consultation. The representations set out below are also set out in the
enclosed
representation forms in response to the Council’s requirements.

Together the Consortium controls a significant area of land to the West and North of Thornbury
(as identified on the accompanying plan). This land, which is not within the Bristol and Bath
Green Belt, is available for development and could make a significant contribution to meeting the
local authority’s development needs over the forthcoming plan period, and the need for additional
housing in particular.

We note the commitment in the adopted South Gloucestershire Local Plan Core Strategy
(December 2013), at paragraph 10.10, to review housing needs and the availability of land to
meet these needs
before the end of 2018, and that preparation of the West of England Joint Strategic Planning
Strategy (JSPS) is already underway. Consequently the Consortium has concerns that the PSP
may have a
very short life. Nevertheless, the housing need figure set out in the adopted Core Strategy (Policy
CS15) is a minimum figure and consequently the PSP should make provision for additional
residential
development to come forward as soon as possible.

In relation to Thornbury, Core Strategy Policy CS5 states that ‘new development will be of a
scale appropriate to revitalise the town centre and strengthen community services and facilities.’
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The PSP should include additional land for new residential development which will assist this
Core Strategy Policy objective. Specifically, the land West and North of Thornbury identified by
the Thornbury Consortium as available for development through the Call for Sites consultation
should be allocated for residential development.

As stated in the Call for Sites consultation, there are a number of reasons why land to the West
and North of Thornbury, and the Consortium’s land in particular, merits further consideration:

1. The reliance on existing infrastructure is not sustainable in a future plan period, so any new
spatial approach should be comprehensive and plan for new infrastructure, transport links,
facilities and services. This approach will effectively support growth and the Core Strategy
policy objectives for Thornbury.

2. The Council should look beyond the urban edge of Bristol when considering the spatial
distribution of development, especially new housing, for the next plan period to establish a
network of sustainable settlements.

3. Planning for residential development to meet demand from a range of different markets will
improve the overall housing delivery rate and help to ‘significantly boost’ housing supply,
therefore securing an important national planning policy objective (NPPF para 47).

4. Thornbury town centre would benefit from the regeneration and investment which could result
from an increased residential catchment, especially with development to the west being close to
the high street, which is currently on the edge of the settlement.

5. The land is in a sustainable location and capable of securing effective integration with existing
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local communities, transport links, facilities and services.

6. There is an opportunity to enhance the value of local heritage assets.

12328417 Policy PSP8
- Settlement
Boundaries

Yes No We note the commitment in the adopted South Gloucestershire Local Plan Core Strategy
(December 2013), at paragraph 10.10, to review housing needs and the availability of land to
meet these needs before the end of 2018, and that preparation of the West of England Joint
Strategic Planning Strategy (JSPS) is already underway. Consequently the Consortium has
concerns that the PSP may have a very short life. Nevertheless, the housing need figure set out in
the adopted Core Strategy (Policy CS15) is a minimum figure and consequently the PSP should
make provision for additional residential development to come forward as soon as possible.

In relation to Thornbury, Core Strategy Policy CS5 states that ‘new development will be of a
scale appropriate to revitalise the town centre and strengthen community services and facilities.’

The PSP should include additional land for new residential development which will assist this
Core Strategy Policy objective. Specifically, the land West and North of Thornbury identified by
the Thornbury Consortium as available for development through the Call for Sites consultation
should be allocated for residential development.

As stated in the Call for Sites consultation, there are a number of reasons why land to the West
and North of Thornbury, and the Consortium’s land in particular, merits further consideration:

1. The reliance on existing infrastructure is not sustainable in a future plan period, so any new
spatial approach should be comprehensive and plan for new infrastructure, transport links,
facilities and services. This approach will effectively support growth and the Core Strategy policy
objectives for Thornbury.

Covering
Letter.pdf
(229 KB)
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2. The Council should look beyond the urban edge of Bristol when considering the spatial
distribution of development, especially new housing, for the next plan period to establish a
network of sustainable settlements.

3. Planning for residential development to meet demand from a range of different markets will
improve the overall housing delivery rate and help to ‘significantly boost’ housing supply,
therefore securing an important national planning policy objective (NPPF para 47).

4. Thornbury town centre would benefit from the regeneration and investment which could result
from an increased residential catchment, especially with development to the west being close to
the high street, which is currently on the edge of the settlement.

5. The land is in a sustainable location and capable of securing effective integration with existing
local communities, transport links, facilities and services.

6. There is an opportunity to enhance the value of local heritage assets.

12328417 PSP53 - Site
Allocations
and
Safeguarding

Yes No We are instructed by the Thornbury Consortium (‘the Consortium’), the group of local
landowners identified on the enclosed representation forms, to submit representations to the
Council’s PSP Plan consultation. The representations set out below are also set out in the
enclosed
representation forms in response to the Council’s requirements.

Together the Consortium controls a significant area of land to the West and North of Thornbury
(as identified on the accompanying plan). This land, which is not within the Bristol and Bath
Green Belt, is available for development and could make a significant contribution to meeting the
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local authority’s development needs over the forthcoming plan period, and the need for additional
housing in particular.

We note the commitment in the adopted South Gloucestershire Local Plan Core Strategy
(December 2013), at paragraph 10.10, to review housing needs and the availability of land to
meet these needs
before the end of 2018, and that preparation of the West of England Joint Strategic Planning
Strategy (JSPS) is already underway. Consequently the Consortium has concerns that the PSP
may have a
very short life. Nevertheless, the housing need figure set out in the adopted Core Strategy (Policy
CS15) is a minimum figure and consequently the PSP should make provision for additional
residential
development to come forward as soon as possible.

In relation to Thornbury, Core Strategy Policy CS5 states that ‘new development will be of a
scale appropriate to revitalise the town centre and strengthen community services and facilities.’

The PSP should include additional land for new residential development which will assist this
Core Strategy Policy objective. Specifically, the land West and North of Thornbury identified by
the Thornbury Consortium as available for development through the Call for Sites consultation
should be allocated for residential development.

As stated in the Call for Sites consultation, there are a number of reasons why land to the West
and North of Thornbury, and the Consortium’s land in particular, merits further consideration:

1. The reliance on existing infrastructure is not sustainable in a future plan period, so any new
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spatial approach should be comprehensive and plan for new infrastructure, transport links,
facilities and services. This approach will effectively support growth and the Core Strategy
policy objectives for Thornbury.

2. The Council should look beyond the urban edge of Bristol when considering the spatial
distribution of development, especially new housing, for the next plan period to establish a
network of sustainable settlements.

3. Planning for residential development to meet demand from a range of different markets will
improve the overall housing delivery rate and help to ‘significantly boost’ housing supply,
therefore securing an important national planning policy objective (NPPF para 47).

4. Thornbury town centre would benefit from the regeneration and investment which could result
from an increased residential catchment, especially with development to the west being close to
the high street, which is currently on the edge of the settlement.

5. The land is in a sustainable location and capable of securing effective integration with existing
local communities, transport links, facilities and services.

6. There is an opportunity to enhance the value of local heritage assets.

12328417 PSP53 - Site
Allocations
and
Safeguarding

Yes No We note the commitment in the adopted South Gloucestershire Local Plan Core Strategy
(December 2013), at paragraph 10.10, to review housing needs and the availability of land to
meet these needs before the end of 2018, and that preparation of the West of England Joint
Strategic Planning Strategy (JSPS) is already underway. Consequently the Consortium has
concerns that the PSP may have a very short life. Nevertheless, the housing need figure set out in
the adopted Core Strategy (Policy CS15) is a minimum figure and consequently the PSP should

Covering
Letter.pdf
(229 KB)
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make provision for additional residential development to come forward as soon as possible.

In relation to Thornbury, Core Strategy Policy CS5 states that ‘new development will be of a
scale appropriate to revitalise the town centre and strengthen community services and facilities.’

The PSP should include additional land for new residential development which will assist this
Core Strategy Policy objective. Specifically, the land West and North of Thornbury identified by
the Thornbury Consortium as available for development through the Call for Sites consultation
should be allocated for residential development.

As stated in the Call for Sites consultation, there are a number of reasons why land to the West
and North of Thornbury, and the Consortium’s land in particular, merits further consideration:

1. The reliance on existing infrastructure is not sustainable in a future plan period, so any new
spatial approach should be comprehensive and plan for new infrastructure, transport links,
facilities and services. This approach will effectively support growth and the Core Strategy policy
objectives for Thornbury.

2. The Council should look beyond the urban edge of Bristol when considering the spatial
distribution of development, especially new housing, for the next plan period to establish a
network of sustainable settlements.

3. Planning for residential development to meet demand from a range of different markets will
improve the overall housing delivery rate and help to ‘significantly boost’ housing supply,
therefore securing an important national planning policy objective (NPPF para 47).
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4. Thornbury town centre would benefit from the regeneration and investment which could result
from an increased residential catchment, especially with development to the west being close to
the high street, which is currently on the edge of the settlement.

5. The land is in a sustainable location and capable of securing effective integration with existing
local communities, transport links, facilities and services.

6. There is an opportunity to enhance the value of local heritage assets.

Respondent Name Ben Ford
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12483809 Policy
PSP32 -
Town
Centre
Uses

Yes Our client B&Q operates three retail stores within the borough at Cribbs Causeway, Lysander Road;
Fox Den Rd, Stoke Gifford and Station Road Yate and therefore monitors the South Gloucestershire
Local Plan.

As a retailer and investor within the borough it is necessary to ensure that polices of the plan maintain
a positive approach to sustainable development and provide for clear and unambiguous investment
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decisions.

The B&Q Warehouse at Cribbs Causeway, Lysander Road is the primary retail representation for
B&Q in the Borough and represents a significant investment by the company both in terms of product
offer and
employment provision. It is therefore critical that this retail presence is maintained and enhanced to
meet the DIY shopping needs of the Bristol catchment. Policy PSP32 ‘Town Centres’ makes no
reference to
Cribbs Causeway albeit the supporting text paragraph 7.62 notes that “the retail parks at Cribbs
Causeway and Longwell Green will be treated as for other forms of out of centre floorspace, with no
separate
notation on the proposals map”. Remodelling of the Abbeywood Retail Park is recognised in the plan.

We would welcome some recognition within the Local Plan about the significant economic role that
Cribbs Causeway provides for the Borough in terms of job generation, income and retail spend.
Whilst the centre may not be a defined town centre, it performs an important role and this should be
recognised in this document. This approach would reflect the adopted Core Strategy which allocates
the area as a “New
Neighbourhood Development Area” recognising “Area 4 Cribbs Causeway mixed use area (130ha)”.
Policy CS26 specifically refers to the need to provide for additional retail in this area together with
supporting infrastructure and facilities.

The B&Q store at Fox Den Rd, Stoke Gifford provides a different retail offer to that at Cribbs owing
to its smaller size, and will therefore be secondary in terms of the DIY retail offer. Core Strategy
Policy 14 ‘Town
Cntres and Retail’ and Policy CS25 ‘Communities of the North Fringe of Bristol Urban Area’
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supports the ‘investigation, planning and potential redevelopment of the Sainsbury’s and B&Q retail
sites at Stoke
Gifford to provide for a new district centre to serve the North Fringe South Area’.

Draft Policy PSP32 identifies Stoke Gifford as a “potential centre” with an apportionment of 3,000m²
of the borough wide 34,000m² net additional comparison floorspace to be delivered up to 2026
(18,000m² is required by 2021). The policy states that “Brief to be prepared to show remodelling and
intensification of existing shopping areas and inclusion of AXA site at Fox Den Road”. Annex 3
Town Centre Summary Part 12 “Stoke Gifford” states that Stoke Gifford has two main retail areas.
The out-of-centre B&Q and Sainsbury stores at Fox Den Road and the retail park at Abbeywood
which has a larger number and wider range of units and a recently improved sense of place. There are
also a number of smaller centres including Ratcliff Drive and Cheswick Village.

B&Q recognises the aspiration to enhance Stoke Gifford and to deliver a new district centre, albeit
the redevelopment of their existing store would be a clear concern. It should be recognised that
redevelopment is not the only solution to delivering district centre status and that a greater range of
goods within existing premises might deliver the same outcome.

Notwithstanding this, redevelopment aspirations at Stoke Gifford may be mitigated by an enhanced
role for the existing B&Q store at Cribbs Causeway. This is something that B&Q would be keen to
discuss with the Council moving forward and how any such proposal fits within the New
Neighbourhood Development Area.

The B&Q store at Yate is allocated within the town centre primary shopping area which includes the
existing shopping centre and the nearby Morrison store off Station Road. This allocation is supported.
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precise as possible.

Attached documents

10758849 Policy PSP32
- Town Centre
Uses

See Comments in the attached document Written Representations
- Draft PSP - July 2015.pdf
(309 KB)

Respondent Name Ben Stansfield - Cory Environmental (Gloucestershire) Ltd

ID Document
Part

Do you
consider
the
document
is Legally
Compliant

Do you
consider
the
document
is sound?

Please give details of why you consider the document is not legally compliant or is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible.

Attached
documents

3959041 Introduction No The Plan has regard to the importance of safeguarding mineral resources but makes no reference to
the need to safeguard waste management capacity for the longer term to meet identified needs.

In order for the plan to be consistent with other Development Plan documents regard needs to be
given to the adopted West of England Joint Waste Core Strategy and its identified waste
management needs plus Policy 13 regarding the safeguarding of waste management sites.

3959041 Policy
PSP24 -
Mineral

Restoration of mineral works can include landfilling operations. As recognised in paragraph 048 of
the Planning Policy Guidance notes, such operations may require further applications to extend the
time of these operations to achieve approved restoration levels and in order to deliver the approved
restoration schemes. Reference should be given to this national planning policy guidance in
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Working and
Restoration

recognising the need for restoration schemes, once approved, to be completed and that such delivery
may require extensions of time.

3959041 Policy PSP7
-
Development
in the Green
Belt

No The proposed policy map changes document March 2015 proposes the deletion of Policy 9 of the
South Gloucestershire Minerals and Waste Local Plan adopted 2002 relating to waste development
in the Green Belt. There is concern that Policy PSP7 and / or its supporting text makes no reference
to waste developments or safeguarding waste sites located in the green belt.

The Shortwood Quarry and landfill site is located in the Green Belt and is a vital existing waste
management facility for the West of England. The importance of this site is recognised in the
adopted West of England Joint Waste Core Strategy (JWCS) with section 6.10 of the JWCS clearly
identifying a lack of existing landfill capacity and thus a need to safeguard existing capacity as well
as for significant additional landfill capacity to serve the West of England. Existing waste
management sites such as Shortwood Quarry and Landfill are to be safeguarded under Policy 13 of
the JWCS.

Regard to such an important strategic waste site in the green belt and the relevance of the JWCS
requirements should be included when consideration is given to the green belt.

Paragraph 048 of the Planning Practice Guidance notes specifically references that extension of time
for existing landfill sites may well be required. Such a requirement has been discussed with the
Council and is likely with respect to Shortwood Quarry and Landfill site as a result of reduced
inputs. Regard to the strategic waste needs identified in the JWCS and the existence of an existing
waste management site and the future safeguarding of this capacity in the green belt should therefore
be referenced.
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Respondent Name Bloor Homes - Peter Roberts - Barton Willmore
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Please be as precise as possible.
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documents

14386561 Policy
PSP12 -
Development
Related
Transport
Impact
Management

Yes No Paragraphs 7 and 8 of Policy PSP12 are inconsistent with paragraph 32 of the NPPF and therefore
policy PSP12 is unsound.

Plan.pdf
(106 KB)

14386561 Policy PSP2:
Landscape

Yes No We object to the proposed requirement to "conserve and enhance" the "Quality, amenity,
distinctiveness and character of the landscape " as its current wording would apply to all types of
development and all parts of South Gloucestershire. While we recognize the importance of
protecting valued landscapes, we do not consider that adequate justification has been provided for
applying a blanket requirement for conservation and enhancement to all parts of the district. The
NPPF is clear in drawing a distinction between how designated areas and non-designated areas
should be treated . This is not reflected by the proposed policy wording. In addition, we consider
the reference to "amenity " of the landscape as vague .

Plan.pdf
(106 KB)

14386561 Policy
PSP43 -
Custom
Build
Dwellings

Yes No We question the intention of the Policy as the supporting text suggest that one of the advantages of
Custom Build Housing is that it can "lower development costs." This is our view that development
costs will actually be significantly higher. As such the Policy should allow for Custom Build sites
in addition to main stream housing sites as a way to boost hosing supply .

If the Policy were to remain in the current form, providing 5% of the total dwellings on sites of
over 100 dwellings as serviced plots for sale to custom builders will affect the development value

Plan.pdf
(106 KB)
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of a site and therefore could affect site viability. To ensure consistency with national policy, this
needs to be reflected in the policy.

No evidence of significant demand for self/custom build sites within South Gloucestershire has
been published to support this policy requirement. Furthermore, there is no assessment to
demonstrate whether this requirement should be applied as a blanket requirement across South
Gloucestershire or tailored to specific areas where demand exists.

14386561 Policy
PSP44 -
Private
Amenity
Space
Standards

Yes No Policy PSP44 sets out private amenity space standards for new dwellings. This is not considered to
be justified as it is not the most appropriate approach in the context of alternatives. Housebuilders
provide a whole range of house types geared to different space requirements and budgets. Some of
our properties will meet and even exceed the standards proposed in policy PSP44 but some of our
homes at the other end of the size / budget spectrum will fall slightly short. Space standards will
limit choices for home buyers, making homes more expensive, and more unaffordable for more
people. It will also act as a barrier to increasing densities in more accessible locations, close to
town centres or around key public transport nodes where buyers prioritise accessibility density
over large housing plots and gardens.

The evidence base for this policy (Background Evidence: PSP44 Private Amenity Space Standards
, May 2015) shows that the vast majority of people (69%) are satisfied with the size of their
private amenity space in South Gloucestershire (page 34, para 1), and it is noted that this is the
current situation at a time which there are no local amenity space standards in force. This shows
that the market is operating effectively and garden space standards are not required. In fact para 1
states that "31% of residents said that the size of their private amenity space was inadequate for
their future needs: the main reason being some residents planned to have another child." It would
be very unusual for people to be able to secure a multiple bedroom house with a large garden as
their first home to see them through their life and it is quite common that people move up the

Plan.pdf
(106 KB)
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property ladder over time as their personal requirements change and incomes rise. It is evident in
other responses to the survey in the Council's evidence base that the vast majority of people find
their garden space to be adequate in the district- see page 37: Do you use public space because
your private / communal garden space is inadequate? 77% said no. Is there anything about your
private amenity space that could impact on your long term health and happiness? 15% said yes.

The implementation of private amenity space standards is not necessary, nor justified or effective
and therefore policy PSP44 is unsound.

14386561 Policy PSP6
- Onsite
Renewable
& Low
Carbon
Energy

Yes No Policy PSP6 is unsound because it is not deliverable and is not evidence based in terms of its
impact on viability.

Current building regulations are the equivalent of Code Level 3 for energy.

In a Written Statement to Parliament, issued in March 2015, the government has stated that in late
2016 energy efficiency requirements in Building Regulations will be set at an equivalent to Code
Level 4. In the meantime, local authorities are able to set their own requirements for energy
performance standards in local plans until building regulations are revised in 2016, so long as they
don't exceed the equivalent of Code Level 4.

Code level 4 is a 25% improvement on existing building regulations for C02 emissions from
dwellings.

Policy PSP6 requires major development to reduce carbon dioxide emissions by 20%.

The policy is not implementable because it is not clear what the reduction of 20% is to be
measured against - is this in relation to current building regulations? If it is then this is practically

Plan.pdf
(106 KB)
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code level 4. Given that the government has carried out a risk assessment and taken the view that
this higher standard should be introduced at the end of 2016, it did not intend for it to be
implemented with immediate effect which is what South Gloucestershire is effectively trying to
do.

Policy PSP6 should be amended to require a reduction of carbon dioxide emissions from residual
energy use in buildings by 10% on current Part L building regulations, providing this is practical
and viable. A 10% reduction is still a considerable improvement on the current requirements and is
a midway point between current building regulations and the Government's future proposals to
achieve the 25% improvement due to come in to force in 12 - 18 months time.

Whilst the intent in the first part of the policy is welcomed - that is that fabric improvements
should always be the first priority -this is not followed through in the rest of the policy. The
subsequent part of the policy (para 2) states that 'major development will be expected to provide
sufficient renewable / low carbon energy generation on site to reduce carbon emissions ... by at
least 20%'. This suggests that all the improvement has to be met from on-site renewables which is
contrary to the governments future proposals regarding off-site allowable solutions. The approach
taken in this policy is not effective and therefore it is unsound.

It should be left to developers to determine the most efficient and cost effective means of secur ing
energy improvements and therefore the improvement on current building regulations should be a
general requirement as opposed to specifying how it should be achieved - our suggested change to
the wording of the policy is set out below.

The final section of the policy should be deleted as the approach to allowable solutions will be
covered by the streamlined national approach to be introduced in 2016. The Written Statement to
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Parliament (March 2015) is very clear that authorities should not go further than the Government's
future proposals for energy performance, and this includes this part of policy PSP6 on zero carbon
which could be used to oblige developers down the on-site renewables route when allowable
solutions off-site may be more appropriate. This part of policy PSP6 is not consistent with national
policy and should be deleted .

14386561 PSP53 - Site
Allocations
and
Safeguarding

Yes No Please see attached document Plan.pdf
(106 KB)

24699
A3 PR jmm
150703
Scan signed
PSP
forms.pdf
(1.9 MB)

Respondent Name Bob Symons - Pucklechurch Parish Council

ID Document Part Do you consider the
document is Legally
Compliant

Do you consider
the document is
sound?

Please give details of why you consider the document is
not legally compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise
as possible.

Attached
documents

6832801 Policy PSP10 - Health Impact
Assessments

All developments should have a health impact assessment.
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‘All’ new development should provide a healthy living
environment.

Very Major Development as defined as over 200 residential
dwellings is too high.

6832801 Policy PSP12 - Development
Related Transport Impact
Management

No’s 7 & 8 Any proposed development should have
congestion, what will it be tested against?

No. 9 What is the definition of a significant transportation
impact?

6832801 Policy PSP22 - Environmental
Pollution and Impacts

B. What is the definition of Development Sensitive to
Pollution?

How are they gauging levels?

6832801 Policy PSP31 - Horse Related
Development

Should be following the British Horse Society Guidelines

6832801 Policy PSP45 - Gypsy/Traveller
Residential Accommodation

We oppose the intensification of authorised sites.

6832801 Policy PSP46 - Allocated
Gypsy/Traveller Residential
Accommodation

Fundamentally disagree with point 8.73

6832801 PSP53 - Site Allocations and
Safeguarding

Emersons Green East (mixed use site) No longer part of
Pucklechurch Parish Council
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12328097 Policy PSP24 -
Mineral Working
and Restoration

SUPPORT

Wickwar is a thriving business which provides jobs for the local people and has
a healthy relationship with with local residents, I'm sure it would be very
disappointing for all involved to not get the future planning.

Respondent Name Brittany Williams - GL Hearn

ID Document
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consider the
document is
Legally
Compliant

Do you
consider
the
document
is sound?

Please give details of why you consider the document is not legally compliant or is
unsound. Please be as precise as possible.

Attached
documents

10835457 Policy
PSP32 -
Town
Centre
Uses

Yes Yes On behalf of our Client IRERE Kingdom 1 Ltd & IRERE Kingdom 2 Ltd (IRERE) we wish to
support the proposed amended Policies Map.

On behalf of our Client IRERE Kingdom 1 Ltd & IRERE Kingdom 2 Ltd (IRERE) we wish to
register our support of Policy PSP32: Town Centre Uses.

As a major retail investor in the Galleries shopping centre in Bristol city centre IRERE (IRERE
Kingdom 1 Ltd & IRERE Kingdom 2 Ltd (IRERE)) has consistently opposed previous policy
approaches that have sought to allocate additional retail floorspace at the Mall, Cribbs
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Causeway.
IRERE has also submitted an objection to the current planning application for a major
extension of retail and other town centre floorspace at the Mall on the basis that this is not
supported by national or local adopted or emerging policy.

Specifically IRERE has previously made representations on the earlier version of the Policies,
Sites and Places draft plan suggesting that it is not the appropriate place to allocate new major
retail floorspace and that consideration of this matter should take place via a review of the Core
Strategy or a new Local Plan.

The adopted Core Strategy is clear in that it does not allocate major retail development under
Policy CS14 at The Mall Cribbs Causeway which is considered to be an out of centre site.

Policy PSP32: Town Centre Uses and the associated Policies Map thus take forward existing
strategies which are restrictive in terms of further retail development at The Mall. This
approach is supported by IRERE.

Respondent Name Bunting
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12328129 Policy
PSP24 -
Mineral
Working
and
Restoration

SUPPORT

I have been employed as a operator at Wickwar quarry since September 1999,it deeply saddens me
to hear that in 8/10 year's it is possible that I may no longer be employed if the quarry is forced to
close.

For nearly sixteen year's I have learnt so much about working life,and through that working career
I have been able to give my children the every day essentials and more thanks to the very needed
employment that the quarry has given me,I really enjoy my job and hoped to retire what I love
doing most, producing building products near and far so other's have home's to call their own.

The closing of the quarry will no doubt put added pressure on me and my work colleagues
regarding the difficulties in finding employment in our near to retirement year's.

I would like to think that some of my wages over the year's plus majority of the quarries
employees,hauliers and contractors has helped local businesses in the South Glos. Economy to
provide their families through good business and honest employment with the things that a family
needs.

I fully support the application to extend Wickwar Quarry as it will give me and possible future
employees additional job security for the future.

Respondent Name C Firth
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12341505 Policy PSP24 -
Mineral Working
and Restoration

SUPPORT

I am employed by CEMEX UK Ltd atWickwar Quarry as a driver, the closure
of the site within 8/10 year would have a significant Impact on me and my
family, the wages I receive our spent within the local area
and contribute to the local economy.

I fully support the application to extend Wlckwar Quarry as it will give me
additional job security for the future.

Respondent Name C&G Tarmac Surfacing Ltd

ID Document Part Do you consider the
document is Legally
Compliant

Do you
consider the
document is
sound?

Please give details of why you consider the document is not legally
compliant or is unsound. Please be as precise as possible.

Attached
documents

12327393 Policy PSP24 -
Mineral Working
and Restoration

We are a Surfacing Contractor that has dealt with Cemex for many years.
Wickwar Quarry is extremely well placed to supply efficiently into the
Bristol market and surrounding areas.

Since the demise of the Hanson asphalt plants at Chipping Sodbury
and Tytherington, the presence of Cemex at Wickwar has become
even more crucial for supplies into the local market.

Their continued presence will, in our opinion, be essential for best value
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supplies into the market place.

Consider also the environmental effect of having the next two closest supply
sources at South Bristol and the Forest of Dean.

It is imperative that Cemex are allowed to further develop Wickwar to
ensure continuing supplies into the local Housing market and Road /
Highway maintenance for many years to come.

Respondent Name Carmelle Bell

ID Document
Part
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11350465 Policy PSP28
- B8 Storage
and
Distribution
Uses

Yes Yes SUPPORT

Chancerygate Ltd would like to support Policy PSP28 and its supporting
paragraphs.

In Chancerygate's earlier submission (enclosed) they highlighted the
expansion requirements of a number of exiting local business within Yate
and how Policy PSP26 was restrictive.

11350465 Carmelle
Bell (Savills) for
Chancerygate Supporting
Docs 1.pdf (102 KB)

11350465 Carmelle
Bell (Savills) for
Chancerygate Supporting
Docs 2.pdf (214 KB)
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Therefore Chancerygate are pleased to see that the Council have taken on
board their previous representations made to the June 2014 consultation in
relation to what was Policy PSP26 and is now Policy PSP28.

The Council have recognised the changes in consumer habits, the increased
demand in the market for new larger storage and distribution units and the
need for there to be more flexibility for new and expanding business within
areas such as Yate.

The proposed amendments to Policy PSP28 will facilitate the development
of much needed larger units within Yate and as such safeguard existing
local jobs and allow Yate’s employment market to continue to grow.

Respondent Name Cate Davidson - Sodbury Town Council
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4877793 1.
Introduction

Please be advised that Sodbury Town Council reviewed the proposed
document at its recent Full Council meeting and has no additional comments to
make to the proposals.

This does not include the Green Spaces which will be considered once we have
attended the consultation meeting on 1st July 2015.
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2880545 PSP52 - Housing
Development
Opportunity at
Rangeworthy

Yes Yes SUPPORT

.
We have been working constructively with the Council and other key Stakeholders
(namely Rangeworthy Parish Council) since the first stages of the Policies, Sites and
Places Plan to assist further sustainable development within Rangeworthy.

The content of Policy PSP52 is the result of these productive discussions, and we will be
pleased to continue this constructive working arrangement throughout the subsequent
adoption stage of the Polices, Sites and Places Plan and ensure that the sustainable growth
of 20 dwellings is delivered.

Respondent Name Chris Harding

ID Document Part Do you consider
the document is
Legally
Compliant
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consider the
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sound?

Please give details of why you consider the document is not legally compliant or
is unsound. Please be as precise as possible.

Attached
documents

12341953 Policy PSP24 -
Mineral

SUPPORT

I am employed by CEMEX UK Ltd at Wickwar Quarry as a driver, the closure of the
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Working and
Restoration

site within 8/10 year would have a significant impact on me and my family, the wages
I receive our spent within the local area and contribute to the local economy.

I fully support the application to extend Wickwar Quarry as it will give me additional
job security for the future.

Respondent Name Chris Tookey
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12327489 Policy
PSP11 -
Active
Travel
Routes

Yes No Policy PSP11 delineates and safeguards existing and proposed Active Travel Routes (ATR),
with the Policy Map showing an ‘existing’ route running alongside the M5 at Patchway,
between the motorway and the Asda store. These ‘existing’ routes are ones previously identified
under Policy LC12 of the South Gloucestershire Local Plan, which included a number of
potential strategic links that the Plan sought to safeguard and see brought forward.

In relation to the identified ATR at Patchway, this is on private land sandwiched between the
rear service area of the Asda store and the M5 motorway. The route is effectively undeliverable
and in any event would be poorly placed to serve the local community. The fact that this
pedestrian route was identified in the Local Plan in 2006 but has never come forward indicates
that is not a viable option.
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Yes No PSP32:

Please see attached sheet (See Supporting Documents attached below)

12327489
Chris Tookey
(RPS) for Asda
Walmart
Supporting
Docs.pdf (195
KB)

Respondent Name Chris Willmore - Yate Town Council and the response is also from Yate Liberal...
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3212545 Policy
PSP11 -
Active
Travel
Routes

Yes Object to fig 1 as there is no suggestion of any new ATR route to serve the new neighbourhood in
North Yate. We would expect to see ATR routes out using Broad Lane for example. As shown it is
going to be unlinked to anywhere – even the ATR routes to the north of it which are proposed are
not proposed ot be linked to the development. SGC is aware of issues with the route of the Jubilee
way but does not include that in the diagram. The failure to integrate new ATR routes into the new
development location misses the opportunity to provide ATR as a designed in feature from the
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occupation of new dwellings and new employment. So add ATR from New Neighbourhood to
Chipping Sodbury through Ridge Woods and out to Rangeworthy to link to the Thornbury arrow.

3212545 Policy
PSP11 -
Active
Travel
Routes

No The proposed strategic active travel routes shown for Yate do not have an evidence base - our FOI
request shows the data SGC has and it does not include data to determine whether there should be
other strategic links. In particular, we are concerned at the omission of a strategic link from Yate
except in the Bristol / North Fringe direction and to Thornbury. More people travel to work in the
Emersons Green employment area from Yate than travel to Thornbury for work. We consider
therefore that the Emersons Green link should be shown as an active strategic travel route, as should
access to Cribbs and Southmead

3212545 Policy
PSP12 -
Development
Related
Transport
Impact
Management

Yes No The document lacks any statement of a travel and transport strategy for Yate. The Core Strategy is
inevitably vague on this point, and the Metro proposals only address a small number of the issues.
We need a clear strategic statement (and associated funding) for the travel and transport issues
facing Yate - both within the town and in terms of getting to key destinations - Southmead,
Emersons Green, Bristol, Cribbs, North Fringe Employment centres. Without published data on key
origin and destination maps we cannot state what the key demands are or map need. The plan has
not been evidence based in this respect - we have asked for and obtained all the data SGC says it has
and it does not provide a sound evidential base for strategic travel to and from the town or for
traffic/travel movements within the town.

3212545 Policy
PSP12 -
Development
Related
Transport
Impact
Management

No No In relation to bus stops, as we said before. the Council's current standards are inadequate, as we saw
at Link Road, Yate, so need to revise to say – national best practice in terms of size, siting, weather
protection and provision of information so as to maximize the comfort and therefore use of public
transport.
(it is not where the stop is, it is also whether you get frozen or drowned at the stop!) So shelters need
to run to ground level and have enough protection from the weather. It is underambitious to go with
what SGC itself does when funding bus stops. This document should aspire to deliver best practice
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as its policy. If we are going to get people out of cars they need assurance they will be dry and not to
cold whilst waiting for a bus.

3212545 Policy
PSP14 -
Safeguarding
Strategic
Transport
Schemes and
Infrastructure

Yes No The plan needs to include all phases of the metro link. Object strongly that this does not include the
Yate Park and Ride, Stover Link and Yate transport corridor package. Yate is growing by 30%, that
is adding 4000 houses in total in 16 years 2010- 2026 and yet there is no strategic transport scheme
mentioned.
Also the provision in relation to rail lines should not merely be the negative of opposing prejudice,
but should include a positive support for schemes which will directly enhance railway station and
rail facilities to address identified needs – so for example a scheme to sort out Yate Station should
get a tail wind.

3212545 Policy
PSP17 -
Parking
Standards

No The current standards for parking at residential homes which are reflected in this policy are
inadequate. We have significant issues of on street parking for example at Cambrian Green (and not
the only one but a good eg) as a result of the application of these criteria. This facility has extra care
flats plus a day centre, and staff parking is now a major issue on neighbouring roads. So these
figures need to increase.

In relation to people with disabilities, only deals with 1 bay or 6% . Mobility parking is vital. Both
for vehicles AND for mobility scooters. The latter are not mentioned and are of increasing
importance in terms of local journies, so parking spaces should be specified for them, in the same
was a bikes get parking. For vehicle parking the figure of 1 or 6% is too low and should be linked to
the number of blue badges in South Glos as a percentage, but also should make specific reference to
the provision of mobility scooter parking particular in residential developments. Mobility parking
should have the same sort of table as cycle parking. It is not sufficient to link it to general parking
provision. A site might have good bus links and therefore very low general parking would be okay,
but it would still need a higher level of mobility parking as public transport does not address
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mobility needs as easily as it does general travel. So unless the council wants to discriminate against
people with mobility needs it should include a schedule of minimum mobility parking levels as with
cycling. The Council would not think it appropriate to specify cycle parking as a percentage of
general vehicle parking so why is mobility parking linked in this way? So the mobility parking
figure has not been justified - it has not been evidence based and needs to be, to ensure we have
enough.
We want to ensure more mobility parking spaces, at the same time as driving down vehicular
parking generally, so the two should not be linked in this way - a policy that wants to drive down
vehicle use but drive up mobility parking can't map the two figures together.

3212545 Policy
PSP18 -
Heritage
Assets and
the Historic
Environment

Yes No The conservation of historic buildings is inextricably linked to financial viability of use. This policy
takes a negative approach. Whilst in general this is the right approach Locally listed buildings:
Surely the policy should include positive provision for proposals which bring buildings back into
effective use, or which are needed to meet identified community needs – or we can end up with
derelict buildings that are no longer usable but cannot be redeveloped even in part. The Parish Hall
on Station Road in Yate is a good example: beyond its structural life, but locally listed: it is not cost
effective to try to patch it up, redevelopment including some features of the current building is the
only option, yet this plan would seem to militate against that, which risks the community ending up
without its parish hall.

An important part of our heritage assets/ historic environment are the remains of the extractive
industries. These may take the form of buildings, of archaeology or of landscape features, but what
is important is that they are a connected landscape, so it may be something as simple as the double
hedgerow marking the line of the dramway through north Yate. We need the policy extended to
expressly mention the mining heritage of the area and the complex and interrelated nature of that
landscape meaning that individual features which might otherwise not be of merit may need
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protection or at the least funded recording prior to destruction. The current policy does not seem to
quite cover that.

3212545 Policy
PSP27 -
Enterprise
Areas

Yes No In ad
dition to the list, it is important to include sites which make a valuable local contribution to
biodiversity, recognizing that in urban areas such sites may not otherwise be considered of great
significance i.e in an urban context a nondescript hedgerow where the local foxes live is of
importance to the biodiversity of that urban area – even though in absolute terms neither the hedge
nor the fox are important.

3212545 Policy
PSP32 -
Town Centre
Uses

Yes Yes . We are strongly opposed to the conversion of the land east of Link Road to retail sheds, and stress
the importance of ensuring development is supportive of the cinema not undermining it. We
consider the industrial estate has potential for bulky good development / redevelopment but this is
not mentioned. So we would want this figure broken down far more before we could support it. By
lumping it all together we could end up with major proposals in one location which would be
inappropriate in that location but would be ok elsewhere. So we need this table reworded. It also
assumes M and S is not comparison retail, and also seems to imply the restaurant is lost retail space
which should be recreated elsewhere. We disagree, it is about rebalancing the town centre to meet a
variety of needs.

3212545 Policy
PSP40 -
Residential
Conversions,
Sub-
Divisions
and Houses

No This needs to be negatively worded. It is having a serious adverse impact within Yate, particularly
within blocks of flats. The policy should say it will NOT be permitted unless……. And a condition
5 should be added that the subdivision will provide adequate light, cooking, washing and other
facilities – we have had shocking examples of cramming subdivisions in which have an adverse
effect on the neighbourhood.
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in Multiple
Occupation

3212545 Policy PSP6
- Onsite
Renewable
& Low
Carbon
Energy

Yes No Most of Ch 2 is about design quality not climate change – more is needed about climate change. It is
the most serious issue facing our communities and we should therefore ensure proposals which
address climate change are given propriety and that all development should address those issues.

PSP6 needs to be stronger – as strong as the law permits in terms of requiring 100% of energy used
in new development to be from a renewable or low carbon source in the locality and promotion of
renewables.

The policy should include an AS policy to assist direct payments to local CO2 reduction projects,
and should specify the percentage of AS payments that should be utilized within the District.

In determining the application of policy PSP6, it is important that off site as well as onsite carbon
demand is included. A zero carbon development in a rural area which will depend on the private car
is not a zero carbon development – so the policy should expressly include evaluation of travel and
transport carbon impacts and their reduction.
Compare this with Bristol's commitment to become a zero carbon city

3212545 Policy PSP7
-
Development
in the Green
Belt

Yes Yes Strongly support green belt protection

Page 40 of 320
22 Jan 2016 21:06:08



ID Document
Part

Do you
consider
the
document
is Legally
Compliant

Do you
consider
the
document
is sound?

Please give details of why you consider the document is not legally compliant or is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible.

Attached
documents

3212545 Policy PSP9
- Residential
Amenity

Yes Does not include impact upon character of neighbourhood. The change can often be about changed
character e.g. splits to HMOs, or radically different density - and that has significance.

3212545 PSP53 - Site
Allocations
and
Safeguarding

Yes No Needs to include land immediately to the north of YOSC as a safeguarded site to ensure the new
access and expansion of YOSC can be properly accessed

Respondent Name Claire Young - South Gloucestershire Council
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916289 Policy PSP45 -
Gypsy/Traveller
Residential
Accommodation

No For a plan to be sound it must be consistent with national policy. However there have been
conflicting messages from Government on the approach to Gypsy and Traveller site provision,
which raises concerns about policies PSP 45 and 46.

In a ministerial statement of 1 July 2013, the then Local Government Minister Brandon Lewis
said that the Government had, “…aligned the planning system for traveller sites with that for

Henfield
Paddock
petition.zip
(18.2 MB)
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settled housing”. In line with this, the version of the council’s Core Strategy submitted to the
Planning Inspectorate set out that future traveller site provision would be through a combination
of intensification of existing sites and provision of new sites as part of the new neighbourhoods
being created. The latter aligned the local policies for providing new traveller sites with that for
providing new settled housing.

At the public inquiry however, the Planning Inspector removed this latter requirement, despite it
being consistent with the national guidance. As is evident from the responses from local
residents, a perceived inequity between the treatment by the planning system of different types of
housing is at the heart of many of their concerns so it was very disappointing that this route to
new provision was removed.

Later guidance said that if sites were to be intensified and/or made permanent, they had to be
“inset” in the Green Belt. That is, the land has to be removed from the Green Belt. This seems in
conflict with the intention of the ministerial statement to clarify that the Green Belt should be
protected. It also exacerbates the perception of inequity of treatment as “Very Special
Circumstances” arguments will no longer need to be made for the sites, although they would for
neighbouring properties.

The existing sites have in many cases been granted temporary or personal conditions based on
Very Special Circumstances that apply only to the people living on those sites. These
circumstances presumably do not form justification for removing the land from the Green Belt
altogether. The ministerial statement said “…the single issue of unmet demand, whether for
traveller sites or for conventional housing, is unlikely to outweigh harm to the green belt and
other harm to constitute the ‘very special circumstances’ justifying inappropriate development in
the green belt.”

Page 42 of 320
22 Jan 2016 21:06:08



ID Document Part Do you
consider
the
document
is Legally
Compliant

Do you
consider
the
document
is sound?

Please give details of why you consider the document is not legally compliant or is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible.

Attached
documents

The situation was further complicated by the launch of the “Consultation: planning and
travellers” by the previous Government in September 2014. This proposed making the definition
of “gypsy or traveller” more restrictive and tightening up the restrictions on sites in open
countryside and the Green Belt.

This leaves the council with a conundrum as to how to provide for the identified needs while
meeting all the strands of national policy. Local people are not satisfied with the proposed
solution, as evidenced by the attached petition collected and submitted by local residents during
the Summer 2014 consultation on the draft version of the plan.

916289 Policy PSP46 -
Allocated
Gypsy/Traveller
Residential
Accommodation

No For a plan to be sound it must be consistent with national policy. However there have been
conflicting messages from Government on the approach to Gypsy and Traveller site provision,
which raises concerns about policies PSP 45 and 46.

In a ministerial statement of 1 July 2013, the then Local Government Minister Brandon Lewis
said that the Government had, “…aligned the planning system for traveller sites with that for
settled housing”. In line with this, the version of the council’s Core Strategy submitted to the
Planning Inspectorate set out that future traveller site provision would be through a combination
of intensification of existing sites and provision of new sites as part of the new neighbourhoods
being created. The latter aligned the local policies for providing new traveller sites with that for
providing new settled housing.

At the public inquiry however, the Planning Inspector removed this latter requirement, despite it
being consistent with the national guidance. As is evident from the responses from local
residents, a perceived inequity between the treatment by the planning system of different types of
housing is at the heart of many of their concerns so it was very disappointing that this route to
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new provision was removed.

Later guidance said that if sites were to be intensified and/or made permanent, they had to be
“inset” in the Green Belt. That is, the land has to be removed from the Green Belt. This seems in
conflict with the intention of the ministerial statement to clarify that the Green Belt should be
protected. It also exacerbates the perception of inequity of treatment as “Very Special
Circumstances” arguments will no longer need to be made for the sites, although they would for
neighbouring properties.

The existing sites have in many cases been granted temporary or personal conditions based on
Very Special Circumstances that apply only to the people living on those sites. These
circumstances presumably do not form justification for removing the land from the Green Belt
altogether. The ministerial statement said “…the single issue of unmet demand, whether for
traveller sites or for conventional housing, is unlikely to outweigh harm to the green belt and
other harm to constitute the ‘very special circumstances’ justifying inappropriate development in
the green belt.”

The situation was further complicated by the launch of the “Consultation: planning and
travellers” by the previous Government in September 2014. This proposed making the definition
of “gypsy or traveller” more restrictive and tightening up the restrictions on sites in open
countryside and the Green Belt.

This leaves the council with a conundrum as to how to provide for the identified needs while
meeting all the strands of national policy. Local people are not satisfied with the proposed
solution, as evidenced by the petition collected and submitted by local residents during the

Page 44 of 320
22 Jan 2016 21:06:08



ID Document Part Do you
consider
the
document
is Legally
Compliant

Do you
consider
the
document
is sound?

Please give details of why you consider the document is not legally compliant or is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible.

Attached
documents

Summer 2014 consultation on the draft version of the plan which I attached to my comment on
PSP 45.

916289 Policy PSP51
Rural
Settlement
Boundaries

I would like to endorse the approach taken to the Rural Housing review – working with local
communities to identify need and how it could be delivered. In the case of Westerleigh village in
my ward, this involved multiple stages of consultation, including two very well attended drop-in
sessions. It became apparent through this very thorough process that there was not the evidence to
support the need for additional housing in the village and hence justify removing land from the
Green Belt. There were also a number of issues of concern to local people about the two sites
considered in the December 2014 consultation – including highway safety, ecology, pressure on
the sewage system and damage to the rural character of the village.

If representations are made to the contrary, I would like to be able to participate at the oral part of
the examination to explain why I believe it was sound.

Respondent Name Clark
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12327649 Policy
PSP24 -
Mineral
Working
and
Restoration

hi south glous council my name is Gary Clark I am then plant manager of the concrete plant at
wickwar quarry. I just thought i would e mail you regarding the extension of wickwar quarry. I have
been associated with the quarry for twenty six years my last twenty six years have depended on this
quarry .With my children benefitting from working here .all my money earned going back into the
local economy. where i live in yate my children still live in yate so they to benefitted from wickwar
quarry now grown up they would not be where they are now if it was not for my job here in wickwar
quarry .please take in to consideration the impact that would happen if the quarry closed in eight to
ten years time thank you for taking the time to read this e mail

Respondent Name D Long
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12342049 Policy PSP24 -
Mineral
Working and
Restoration

SUPPORT

I am employed by CEMEX UK Ltd atWickwar Quarry as a driver, the closure of the
site within 8/10 year would have a significant impact on me and my family, the wages
I receive our spent within the local area and contribute to the local economy.

I fully support the application to extend Wickwar Quarry as it will give me additional
job security for the future.
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14384225 Policy PSP29 -
Rural Economy

No Also in respect of Policy PSP29 Rural Economy, the word "only" in the opening text
should be removed as it implies some degree of "exceptionality" whereas the tone of the
wording of the NPPF is
more positive and encouraging.

14384225 Policy PSP41 -
Residential
Development in
the Countryside

No These impact upon Policy PSP41 Residential Development in the Countryside, the Rural
Housing Review and Policy PSP51 Rural Settlement boundaries (para 1 1.3) in
particular. Our client's proposals also compliment the aspirations of Tortworth Parish to
support the continued use of local
primary school.

It is evident that the Council's latest proposals have not taken into account these previous
representations. In this respect the Council's proposals are considered to be unsound by
reason of being inconsistent with national policy.

14384225 Policy PSP51
Rural Settlement
Boundaries

No These impact upon Policy PSP41 Residential Development in the Countryside, the Rural
Housing Review and Policy PSP51 Rural Settlement boundaries (para 1 1.3) in
particular. Our client's proposals also compliment the aspirations of Tortworth Parish to
support the continued use of local
primary school.

It is evident that the Council's latest proposals have not taken into account these previous
representations. In this respect the Council's proposals are considered to be unsound by
reason of being inconsistent with national policy.
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1444609 Policy PSP24
- Mineral
Working and
Restoration

SUPPORT

This submission is made on behalf of the Tortworth Estate who are the owners of the land
adjacent to Churchwood Quarry which is operated by Cemex.

The Estate support the identification of the Preferred Area north of Wickwar Quarry and
confirm that the principle of mineral development of this area is acceptable and the land will
be released when required. Similar comments apply to the Area of Search - North West of
Wickwar (Churchwood) Quarry.

The Estate are co-operating actively with Cemex to design and implement off site structural
landscape planting the objective of which is to increase / strengthen the visual protection of
the future mineral extraction proposals as well as provide additional mitigation to the setting
of the local listed buildings.

Respondent Name Dave McGuire
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12398081 1.
Introduction

While the National Planning Policy Framework has radically simplified the Planning system in
England, a central tenet of Plan-making remains that the plan must be based on adequate, up-to-
date and relevant evidence about the economic, social and environmental characteristics and
prospects of the area.

The NPPF explains that Local Planning Authorities should set out the strategic priorities for the
area, including strategic policies to deliver ….(inter alia)

• the provision of health, security, community and cultural infrastructure and other local facilities

Paragraph 171 falls within the section of the NPPF that sets out advice on the evidence base that
Plans need, and deals with Health and Well-Being. It advises;

“Local planning authorities should work with public health leads and health organisations to
understand and take account of the health status and needs of the local population (such as for
sports, recreation, and places of worship), including expected future changes and any information
about relevant barriers to improving health and well-being.”

This advice is amplified in the section of the NPPF that deals with promoting healthy communities.
Paragraph 73 states;

“Access to high quality open spaces and opportunities for sport and recreation can make an
important contribution to the health and well-being of communities. Planning policies should be
based on robust and up to date assessments of the needs for open space, sports and recreation
facilities and opportunities for new provision. The assessments should identify specific needs and
quantitative or qualitative deficits or surpluses of open space, sports and recreational facilities in
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the local area. Information gained from the assessments should be used to determine what open
space, sports and recreational provision is required.”

In light of the above, it is Sport England’s policy to challenge the soundness of Local Plan and
Local Development Framework documents which are not justified by;

- an up to date playing pitch strategy (carried out in accordance with a methodology approved by
Sport England)
- an up to date built sports facilities strategy (carried out in accordance with a methodology
approved by Sport England).

By up to date Sport England means undertaken within the last 3 years for a Playing Pitch Strategy,
and within the last 5 years for a Built Facilities Strategy.

Sport England are currently engaging with the Council on the preparation of both a Playing Pitch
Strategy (PPS) and a Built Facilities Strategy (BFS). However neither document has reached a
stage where they have been able to inform the content of the plan.

As such the plan does not currently enjoy an evidence base for sport, and is in danger of being
considered unsound.

Had the plan preserving South Gloucestershire in aspic then these omissions (though problematic)
would not have been critical. Instead the plan is having to accommodate sub-regional scale housing
growth around north and east Bristol. It is critical that the plan makes provision for playing pitches
and built sports facilities to match this population growth (as the plan acknowledges). However
without guidance from the PPS or BFS the plan cannot predict how much is needed or where it is
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required.

Sport England requires further information as to how and when outputs from both strategies would
be fed into the plan. Until such time as this clarification is provided Sport England considers it
necessary to challenge the soundness of the plan.

12398081 Policy
PSP10 -
Health
Impact
Assessments

Policy PSP10 Health Impact Assessments - Sport England wishes to support this policy. We are
currently in the process of reviewing and re-launching our guidance ‘Active Design’ guidance
which we consider has considerable synergy with this policy. It may therefore be useful to provide
a cross-reference (and perhaps a hyperlink).

12398081 Policy
PSP11 -
Active
Travel
Routes

SUPPORT

Policy PSP11 Active Travel Routes - Sport England wishes to support this policy. We are currently
in the process of reviewing and re-launching our guidance ‘Active Design’ guidance which we
consider has considerable synergy with this policy. It may therefore be useful to provide a cross-
reference (and perhaps a hyperlink).

12398081 Policy PSP4
- Designated
Local Green
Spaces

Policy Specific Comment:

Policy PSP4 Designated Local Greenspaces – the policy’s scope, and extent of the suggested
designations means it falls short of the protection required by Sport England and that set out in
para. 74 of the NPPF. In terms of scope, the policy restricts itself to ‘greenspaces’. This would be
fine in its own right were it not for the fact that the plan does not contain a policy which offers
protection to sports and recreational buildings. Sport England considers that either an additional
policy is required, or policy PSP4’s scope be expanded.
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A cursory review of the extent of the suggested designation on inset maps also suggests that it
leaves some outdoor sports facilities (e.g. artificial grass pitches and MUGAs) without protection.

12398081 Policy
PSP48 -
Outdoor
Sport and
Recreation
Outside
Settlement
Boundaries

SUPPORT

Policy PSP48 Outdoor Sport and Recreation Outside Settlement Boundaries - Sport England
considers this a reasonable and well-balanced policy.

12398081 PSP53 - Site
Allocations
and
Safeguarding

SUPPORT

Policy PSP53 Site Allocations and Safeguarding – notwithstanding the concerns we have expressed
about the mismatch between this plan’s progress and the Council’s evidence base for sport, we
support the protection this policy offers sites 4,5,6,8,9 and 10.

Respondent Name Dave Rea
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12341793 Policy PSP24 -
Mineral Working
and Restoration

SUPPORT

I am employed by CEMEX UK Ltd at Wickwar Quarry as a driver, the closure
of the site within 8/10 year would have a significant impact on me and my
family, the wages I receive our spent within the local area
and contribute to the local economy.

I fully support the application to extend Wlckwar Quarry as it will give me
additional job security for the future.

Respondent Name David Glasson - DG Planning
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8704321 Policy
PSP51 Rural
Settlement
Boundaries

Yes No The Plan makes no provision for any new rural housing beyond one single parish and the limited
amount achievable through existing policies, which is chiefly infilling and which will not make any
discernible contribution to affordable housing in rural areas. The Plan does not reflect national
policy in the National Planning Policy Framework (paragraph 54) which urges local planning
authorities to be responsive to local circumstances and plan housing development to reflect local
needs, particularly for affordable housing and to allow some market housing to facilitate the
provision of significant additional affordable housing to meet local needs. The Plan approach also

8704321
Glasson
Planning for
Mr & Mrs
Parry
Supporting
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fails to meet the Core Strategy objective of providing decent and affordable housing in accessible
locations and for local needs in rural areas and paragraph 10.44 of the Core Strategy which
recognises the particular shortage of affordable housing supply in rural areas and the need to
maintain and sustain rural communities. The Plan simply does not provide an adequate delivery
vehicle for these policy aspirations.

Docs.pdf
(312 KB)

8704321 Policy
PSP51 Rural
Settlement
Boundaries

Yes No The Plan is unsound as it is not consistent with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).
Part of the Green Belt/settlement boundary at Frampton Cotterell washes over the built up area (see
attached plan) does not meet any of the five purposes in paragraph 80 of the NPPF and is not in
accordance with advice in paragraph 85 on defining boundaries in the National Planning Policy
Framework in particular it does not use physical features that are readily recognisable.

There is no justification or planning rationale for the area to be washed over and the Green Belt/
settlement boundary should be reviewed accordingly.

This anomaly prevents normally permitted infill development in the built up limits and devalues the
status and purpose of the Green Belt. The realignment of the Green belt boundary with the built up
area and a corresponding change to the settlement boundary to follow the red edged line on the
attached plan will strengthen the Green Belt designation and give a much greater definition to the
built up area. The area highlighted in yellow is undeniably part of the built up fabric and is not
characterised by the openness of the wider Green Belt and is in every sense subsumed into the
existing settlement pattern. The proposed change would return the Green Belt boundary to a more
logical and definitive position without any adverse implications for the visual amenities of the
surrounding Green Belt.

8704321
Glasson
Planning for
Mr & Mrs
Flanders
Supporting
Docs.pdf
(1.1 MB)
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8704321 Policy PSP8
- Settlement
Boundaries

Yes No The Plan makes no provision for any new rural housing beyond one single parish and the limited
amount achievable through existing policies, which is chiefly infilling and which will not make any
discernible contribution to affordable housing in rural areas. The Plan does not reflect national
policy in the National Planning Policy Framework (paragraph 54) which urges local planning
authorities to be responsive to local circumstances and plan housing development to reflect local
needs, particularly for affordable housing and to allow some market housing to facilitate the
provision of significant additional affordable housing to meet local needs. The Plan approach also
fails to meet the Core Strategy objective of providing decent and affordable housing in accessible
locations and for local needs in rural areas and paragraph 10.44 of the Core Strategy which
recognises the particular shortage of affordable housing supply in rural areas and the need to
maintain and sustain rural communities. The Plan simply does not provide an adequate delivery
vehicle for these policy aspirations.

8704321
Glasson
Planning for
Mr & Mrs
Parry
Supporting
Docs.pdf
(312 KB)

8704321 Policy PSP8
- Settlement
Boundaries

Yes No The Plan is unsound as it is not consistent with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).
Part of the Green Belt/settlement boundary at Frampton Cotterell washes over the built up area (see
attached plan) does not meet any of the five purposes in paragraph 80 of the NPPF and is not in
accordance with advice in paragraph 85 on defining boundaries in the National Planning Policy
Framework in particular it does not use physical features that are readily recognisable.

There is no justification or planning rationale for the area to be washed over and the Green Belt/
settlement boundary should be reviewed accordingly.

This anomaly prevents normally permitted infill development in the built up limits and devalues the
status and purpose of the Green Belt. The realignment of the Green belt boundary with the built up
area and a corresponding change to the settlement boundary to follow the red edged line on the
attached plan will strengthen the Green Belt designation and give a much greater definition to the
built up area. The area highlighted in yellow is undeniably part of the built up fabric and is not

8704321
Glasson
Planning for
Mr & Mrs
Flanders
Supporting
Docs.pdf
(1.1 MB)
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characterised by the openness of the wider Green Belt and is in every sense subsumed into the
existing settlement pattern. The proposed change would return the Green Belt boundary to a more
logical and definitive position without any adverse implications for the visual amenities of the
surrounding Green Belt.

8704321 PSP52 -
Housing
Development
Opportunity
at
Rangeworthy

Yes No The complete absence of any new housing sites at Wickwar will effectively prevent or severely
limit any new affordable housing coming forward. Furthermore, the absence of any Neighbourhood
Plan process at Wickwar places effective reliance instead on rural housing exception sites which
will not deliver in any sense the quantum of affordable housing which is needed throughout rural
areas. The token housing development opportunity proposed at Rangeworthy under Policy PSP52
is nonsensical given the PSP acknowledges it is a small village with very few services and facilities
and limited local employment and public transport. Wickwar should have been considered in
preference given its obvious advantages as a more sustainable settlement.

8704321
Glasson
Planning for
Mr & Mrs
Parry
Supporting
Docs.pdf
(312 KB)

Respondent Name David & Kim Tooze
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7558017 Policy PSP45 -
Gypsy/Traveller
Residential
Accommodation

I would like to express my objection to the above constituent part only of the PSP, since I
consider that the formulation of the proposals was unsound for the following reasons -

1. South Glos. Councils' policy(see website) states that "The views of Parish and Town Councils
must be considered when making decisions", also "the views of Parish and Town Councils must
be given weight by South Glos. Council and Central Govt. when determining issues which affect
the Parish" The views of Westerleigh Parish Council, and it's residents who voted emphatically
against the proposals were TOTALLY IGNORED.

2. Proposals are contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework, and associated documents,
which state that INTRUSION INTO THE GREEN BELT should only be considered in very
special circumstances (which does not include unmet need).

3. Govt. Policy confirms para. 2.(above) as stated in a written reply from the Rt. Hon.Eric Pickles
Sec. of State for Communities & Local Govt. to Steve Webb M.P. on 10th April 2015.

4. S. Glos.Council's "Consultation" process (Questions 6 and 7 of the Draft PSP) was opposed by
300 people, who signed a response document, submitted by a Westerleigh Parish Councillor but
was ignored. It could be construed that the process was a sham since a Planning Officer at the S.
Glos. Council Meeting ,18th March 2015, inferred that the decision to intensify had already been
taken as part of the Core Strategy.

5. The proposals ignore/overule the conditions (on our local site -Henfield Paddock) of
Temporary approval/Green belt, Specific to one family etc.,clearly imposed by the Govt.
Planning Inspector (2001) and the S. Glos Councillors Planning Committee (July 2014).

Page 57 of 320
22 Jan 2016 21:06:08



ID Document Part Do you
consider
the
document
is Legally
Compliant

Do you
consider
the
document
is sound?

Please give details of why you consider the document is not legally compliant or is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible.

Attached
documents

6. The voting at the S. Glos. Council Meeting 18th.March 2015 was a foregone conclusion, in
that the above was encompassed with a raft of other major issues. There was an obvious
reluctance to delay the full PSP for just "one small but vital Green belt issue" (ref. Chair of
meeting), and risk Govt. criticism. The Intensification issue only immediately affected 2 or 3
Parishes out of 35, therefore there was no enthusiasm from other Councillors to delay matters.

7. The allocation of sites, almost entirely in Westerleigh and Boyd Valley Parishes is totally
disproportionate, and needs review.

8.The request for residents to comment on the "Soundness" etc. of the Plan is in itself unsound. It
presupposes people have the time and patience to plough through dozens of pages of the PSP,
NPPF, policies,strategies, statements etc., full of complicated Planning jargon. Most local
residents view is that they have made their objections abundantly clear, therefore what part of
NO is not understood? Sadly, exasperation and attrition have been weapons in this exercise.

In Sept.2014 the Dept. for Communities and Local Govt. commissioned a study -" Consultation -
Planning and Travellers ". Key aims in this initiative are "Strengthening protection of the Green
Belt" and proposals for a "Planning System which is fair to both the Settled and Traveller
communities". Regrettably, S. Glos. policy in recent years has not been fair, with an
overwhelming obsession to meet Traveller pitch targets.

The existence of this Consultation implies that there is a significant problem nationally, and it
would have been democratic and responsible of S.Glos. Planning Authority to await the results of
this study before pressing ahead unilaterally.

I would respectfully request that the above section of the PSP is temporarily removed, pending
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the more detailed consideration it merits, and to reflect updated Govt. guidelines which should
imminently evolve from the Consultation.

7558017 Policy PSP46 -
Allocated
Gypsy/Traveller
Residential
Accommodation

I would like to express my objection to the above constituent part only of the PSP, since I
consider that the formulation of the proposals was unsound for the following reasons -

1. South Glos. Councils' policy (see website) states that "The views of Parish and Town Councils
must be considered when making decisions", also "the views of Parish and Town Councils must
be given weight by South Glos. Council and Central Govt. when determining issues which affect
the Parish" The views of Westerleigh Parish Council, and it's residents who voted emphatically
against the proposals were TOTALLY IGNORED.

2. Proposals are contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework, and associated documents,
which state that INTRUSION INTO THE GREEN BELT should only be considered in very
special circumstances (which does not include unmet need).

3. Govt. Policy confirms para. 2. (above) as stated in a written reply from the Rt. Hon.Eric
Pickles Sec. of State for Communities & Local Govt. to Steve Webb M.P. on 10th April 2015.

4. S. Glos. Council's "Consultation" process (Questions 6 and 7 of the Draft PSP) was opposed
by 300 people, who signed a response document, submitted by a Westerleigh Parish Councillor
but was ignored. It could be construed that the process was a sham since a Planning Officer at the
S. Glos. Council Meeting, 18th. March 2015, inferred that the decision to intensify had already
been taken as part of the Core Strategy.

5. The proposals ignore/overule the conditions (on our local site -Henfield Paddock) of
Temporary approval/Green belt, Specific to one family etc., clearly imposed by the Govt.
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Planning Inspector (2001) and the S. Glos Councillors Planning Committee (July 2014).

6. The voting at the S. Glos. Council Meeting 18th.March 2015 was a foregone conclusion, in
that the above was encompassed with a raft of other major issues. There was an obvious
reluctance to delay the full PSP for just "one small but vital Green belt issue" (ref. Chair of
meeting), and risk Govt. criticism. The Intensification issue only immediately affected 2 or 3
Parishes out of 35, therefore there was no enthusiasm from other Councillors to delay matters.

7. The allocation of sites,almost entirely in Westerleigh and Boyd Valley Parishes is totally
disproportionate, and needs review.

8.The request for residents to comment on the "Soundness" etc. of the Plan is in itself unsound. It
presupposes people have the time and patience to plough through dozens of pages of the PSP,
NPPF, policies, strategies, statements etc., full of complicated Planning jargon. Most local
residents view is that they have made their objections abundantly clear , therefore what part of
NO is not understood? Sadly, exasperation and attrition have been weapons in this exercise.

In Sept 2014 the Dept. for Communities and Local Govt. commissioned a study -" Consultation -
Planning and Travellers ". Key aims in this initiative are "Strengthening protection of the Green
Belt" and proposals for a "Planning System which is fair to both the Settled and Traveller
communities". Regrettably, S. Glos. policy in recent years has not been fair, with an
overwhelming obsession to meet Traveller pitch targets.

The existence of this Consultation implies that there is a significant problem nationally, and it
would have been democratic and responsible of S.Glos. Planning Authority to await the results of
this study before pressing ahead unilaterally.

Page 60 of 320
22 Jan 2016 21:06:08



ID Document Part Do you
consider
the
document
is Legally
Compliant

Do you
consider
the
document
is sound?

Please give details of why you consider the document is not legally compliant or is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible.

Attached
documents

I would respectfully request that the above section of the PSP is temporarily removed, pending
the more detailed consideration it merits, and to reflect updated Govt. guidelines which should
imminently evolve from the Consultation.

Respondent Name David Ogborne - Wessex Water
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2807489 1.
Introduction

We note the proposed development management policies and will support the local authority in the
delivery of new homes and employment land.

2807489 Policy
PSP21 -
Flood Risk,
Surface
Water and
Watercourse
Management

We have prepared a range of policies for Local Planning Authorities to consider and to provide
consistency across the region we submit these for your consideration. In line with the NPPF we have
kept these to a minimum and we request that you review for use when considering water and waste
services.

Summary of Proposed Wessex Water Planning Policies:
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1. Proximity Consultation Zones:

1.1 Outline Policy Suggestion:
Development proposals in close proximity to existing operational wastewater or water supply
infrastructure should be subject to consultation with the infrastructure provider to ensure that the
residential or commercial amenity of the proposed development will not be adversely affected by the
continued operation of the existing wastewater or water supply infrastructure.

In particular, development proposals which are sensitive to unpleasant odour emissions within 400m
of sewage treatment works or 25m of sewage pumping stations will be subject to consultation with
Wessex Water to ensure that the proposed development can reasonably co-exist. Within the 400m
and 25m consultation zones, development proposals will be assessed against the potential for odour
emissions from the facilities and where such emissions would have an unacceptable detrimental
impact on the amenity of the proposed development, development will not be permitted unless
adequate mitigation is agreed.

Where necessary the applicant will agree arrangements with Wessex Water to prepare and complete
supporting impact assessments to demonstrate that development proposals are unaffected from odour
emissions, noise or vibration with or without mitigation.

2. Utility Infrastructure Policy:

2.1 Outline Policy Suggestion:

“Applications for new sites, extensions or significant development to existing sites required to
provide public water supplies or process sewage and waste water will be permitted providing that
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they do not give rise to significant adverse effect to environmental features, local amenity or
landscape”.

3. Wastewater Infrastructure Policy:

3.1 Outline Policy Suggestion:
Development proposals will only be permitted where:
• Adequate sewage treatment facilities are available or where suitable arrangements are made for
their provision. Developments which may result in increased nutrient load to sensitive watercourses
should incorporate adequate mitigation measures agreed with Wessex Water and the Environment
Agency/Natural England so as to secure compliance with the requirements of the EU Water
Framework & Habitats Directives.

• Adequate surface water disposal systems are available or where suitable arrangements are made for
their provision. Development proposals must demonstrate satisfactory disposal of surface water and
that Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems have been incorporated where appropriate. Separate
systems of drainage with points of connection or outfalls should be agreed with Wessex Water.

• Adequate foul drainage/sewerage facilities are available or where suitable arrangements are made
for their provision. New developments will be expected to connect to the public sewer system. New
sewers and associated infrastructure will be constructed to a standard adoptable by Wessex Water.

4. Water Resources Policy:

4.1 Outline Policy Suggestion:
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• Development proposals will not be permitted which would adversely affect the quality or quantity
of water resources. Robust assessments should be carried out to support applications affecting
Groundwater Source Protection Zones, Safeguard Zones and Drinking Water Protection Areas, as
defined by the Environment Agency.

• Development should explore the potential to implement water efficiency measures in all
developments to reduce demand on water resources.

Respondent Name David Payne
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10761473 Policy
PSP24 -
Mineral
Working and
Restoration

Yes No We support the inclusion of the North of Wickwar Quarry as a Preferred Area and the North West
of Wickwar (Churchwood) Quarry as an Area of Search in Policy PSP24 and on the Proposed
Changes to the Policies Map.

The reserves that these sites may yield will help ensure compliance with the NPPF (para 145)
which requires planning authorities to ‘plan for a steady and adequate supply of aggregates
through…making provision for the maintenance of landbanks …’. ‘Maintenance’ of landbanks
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implies that a landbank of at least 10 years’ worth of reserve at the prevailing rate of provision
(3.05mtpa) needs to be in place at all times throughout the Plan period, including at 2028. Given
the existing landbank is identified as being c70mt, additional reserves will be needed in order to
maintain the minimum landbank throughout the Plan period.

Paragraph 6.69: We support the use of the annualised level of provision in the Core Strategy, which
is higher than the 10 year average of past sales and should help provide for flexibility to increase
production to meet demand as the economy grows and to ensure that materials are available for
planned development in the local area, wider markets served by quarries in South Gloucestershire.
MPA monitoring indicates that sales of crushed rock in the South West in the first quarter of 2015
are up 15% on those in Q1 in 2014, with the annual moving average of sales up by 24%. This
compares to more modest increases for England (9% and and 11.5%) GB (11.5% and 12%) and as
a whole, demonstrating that demand is increasing substantially, particularly for material from the
SW, as the local and national economy recovers.

Paragraph 6.69 refers to provision for aggregates being made to the end of the Plan period in 2028
only. However, simply multiplying the annual level of provision by the years of the Plan period
would not provide for maintenance of a minimum landbank of 10 years’ supply throughout the
Plan period. Instead maintaining the landbank will require a landbank of at least 30.5mt to be in
existence at the end of the Plan period. Planning Practice Guidance makes it clear that there is no
‘maximum’ landbank.

10761473 Policy
PSP25 -
Mineral
Safeguarding
Areas

Yes Yes SUPPORT

We support the removal of the arbitrary threshold of development proposals over 1ha in size that
was included in the previous draft of the Plan (June 2014). However, amending the policy and
removing this threshold has resulted in it being overly focused on prior extraction rather than on
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safeguarding , and prevention of needless sterilisation of resources in principle. This is a problem
as even where prior extraction is feasible and undertaken, a non-minerals development could result
in sterilisation of a wider area of mineral resource outside of the development site. NPPF (para
144) makes it clear that other [non minerals] proposals should not normally be permitted in MSAs
where they might constrain potential future use for these purposes.

Respondent Name david redgewell - south west transport network, TFGBA, Railfuture, Bus Users UK
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11712481 Policy
PSP12 -
Development
Related
Transport
Impact
Management

No No PSP12 Public transport impact management - This policy fails to take account of mobility impaired
residents and the provision of castle kerbs and fully accessible bus stops across new developments
in urban Greater Bristol and especially in rural South Gloucestershire.
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11712481 Policy
PSP14 -
Safeguarding
Strategic
Transport
Schemes and
Infrastructure

No No PSP14 Safeguarding strategic transport schemes and infrastructure - On CS7 there needs to be a
fully detailed plan for MetroBus and MetroRail including the Henbury loop through the Patchway
new neighbourhood protecting station sites at Henbury, North Filton platform, and Charlton Hayes
for Cribbs Causeway.

11712481 Policy
PSP14 -
Safeguarding
Strategic
Transport
Schemes and
Infrastructure

No No PSP14 Safeguarding strategic transport schemes and infrastructure - We don't believe that the
Avonmouth Severnside transport scheme is comprehensive enough and fails to protect the Severn
Beach line and its associated freight sidings and policy lacks a regeneration policy for the station
and is far too vague on improving bus access between Avonmouth, Severn Beach and Pilning
station. There is no mention of the new major port and associated freight facilities including rail
container services. There is nothing on a comprehensive freight transport plan for the area
(including rail freight).

11712481 Policy
PSP15 -
Safeguarding
Rail
Schemes and
Infrastructure

No No There is not a comprehensive rail plan as it misses out Charfield in Metro West Phase 2, the
Henbury loop and stations at Henbury, Charlton Hayes and Filton North platform. A proper public
transport interchange and Park & Ride at Severn Beach, Patchway and Pilning including disabled
access, improved train services, lighting to serve the new business area of Severnside. No
protection of station sites at Winterbourne, Wickwar, Badminton and Chipping Sodbury for future
rail use.

11712481 Policy
PSP16 - Park
and Ride/
Share

No No PSR16 Park & Ride/Share - the policy is not comprehensive enough doesn't identify proper a bus
based park and ride at Nibley (including new bus depot) for First and MetroBus. Park and Share
sites at Tormarton, Aust and Falfield should also allow First and Stagecoach bus and coach
services to call. The plan is silent on rail based Park & Ride sites at Filton Abbey Wood, Filton
North platform, Patchway and Yate or a bus based Park & Ride site at Emersons Green or
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Longwell Green. It fails to mention the coach stations at Cribbs Causeway or UWE nor Parkway
station.

11712481 Policy
PSP18 -
Heritage
Assets and
the Historic
Environment

No No PSP18 Heritage Assets and the Historic Environment - the policy fails to protect Kingswood
heritage sites including the Whitefield Tabernacle, Stationmaster public house, the dramway and
the structures on the Bristol-Bath railway path.

11712481 Policy
PSP27 -
Enterprise
Areas

No No

11712481 Policy
PSP32 -
Town Centre
Uses

No No PSP32 does not have a regeneration policy for Staple Hill the Square which is in urgent need of
redevelopment due to its poor quality environment.

11712481 Policy
PSP32 -
Town Centre
Uses

No No PSP32 Filton Town Centre - this lacks a sense of place, pedestrian facilities need improving
including bus interchange facilities and requires regeneration of the town centre especially the
public toilets by the church and the bus stops on Southmead Road roundabout.

11712481 Policy
PSP32 -
Town Centre
Uses

No No PSP32 Patchway - the local shops need protection and there needs to be a proper design and
planning brief to combine with the Mall in terms of a new neighbourhood.
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11712481 Policy
PSP32 -
Town Centre
Uses

No No PSP32 Emersons Green - lack of a comprehensive town centre plan including public transport. The
MetroBus project finishes at the edge of the development and not in the centre and the town centre
needs better pedestrian facilities and a sense of place.

11712481 Policy
PSP32 -
Town Centre
Uses

No No PSP32 Thornbury - High Street area needs regeneration including wider pavements, better bus
waiting facilities, bus kerbs, improve the town centre shopping precinct and improvements to night
time economy.

11712481 Policy
PSP32 -
Town Centre
Uses

No No PSP32 does not have a regeneration policy for Staple Hill the Square which is in urgent need of
redevelopment due to its poor quality environment.

11712481 Policy
PSP32 -
Town Centre
Uses

No No non compliant with national policy

11712481 Policy
PSP41 -
Residential
Development
in the
Countryside

No No CS18/CS19 rural housing - PSP41 and PSP42 - The plan lacks a credible rural housing policy for
affordable housing in the villages of rural South Gloucestershire. Only one parish Charfield has
agreed to provide housing. We believe a top down approach to allocating affordable housing in
each of the villages such as Alveston, Overton, Wickwar, Hawkesbury Upton, Westerleigh,
Badminton, Tytherington, Marshfield, Cold Ashton, Wick, Littleton-Upon-Severn, Pilning,
Tortworth and Tockington.

11712481 Policy
PSP42 -

No No CS18/CS19 rural housing - PSP41 and PSP42 - The plan lacks a credible rural housing policy for
affordable housing in the villages of rural South Gloucestershire. Only one parish Charfield has
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Rural
Workers
Dwellings

agreed to provide housing. We believe a top down approach to allocating affordable housing in
each of the villages such as Alveston, Overton, Wickwar, Hawkesbury Upton, Westerleigh,
Badminton, Tytherington, Marshfield, Cold Ashton, Wick, Littleton-Upon-Severn, Pilning,
Tortworth and Tockington.

Respondent Name David Wilson Homes (South West) Ltd - Rob Duff - Earlsfield Town Planning

ID Document Part Do you consider the
document is Legally
Compliant
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document is not legally compliant or is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible.

Attached documents

14390113 Policy PSP17 -
Parking Standards

No Please see Comments in the attached document 15.07.03 - ETP.1066 -
Representations of David Wilson
Homes (So.pdf (5.0 MB)

14390113 Policy PSP4 -
Designated Local
Green Spaces

No See Comments in the attached document. 15.07.03 - ETP.1066 -
Representations of David Wilson
Homes (So.pdf (5.0 MB)

14390113 Policy PSP44 -
Private Amenity
Space Standards

No Please see Comments in the attached document 15.07.03 - ETP.1066 -
Representations of David Wilson
Homes (So.pdf (5.0 MB)
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7664417 Introduction Yes No Left blank 2797889 Oldbury on Severn
Parish Council Supporting
Docs.pdf (12 KB)

Respondent Name Dawn Griffiths - Bristol City Council
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11527169 Policy
PSP4 -
Designated
Local
Green
Spaces

No The City Council considers that the Policies, Sites and Places Plan should include Charlton Common
as a Designated Local Green Space.

Charlton Common is of particular importance to the local community especially those in north
Bristol who are located in the Bristol City Council area and who have consistently identified the
importance of this area to them as a green space. This importance is reflected in the adopted Cribbs/
Patchway New Neighbourhood Development Framework SPD and the adopted Core Strategies for
both South Gloucestershire and Bristol.

Charlton Common is an important and valued resource which should be kept free of development,
being retained and enhanced as common land available to existing and new communities.
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1121217 1. Introduction Some words used may not be legally binding upon developers. Has S
Glos QC checked the words so that challenges are not upheld by the
Planning Inspector?
re timeframe for developers to build homes and facilities - what
happens if schedules slip?
How are retail space objectives for Cribbs Mall and market town
centres resolved when increasing one may have an impact on the
other?
Public transport and road traffic impact plans need to be more closely
correlated - more cars on road delay buses.

1121217 Introduction No Using words like "promoting" may be interpreted as not having to
implement.

1121217 Introduction to the
Development
Management policies

Lack of detail about how construction traffic would be managed in
Thornbury area

1121217 Policy PSP2:
Landscape

No "Will be expected" is not specific enough

Respondent Name Diana Warner
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12284289 Policy
PSP26 -
Hydrocarbon
Extraction
(Inc.
Fracking)

No I point out the following unsound points in the S. Gloucestershire plan:
1. What does ‘mitigating’ mean in this context? There needs to be definition of how much
pollution / contamination to land, ground water and released water and how much / what
air pollution will be permitted; permitted levels defined for each pollutant. These precise
levels must be agreed in advance for each of the stages of fracking. They must be
acceptable to both the council and the public, in view of the great unease regarding the
dangers of fracking to health and wellbeing and to contamination of land water and air.
2. We know that a single low emission radionuclide may enter a human body and lodge
in one place permanently. Its continuous low grade radioactive emission in one spot is a
cause of cancer in that individual. Specific consideration of release of radionuclides is
needed.
3. Volume of water use needs to be specified beforehand and agreement made regarding
the conditions under which the water may be used – for example, access to water at times
when there is relative shortage. What effects will water use by the fracking industry have
on ground water, and on surface water / watercourses?
4. The company /corporation permitted to carry out the fracking must be fully responsible
for any contamination in excess of that permitted, including the costs of removing the
contamination, reparation to landowners and to anyone affected, for the duration that the
contamination persists. Any costs from treating people affected by contamination,
pollution or accident that is generated by health and social care services should also be
paid back to NHS England by the company / corporation, so that there is no adverse
effect on the provision of other health and social care services locally.
5. There needs to be adequate insurance held by the company / corporation to cover all
these potential costs, during the time the work is carried out and into the future, in order
to cover any damage at the time of the fracking work being done, and any future damage
that may arise. As there may be unforeseen damage in the future, caused by geological

medact_fracking-
report_WEB4.pdf
(1.2 MB)
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instability or because of the newness of the technology, I suggest future cover for an
extended period, of at least a century.
6. The oversight / monitoring of fracking is highly technical and costly and the costs
cannot be borne by the council. Therefore the company / corporation must pay for both
independent overseers and for the costs of the equipment / resources that the overseers
will need and must cooperate with the overseers fully. The independent overseers will be
accountable to the council and to the public.
7. The government considers fracking to be potentially helpful in reducing CO2
emissions released during electricity generation, in comparison to conventional fossil
fuels. It has agreed the use of fracking as an interim measure, instead of using the more
traditional fossil fuels, while we undergo conversion to renewables. The Medact report
shows that this applies to electricity generated from coal but not to electricity generated
from gas. Therefore it is beholden on the council to ensure that there is a binding
commitment to leave an equivalent amount of coal in the ground, as is released by the
fracking process. To this end the company / corporation must prove that binding
arrangements are in place to keep an equivalent amount of coal, which is not already
allocated to offset any other fracking or other enterprise and which is presently due to be
extracted within the timescale of the fracking project, in the ground in perpetuity.
8. Specific and effective plans for conversion to renewable zero carbon technologies such
as wind, solar and tidal, need inclusion when considering plans for fracking. The council
must consider how the companies / corporations applying for fracking permission, need
to be contributing to this conversion.
9. The fracking process is one that produces less CO2 only if the release of methane gas
early on in the process is strictly controlled. There needs to be failsafe provision for
monitoring of methane gas release and a pre-agreed level of release which is
unacceptable, and will necessitate that a halt be called and fracking rights rescinded.
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Similarly there needs to be a set level of pollution of ground water, released water, air and
land, listed for each pollutant and for radionuclides, above which the rights to fracking
are removed.
10. As this involves technologies new to Britain, and processes which are highly sensitive
to geological and geographic variation, the council should, in its plan, leave open the
ability to reconsider its plan and statements regarding fracking, in the light of new
knowledge and developments.

Respondent Name Eggleton
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12327585 Policy PSP46 -
Allocated Gypsy/
Traveller
Residential
Accommodation

No For the same reasons as in Q4 and in my comments below.
The wording within the presentation should be altered to
reflect government policy i.e.: "Only sites meeting government
criteria will be considered for immediate occupation."

12327585 David Eggleton (Three
Counties Flood Risk Assessment) for
Bobby Richards- Land at Bank Rd,
Pilning Supporting Docs.pdf (628 KB)

EA letter to South Glos.pdf (67 KB)
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German Supporting
Docs.pdf (3.2 MB)
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12341921 Policy
PSP24 -
Mineral
Working and
Restoration

SUPPORT

I wish to express my support for the planning application for Cemex Quarry.

I am an established local Asphalt Surfacing Contractor employing 18 local employees who
spend significant parts of their salaries in the local economy.

I believe the location of the quarry and its component plants therein are in the ideal strategic
place.

The quarries position enables me and other local contractors/customers to obtain all the
materials Cemex produce without my vehicles or Cemex's vehicles having to travel long
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distances to my clients sites.

Access that gets traffic both into and away from the local community onto the A38 and M5 is
a very cost effective and important benefit to local contractors and our local customers (the
local community) as it keeps prices and costs down to benefit us and the local customers/
community.

When we collect Asphalt materials as we do on a daily basis we do not have to travel through
any significantly populated areas of local residents. Ours and Cemex's carbon footprint is
significantly reduced due to the strategic location of this quarry with its strictly observed
access routes for all quarry traffic and customers alike.

If the quarry was to no longer exist to accommodate ours and other contractors ever growing
business requirements then we would increase our cost to our local customers. Our Carbon
Footprint would increase as we would have to travel significantly further in many instances
when working in some areas.

The Concrete Plant and Concrete Block Works are very well placed to supply the ever
growing local housing market, with short delivery distances from the plant.

Customers / Housing Developers that would have to purchase articulated vehicles full of
concrete blocks would have to source them from significantly further away .This would come
at an increased financial and environmental cost due the Carbon Footprint increasing.

The local Council Authority and the Highways Agency all benefit from the lower cost that the
sited Quarry gives in regard to road maintenance and emergency road repairs.
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Since the recession has started to subside there is a shortage of quarried/allied products due the
previous cutbacks. Cemex are in an ideal site to enable a more rapid recovery to meet the
rapidly increasing demands of the construction industry and the local economy.

Respondent Name Fiona Thornton - Westerleigh Parish Council
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1060961 Policy PSP45 -
Gypsy/Traveller
Residential
Accommodation

1. Proposed Increase in Traveller Pitches

Council disagree with the proposed increase in traveller pitches and the effect this has
within this parish. At each stage of the consultation process, this Council has stated that it
wished to see NO increase and that this parish already has one of the highest proportions of
pitches within the whole of South Gloucestershire.

For example, two sites within the parish are less than a mile apart, whilst other parishes
have no provision what so ever.

This clearly has a disproportionate effect on the local community and these people feel
clearly let down by the consultation process.
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3. Removal of Green Belt status on Traveller Sites.

All parcels of land within the green belt should be treated in a consistent manner.
Exceptions should not and cannot be made in this manner.

Any site should be afforded equal status in considerations to development within the Green
Belt and this process is facilitated within existing planning application processes.

Pockets of land should not be made an exception just because they are occupied by a
particular section of the population. This is discrimination against the rest of the population
who are outside of this section.

Policy decisions such as this will set a precedent for using the inset mechanism.

Once removed from Green Belt status these sites will be inset within the Green Belt and
will therefore be totally inappropriate to the surrounding area; whilst also be viewed by
others as a precedent to follow. What other ‘difficult’ problem will then be awarded the
same status, thus making a mockery of the Green Belt as a whole.

As part of the consultation process, approximately a quarter of the population in
Westerleigh village signed a petition to maintain the Green Belt in its current form and
these views have simply been ignored in the process as a whole.

The governments planning policy is clear that both temporary and permanent traveller sites
are inappropriate development in the green belt and that planning decisions should protect
green belt land from such inappropriate development.
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The Secretary of State’s policy position that any unmet need, whether for traveller sites or
for conventional housing, is unlikely to outweigh harm to the green belt and other harm to
constitute the ‘very special circumstances’ justifying inappropriate development in the
green belt.

Local planning authorities, such as South Gloucestershire Council, as well as planning
inspectorates must be reminded as to this material consideration in their planning decisions.

1060961 Policy PSP46 -
Allocated Gypsy/
Traveller
Residential
Accommodation

2. Change of status of Traveller Sites from temporary to permanent

Council strongly disagree with this change of status. By definition a traveller is a person
who ‘travels’ so permanent sites are not necessary.

If the existing sites become permanent within this parish then the demographics of the local
communities are significantly altered. At no stage during the consultation stage was this
proposal awarded the same importance as other areas of consultation hence many of those
consulted were not fully aware of this change.

3. Removal of Green Belt status on Traveller Sites.

All parcels of land within the green belt should be treated in a consistent manner.
Exceptions should not and cannot be made in this manner.

Any site should be afforded equal status in considerations to development within the Green
Belt and this process is facilitated within existing planning application processes.

Pockets of land should not be made an exception just because they are occupied by a
particular section of the population. This is discrimination against the rest of the population
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who are outside of this section.

Policy decisions such as this will set a precedent for using the inset mechanism.

Once removed from Green Belt status these sites will be inset within the Green Belt and
will therefore be totally inappropriate to the surrounding area; whilst also be viewed by
others as a precedent to follow. What other ‘difficult’ problem will then be awarded the
same status, thus making a mockery of the Green Belt as a whole.

As part of the consultation process, approximately a quarter of the population in
Westerleigh village signed a petition to maintain the Green Belt in its current form and
these views have simply been ignored in the process as a whole.

The governments planning policy is clear that both temporary and permanent traveller sites
are inappropriate development in the green belt and that planning decisions should protect
green belt land from such inappropriate development.

The Secretary of State’s policy position that any unmet need, whether for traveller sites or
for conventional housing, is unlikely to outweigh harm to the green belt and other harm to
constitute the ‘very special circumstances’ justifying inappropriate development in the
green belt.

Local planning authorities, such as South Gloucestershire Council, as well as planning
inspectorates must be reminded as to this material consideration in their planning decisions.
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11840353 Policy
PSP10 -
Health
Impact
Assessments

Yes No The PSP Plan is welcomed by the Public Health Team. It is pleasing to see how often 'health' is
considered throughout the document. I agree that overall this policy will contribute to promoting
health and wellbeing and reducing adverse health impacts and inequalities.

1. My concern centres on the definition of when a HIA is required. For 'very major developments'
the definition is clear although a lower threshold of 150 to trigger the submission of a HIA would
be preferred.

2. In PSP10 Reference is made to the definition of 'Significant sites, as defined in the Council's
Statement of Community Involvement'. This document refers to 'significant impact developments
....developments which by reason of the nature of the development proposed, the likely impact or
the sensitivity of the site or its setting are considered to give rise to significant impacts which have
more than local consequences'.
This definition appears to exclude significant impact developments which would only have local
consequences which I consider is an inequality.

3. With regard to 'developments that may have a significant impact on health and wellbeing' in the
main body of PSP10, there is no definition provided, nor clarification as to who would make this
decision. I am concerned that this could provide a 'loophole' for applicants to avoid the requirement
to carry out a HIA by arguing that there is no significant impact. Amendment of the wording would
avoid this debate.
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12341153 Policy
PSP24 -
Mineral
Working
and
Restoration

SUPPORT

I fully support the future proposal for Wickwar Quarry.

Wickwar Quarry has been working within this community for nearly 100 years, and throughout good
times and bad has consistently provided important employment and a significant contribution to the
economy of the surrounding area, not withstanding providing valuable construction materials for the
area. Quarrying is as synonymous with this area as is farming and agriculture and the history of
Wickwar Quarry is deeply imbedded in its limestone!

I am not only employed at Wickwar Quarry, I also live in the community close to the Quarry, so the
closure of the site within 8/0 years would have a significant impact not only on me and my family
but also my colleagues and their families.

The Quarry at Wickwar also has a significant effect that helps many local businesses, such as
Haulage companies & many individual hauliers, Engineering companies and numerous suppliers
who rely on us for work to make their businesses flourish, and the number of employees that these
businesses in turn support, retaining the quarry isn't just about CEMEX employees, the CEMEX
economic contribution spreads far beyond Wickwar. The Business brings in people to the area and
they also contribute to the economy.

I believe Cemex to be not only a reliable and conscientious employer but also committed to the
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environment and with consideration for the local surrounding communities so I have no doubt the
site will planned to run to comply with all the planning conditions.

Respondent Name Gardener
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12328065 Policy PSP24 -
Mineral
Working and
Restoration

SUPPORT

I am employed by Cemex and work at Wickwar Quarry, the closure of the site
within 8/ 10 year would have a significant impact on me and my family. The wages I
receive are spent within the local area and contribute to the local economy.

I fully support the application to extend Wickwar Quarry as it will give me
additional job security for the future.

Respondent Name Gardiner
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12327169 Policy
PSP24 -
Mineral
Working and
Restoration

SUPPORT

I wish to express my support for the planning application for Cemex Quarry.

I am an established local Asphalt Surfacing Contractor employing 18 local employees who
spend significant parts of their salaries in the local economy.

I believe the location of the quarry and its component plants therein are in the ideal strategic
place.

The quarries position enables me and other local contractors/customers to obtain all the
materials Cemex produce without my vehicles or Cemex's vehicles having to travel long
distances to my clients sites.

Access that gets traffic both into and away from the local community onto the A38 and M5 is
a very cost effective and important benefit to local contractors and our local customers (the
local community) as it keeps prices and costs down to benefit us and the local customers/
community.

When we collect Asphalt materials as we do on a daily basis we do not have to travel through
any significantly populated areas of local residents. Ours and Cemex's carbon footprint is
significantly reduced due to the strategic location of this quarry with its strictly observed
access routes for all quarry traffic and customers alike.

If the quarry was to no longer exist to accommodate ours and other contractors ever growing
business requirements then we would increase our cost to our local customers. Our Carbon
Footprint would increase as we would have to travel significantly further in many instances
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when working in some areas.

The Concrete Plant and Concrete Block Works are very well placed to supply the ever
growing local housing market, with short delivery distances from the plant.

Customers / Housing Developers that would have to purchase articulated vehicles full of
concrete blocks would have to source them from significantly further away. This would come
at an increased financial and environmental cost due the Carbon Footprint increasing.

The Local Council Authority and the Highways Agency all benefit from the lower cost that the
sited Quarry gives in regard to road maintenance and emergency road repairs.

Since the recession has started to subside there is a shortage of quarried/allied products due the
previous cutbacks. Cemex are in an ideal site to enable a more rapid recovery to meet the
rapidly increasing demands of the construction industry and the local economy.

Respondent Name Gary Sutton
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14376161 Policy
PSP32 -
Town
Centre
Uses

No No Policy PSP32 Point 2 ‘convenience floorspace’ – this policy statement fails to acknowledge that
there is an immediate and pressing need for new and improved convenience shopping provision
at Emersons Green, where the existing Sainsbury’s store is substantially over trading and Lidl
have a requirement for a larger replacement store in light of the serious shortcomings associated
with its inadequate size, limited retail offer and operational difficulties.

Policy PSP32 point 3 ‘comparison floorspace’ – we have serious reservations regarding the
18,000 sq m floorspace requirement and we also have major concerns regarding the 2,000 sq m
“assigned” to Emersons Green and the “strategy” proposed for seeking to meet this requirement
(intensification of use) as set out in the accompanying correspondence.

PLEASE REFER TO THE ATTACHED LETTER FOR OUR REPRESENTATION IN FULL.

L0001 GES
reps SGC
030715
(002).pdf (397
KB)

Emersons
Green Plan 1
21302960_1.pdf
(273 KB)

Respondent Name Gen Tuffnell - Alder King
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7472993 15.
Community
Aspirations

Yes No Part 2 s.15 - Community Aspirations for Stoke Gifford Parish (para 4.37) and Winterbourne Parish
(para 4.46):

It is noted that each Parish has a ‘wishlist’ of community aspirations but there is little scope to
deliver any of those without being facilitated by development. As it stands, this draft DPD is a
missed opportunity to plan
for much needed residential development of an appropriate scale that can help achieve any given
parish council’s long term aims.

Notwithstanding the above, the community aspirations contained in this section are noted and Crest
Strategic Projects are supportive of a number of these aspirations. Specifically, Crest welcome
aspirations
by the community for enhanced and improved range and availability of community/sports facilities
across Stoke Gifford and Winterbourne Parishes and the provision of adequate and suitable
infrastructure to
support future growth in Winterbourne Parish. The delivery of the east of Harry Stoke site will
include additional sports facilities, a school and the provision of adequate infrastructure to meet
future growth.

7472993 Policy PSP10
- Health
Impact
Assessments

Yes No POLICY PSP10 – HEALTH IMPACT ASSESSMENTS and Paragraph 4.21:

This policy requires a separate HIA Report for Very Major developments of 200 dwellings or
more.

Paragraph 4.21 states that for developments requiring an EIA (which is all Very Major
developments) potential health impacts identified as part of the HIA should be clearly cross-
referenced between both documents where appropriate. This is considered unnecessary and
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onerous on a developer. Such information can be appropriately dealt with in the Design and Access
Statement and/or ES where required.

There is no requirement for an HIA in NPPF or PPG and the Planning Advisory note is yet to be
published/adopted.

7472993 Policy PSP11
- Active
Travel
Routes

Yes No POLICY PSP11 – ACTIVE TRAVEL ROUTES:

There is already sufficient legislation for diverting PROW if required. It is unnecessary to prohibit
the delivery of development on this basis especially where there is no scope to improve them.

7472993 Policy PSP12
-
Development
Related
Transport
Impact
Management

Yes No POLICY PSP12 – DEVELOPMENT RELATED TRANSPORT IMPACT MANAGEMENT:

PSP 12 para 5.23 contains an expectation that development will potentially contribute to traffic
management/calming measures off site which is inappropriate and unjustified especially where
there is no scope to improve them.

7472993 Policy PSP17
- Parking
Standards

Yes No POLICY PSP17 – PARKING STANDARDS and Schedule A and Schedule B:

The Ministerial Statement 'Planning Update' dated 25 March 2015 and PPG states that LPA should
only impose local parking standards for …development where there is clear and compelling
justification that it is
necessary to manage their local road network. This policy, the schedules and supporting text does
not provide sufficient justification for these requirements.
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7472993 Policy PSP18
- Heritage
Assets and
the Historic
Environment

Yes No POLICY PSP18 – HERITAGE ASSETS AND THE HISTORIC ENVIRONMENT:

The Council seeks to place great weight on conserving non-designated heritage assets such as local
listed buildings. Non-designated heritage assets should be afforded appropriate weight
commensurate with their
significance and not hold a presumption in favour of conservation before their level of significance
is determined. Moreover legislation requires special regard to be had to preservation and
enhancement of listed buildings and conservation areas and does not require great weight to be
placed on their conservation alone.

7472993 Policy PSP2:
Landscape

Yes No POLICY PSP2 – LANDSCAPE:

Policy PSP2 doesn’t not distinguish between protected and non protected landscape and seeks to
restrict development unless it conserves and enhances the landscape as such the Council give too
much weight to general landscape considerations. This policy is inconsistent with the NPPF which
states development should contribute to (not conserve) and enhance the natural environment by
protecting valued landscapes; and requires that great weight should only be given to conserving
landscape in AONBs whilst only major development should be refused in the context of an AONB,
unless exceptional circumstances and public interest indicate otherwise.

Policy PSP2 requires an integral landscape design statement to be provided upfront as part of
application documents. This is requesting too much information. Such information can be provided
as part of a DAS or dealt with as a reserved matter or a condition.

The policy is unclear and unjustified and inconsistent with the NPPF and PPG

Page 90 of 320
22 Jan 2016 21:06:08



ID Document
Part

Do you
consider
the
document
is Legally
Compliant

Do you
consider
the
document
is sound?

Please give details of why you consider the document is not legally compliant or is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible.

Attached
documents

7472993 Policy PSP3
- Trees and
Woodland

Yes No POLICY PSP3 – TREES AND WOODLAND:

The NPPF states that planning permission should only be refused in the event of development
resulting in the loss of ancient woodland or aged or veteran trees unless the need for, and benefits
of, the development in that location clearly outweigh the loss.

The protection of trees can be addressed through separate legislation under the Tree Preservation
Regulations and mitigation measures for any loss should not be restricted to solely replacement
trees because sometimes this is not appropriate.

7472993 Policy PSP5
-
Undesignated
Open Spaces
within Urban
Areas and
Settlements

Yes No POLICY PSP5: UNDESIGNATED OPEN SPACES WITHIN URBAN AREAS AND
SETTLEMENTS:

Policy PSP5 of the PSP Plan, by protecting land in locations that are potentially suitable in
principle for development, undermines the aim of central government and NPPF objective of
regenerating brownfield
sites and delivering housing on suitable sustainable greenfield sites to significantly boost the
supply of housing. Accordingly this policy would restrict the supply of suitable necessary housing
sites and is unjustified and inconsistent with the NPPF.

7472993
Genevieve
Tuffnell
(Alder
King)
Supporting
Docs 1.pdf
(216 KB)

7472993 Policy PSP51
Rural
Settlement
Boundaries

Yes No POLICY PSP51 - RURAL SETTLEMENT BOUNDARIES and SUPPORTING PARAGRAPHS
of S. 11:

Rural Housing Review:

According to the Council, rural settlement boundaries have not been amended because if they were,
such amendments could be contrary to the locational strategy for delivering sustainable growth in

7472993
Genevieve
Tuffnell
(Alder
King)
Supporting
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accordance
with Core Strategy Policy CS5.

Supporting text in Section 11 states that "sufficient housing provision is being made through Core
Strategy allocations to exceed the minimum housing requirement and so there is no need for
additional allocations
in rural areas". This is contrary to what the original Core Strategy Inspector envisaged and is
contrary to the conclusion in the recent Charfield Appeal Decision (ref: APP/P0119/A/14/
2220291). Given the Council cannot demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing land,
there is a need for flexibility and additional sites especially if the delivery of housing remains at the
current rate. This, together with the
double counting of windfall sites, clearly indicates that the Council will not be able to deliver the
current housing required within the Local Plan period.

Docs 4.pdf
(369 KB)

7472993 Policy PSP6
- Onsite
Renewable &
Low Carbon
Energy

Yes No POLICY PSP6 - ONSITE RENEWABLE & LOW CARBON ENERGY:

Crest Strategic Projects welcome the support of the Council in the application of Allowable
Solutions Funding from 2016. Crest also welcome the Council's acknowledgment that the
provision of 20% of on or near site renewable energy is dependent on practicalities and viability of
the development.

7472993 Policy PSP8
- Settlement
Boundaries

Yes No POLICY PSP8 – SETTLEMENT BOUNDARIES:

The assessment on which the Core Strategy housing requirement is based is not as robust as
required by the NPPF in that it was not based on an up-to-date SHMA. A SHMA based on properly
objectively
assessed need is likely to give rise to a higher housing requirement than that within the Core

7472993
Genevieve
Tuffnell
(Alder
King)
Supporting
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Strategy, especially given the recent West of England Partnership announcement of the need to
deliver another
85,000 houses across the four unitary authorities, Bath and North East Somerset, Bristol, North
Somerset and South Gloucestershire through the emerging Joint Strategic Planning Strategy. This
was recognised by
the South Gloucestershire Council (SGC) Core Strategy Inspector in his Final Report and reiterated
by the Appeal Inspector in an appeal decision issued on 8 June 2015 (ref: APP/P0119/A/14/
2220291) ('the
Charfield Appeal Decision').

Furthermore, the Charfield Appeal Decision reviewed the housing numbers thoroughly during a
public inquiry appeal and concluded that SGC cannot demonstrate a five year supply thereby
rendering the
housing policies (including CS5) in the SGC Core Strategy out of date. Given that the Policies,
Sites and Places Plan ('PSP Plan') is intended to support the delivery of housing in the Core
Strategy housing policies, the PSP Plan will remain fundamentally flawed and thereby unsound
until such time as the Core Strategy housing policies are reinstated by means of having a SHMA
informed, objectively assessed housing target.

Docs 2.pdf
(229 KB)

7472993 PSP53 - Site
Allocations
and
Safeguarding

Yes No POLICY PSP53: SITE ALLOCATIONS AND SAFEGUARDING:

It is disappointing to see limited site allocations have been made as a result of this PSP Plan
process. Most of the allocations brought forwards are from the previous Local Plan with very few
new site allocations despite a large number received by the Council. Given the review process is
apparently complete and the West of England SHMA has been released identifying circa 85,000
additional houses are required across the 4 unitary authorities of which South Gloucestershire is
one, surely it would be better to delay the production of Part 2 of this PSP Plan that deals with Site

7472993
Genevieve
Tuffnell
(Alder
King)
Supporting
Docs 3.pdf
(362 KB)
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Allocations until such time as the new housing requirement is known, or at least enable some
flexibility, and just adopt Part 1.

Respondent Name Georgina Tibbs - Barton Willmore
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1198977 PSP53 - Site
Allocations
and
Safeguarding

Yes No The plan is not sound because it has not been positively prepared. The Council does not have a
five year supply of housing sites and it is not using the opportunity in its Policies, Sites and
Places Plan to allocate sufficient land for housing to meet its objectively assess development
requirements. The plan is also not justified, effective or consistent with national policy because
there are sustainable small - medium sites, such as land at The Griffin that could contribute
towards delivering the objectively assessed development requirements of the District and
maintaining a five year supply of housing.

1198977
Georgina Tibbs
(Barton
Wilmore)
London Road,
Warmley
Supporting
Doc 2.pdf (84
KB)

1198977
Georgina Tibbs
(Barton
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Respondent Name Ginny Hall - Mono Consultants Ltd
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12327713 Policy PSP37 -
Telecommunications
Infrastructure

SUPPORT

We would like to offer our support to the inclusion of Policy
PSP37 – Telecommunications Infrastructure within the Proposed
Submission: Policies, Sites and Places Plan. We welcome the
inclusion of this policy
within the Local Plan to facilitate telecommunications
development and support its provisions which we find to be
generally in accordance with the guidance within National

12327713 Ginny Hall
(Mono) for the Mobile
Operators Association
Supporting Docs.pdf (74 KB)
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Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) relating to
both development planning and to support for communications
infrastructure.

Respondent Name Gloucester Diocesan Board of Finance (GDBF) - Philip Staddon - PJS Developmen...
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14385537 Policy
PSP41 -
Residential
Development
in the
Countryside

No Our general concern is that the plan seeks to adopt an unduly restrictive
approach to edge of village development opportunities. The effect of the
settlement boundary policy (now PSP 8) and the countryside development policy (now PSP 41) is
that settlement boundaries become the sole arbiter of what is / is not ‘sustainable development’.
This is a flawed and unsound approach which is considered to be at odds with the NPPF.

Whilst a strict settlement boundary approach has some merit in smaller villages and hamlets (with
no or few services and poor public transport) this is not necessarily the case in larger village
settlements.

Indeed, in villages with a good range of day to day services and reasonable public transport
services, there is no reason why limited developments should not be judged through a criteria based
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policy, rather than the negative approach of deeming virtually any development on the ‘wrong side
of the line’ to be unacceptable and unsustainable.

Whilst it is recognised that the Core Strategy’s (CS) approach to housing relies heavily on a series
of strategic sites and other allocations, this will not be undermined by allowing limited sustainable
development in other locations. It should also be noted that the CS housing requirement is not a
ceiling and that the Frameworks seeks to boost significantly the supply of new homes. The
Frameworks also makes plain that all settlements can play a role in supporting growth - it is only
‘isolated’ homes in the countryside that are deemed unacceptable per se.

The policies should be positively redrafted to encourage sustainable development in other
locations, subject to strict criteria such as:

- Scale and proportionality to the settlement.
- Access to services, facilities and employment.
- Public transport accessibility.
- Landscape impact.
- Design.

This would not involve ‘opening the floodgates’ or undermining the CS, but it would align the
Plan’s approach on development in other locations with the positive approach employed in the
Framework.

Redrafting the policies in this manner would make them positive, sound and in accord with the
NPPF.
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14385537 Policy PSP8
- Settlement
Boundaries

No Our general concern is that the plan seeks to adopt an unduly restrictive
approach to edge of village development opportunities. The effect of the
settlement boundary policy (now PSP 8) and the countryside development policy (now PSP 41) is
that settlement boundaries become the sole arbiter of what is / is not ‘sustainable development’.
This is a flawed and unsound approach which is considered to be at odds with the NPPF.

Whilst a strict settlement boundary approach has some merit in smaller villages and hamlets (with
no or few services and poor public transport) this is not necessarily the case in larger village
settlements.

Indeed, in villages with a good range of day to day services and reasonable public transport
services, there is no reason why limited developments should not be judged through a criteria based
policy, rather than the negative approach of deeming virtually any development on the ‘wrong side
of the line’ to be unacceptable and unsustainable.

Whilst it is recognised that the Core Strategy’s (CS) approach to housing relies heavily on a series
of strategic sites and other allocations, this will not be undermined by allowing limited sustainable
development in other locations. It should also be noted that the CS housing requirement is not a
ceiling and that the Frameworks seeks to boost significantly the supply of new homes. The
Frameworks also makes plain that all settlements can play a role in supporting growth - it is only
‘isolated’ homes in the countryside that are deemed unacceptable per se.

The policies should be positively redrafted to encourage sustainable development in other
locations, subject to strict criteria such as:

- Scale and proportionality to the settlement.
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- Access to services, facilities and employment.
- Public transport accessibility.
- Landscape impact.
- Design.

This would not involve ‘opening the floodgates’ or undermining the CS, but it would align the
Plan’s approach on development in other locations with the positive approach employed in the
Framework.

Redrafting the policies in this manner would make them positive, sound and in accord with the
NPPF.

Respondent Name Godson
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12328161 Policy
PSP51
Rural

No No Appeal ref. APP/P0119/A/14/2220291 (Land South of Wotton Road, Charfield) makes it clear
that the Intier Site in Bitton is unlikely to come forward in the next 5 years on the basis that
there is “insufficient information to demonstrate that the site is a suitable location for

12328161
Mark Godson (S
F Planning) land

Page 99 of 320
22 Jan 2016 21:06:08

https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87627/PDF/-/6424405%201%2012328161%20Mark%20Godson%20S%20F%20Planning%20land%20at%20Bath%20Rd%20Bitton%20Supporting%20Docs%202pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87627/PDF/-/6424405%201%2012328161%20Mark%20Godson%20S%20F%20Planning%20land%20at%20Bath%20Rd%20Bitton%20Supporting%20Docs%202pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87627/PDF/-/6424405%201%2012328161%20Mark%20Godson%20S%20F%20Planning%20land%20at%20Bath%20Rd%20Bitton%20Supporting%20Docs%202pdf.pdf


ID Document
Part

Do you
consider
the
document
is Legally
Compliant

Do you
consider
the
document
is sound?

Please give details of why you consider the document is not legally compliant or is
unsound. Please be as precise as possible.

Attached
documents

Settlement
Boundaries

development or would be viable.” It is noted that the only change proposed to the development
boundary at Bitton is to accommodate this site.

The shortfall identified in the above appeal (4.64 years) clearly illustrates that there needs to be
a greater flexibility in sustainable locations to release a better supply of smaller sites. Not only
will this avoid the need to allocate large sites (and there are clearly serious questions over the
ability to redevelop the Intier site given its location in the flood plain), it will assist smaller
developers who are often ignored in 5 year supply cases given the small, but cumulatively
important element of supply.

Although a planning application was previously refused on the above site, it is not in the flood
plain and all other matters are resolvable through the provision of additional information. There
is a current application in to fell the majority of the trees, and it is expected that this will be
approved. Pre-application advice has been received on a more contemporary development of
2No. houses (compared to that specified in the attached reports). Such a development would be
achievable.

The site is a clear infill site, and performs no function in relation to the openness of the Green
Belt, particularly given its proximity to the wider settlement which is excluded from the Green
Belt.

Plan included on the Response Form (see attached documents)

Large parts of Bitton are excluded from the Green Belt (with reference to the Local Plan
Proposals Map extract above). Green Belt Policies do not apply to these areas; and therefore the
village is not, by implication, considered to make any contribution to the openness of the Green

at Bath Rd
Bitton
Supporting Docs
2.pdf (572 KB)

12328161
Mark Godson (S
F Planning) land
at Bath Rd
Bitton
Supporting Docs
1.pdf (117 KB)
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Belt. However, it is now clear that if there are areas around the ‘village’ of Bitton which are part
of the Green Belt, but could be considered infill sites, then this should not be considered
‘inappropriate’ in accordance with paragraph 89 of the NPPF.

Paragraph 85 of the NPPF that states that when defining boundaries Councils should, “ensure
consistency with the Local Plan strategy for meeting identified requirements for sustainable
development.” Paragraph 85 goes on to state that Councils should, “not include land which it is
unnecessary to keep permanently open.” The submission site could not be described as open
(given the dense scrub and tree cover, access road and sub-station) and therefore it shouldn’t be
included in the Green Belt, a matter that requires urgent review.

Further supporting material on Flood Risk, Ecology and Trees supplied

Mark Godson (S
F Planning) land
at Bath Rd
Bitton
Supporting Docs
3.pdf (2.8 MB)
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Mineral
Working
and
Restoration

I wish to express my support for the identification of the Preferred Area and Area of Search for
mineral extraction at Wickwar Quarry.

Wickwar Quarry has been operating for close on 100 years and is situated on the Downs Road
between the communities of Cromhall, Tortworth, Charfield, Churchend and Wickwar. The
limestone within the locality has proved to be an important natural resource for building and
construction development. It is central to local and wider conurbations within the South West area
through a well established road network which also provide access to the M5 motorway.

Within the quarry footprint, limestone is supplied to a blockwork plant, a ready mix concrete plant
and an asphalt plant. The asphalt plant provides a supply of variable products for highway
maintenance and emergency works which occur out of normal working hours including the M5. The
emergency service allows our roads to function through the daylight hours. These businesses
collectively pay a significant amount of money to the local authority through community taxes.

Equivalent to 100 people plus are employed directly and indirectly at this site including operators,
drivers and technical staff. There are also contractors and suppliers with specialist skills to provide
engineering support and services both on site and at their workshop /bases. As a business, CEMEX
endeavour to employ people from the local community and have implemented an apprenticeship
scheme to develop younger members of society giving them a skill to allow them to develop.

By employing our people from the local community, our employees contribute to the local economy.
We encourage our contractor to support the economy by using local shops, services and garages.
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CEMEX have worked with the community and the local authority officers through the quarry liaison
meetings to improve community relations and manage any concerns which are raised. CEMEX
operate with an open, honest and transparent ethic so all issues can be addressed and there are no
surprises.

CEMEX have provided local financial support to local projects as well as employees going into the
community through the Company's Lend a Hand scheme.

The CEMEX team at Wickwar Quarry has pride in its environment and health and safety
compliance. The team continually drive to improve performance year on year.

Only two quarry operators provide limestone from within the South Gloucestershire Council, should
the Preferred Area and Area of Search not be identified for the extraction of mineral Wickwar Quarry
could close within as little as 8 years, allowing the other operator to be dominant within the local
market.

The closure of the quarry would not be environmentally sustainable as vehicles would need to travel
further to supply existing markets from more distant sources of aggregate, increasing CO2 emissions.

The closure of the quarry would have a significant impact on CEMEX’s employees and their
families, the local businesses and contractors which all help to drive a successful economy.

Respondent Name Graham Evans
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10762849 Policy PSP45 -
Gypsy/Traveller
Residential
Accommodation

Re the above I wish to object to the council's plans re intensification of gypsy sights for the
reasons set out below.

Most people,including me, are by now thoroughly fed up with South Glos Planners disdain for
the views of residents and their failure to understand the meaning of the word NO.

Nonetheless the Plan, which is due to be examined by the Govt. Inspector can be challenged on
the grounds of "soundness" in terms of it's content and method of preparation. In my view, the
section on the above is highly flawed and can be objected to on a number of points. e.g.

1. Failure to meet South Glos' own policies of involving Parish Councils in the decision making
process.

2.Ignoring the overwhelming objections of local residents/clubs/buisnesses.

3.Contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework which clearly states that intrusion into
the Green belt can only be considered in exceptional circumstances (which does not include
unmet need).

4. Contrary to Govt. policy (as 3. above), confirmed by the Rt. Hon. Eric Pickles in a written
reply to Steve Webb M.P. in April 2015.

5. The "Consultation" in which 300 people gave a unanimous no to intensification, removal
from Green Belt etc. was probably a sham, since it appears that the Intensification Process had
already been approved in S. Glos' Core Strategy.
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6. Ignores/Overules (on our local site) the conditions set by the Govt. Planning Inspector, and S.
Glos Councillors Planning Committee (July 2014)

7.The S. Glos. Council vote on 18th March 2015 swept up the Intensification proposal with
several dozen other issues. There was no wish to delay the total PSP and risk Govt. criticism,
for one "small, but vital Green Belt point", stated by the Chairman at the meeting. The above
only affected 2 or 3 parishes , so the vote was totally predictable.

Finally, in Sept 2014 the Dept. for Communities & Local Govt. commissioned a " Consultation
- Planning and Travellers ". Key points in this initiative are "strengthening protection of the
Green Belt" and proposals for a "Planning System which is fair to both the Settled and Traveller
communities." S.Glos. Planning has been far from fair, on the above, and other local
Applications. Parish Cllr. Michaela Crumpton is trying to obtain the results/recommendations of
this exercise through Luke Hall M.P.

It could be argued that South Glos. should have deferred a local decision, pending an imminent
Govt. update, but in view of their obsession with meeting Pitch quotas, this was probably
unlikely.

10762849 Policy PSP46 -
Allocated
Gypsy/Traveller
Residential
Accommodation

Re the above I wish to object to the council's plans re intensification of gypsy sights for the
reasons set out below.

Most people, including me, are by now thoroughly fed up with South Glos Planners disdain for
the views of residents and their failure to understand the meaning of the word NO.

Nonetheless the Plan, which is due to be examined by the Govt. Inspector can be challenged on
the grounds of "soundness" in terms of it's content and method of preparation. In my view, the
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section on the above is highly flawed and can be objected to on a number of points. e.g.

1. Failure to meet South Glos' own policies of involving Parish Councils in the decision making
process.

2.Ignoring the overwhelming objections of local residents/clubs/buisnesses.

3.Contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework which clearly states that intrusion into
the Green belt can only be considered in exceptional circumstances (which does not include
unmet need).

4. Contrary to Govt. policy (as 3. above), confirmed by the Rt. Hon. Eric Pickles in a written
reply to Steve Webb M.P. in April 2015.

5. The "Consultation" in which 300 people gave a unanimous no to intensification, removal
from Green Belt etc. was probably a sham, since it appears that the Intensification Process had
already been approved in S. Glos' Core Strategy.

6. Ignores/Overules (on our local site) the conditions set by the Govt. Planning Inspector, and S.
Glos. Councillors Planning Committee (July 2014)

7.The S. Glos Council vote on 18th March 2015 swept up the Intensification proposal with
several dozen other issues. There was no wish to delay the total PSP and risk Govt. criticism,
for one "small, but vital Green Belt point", stated by the Chairman at the meeting. The above
only affected 2 or 3 parishes , so the vote was totally predictable.
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Finally, in Sept 2014 the Dept. for Communities & Local Govt. commissioned a "Consultation -
Planning and Travellers". Key points in this initiative are "strengthening protection of the Green
Belt" and proposals for a "Planning System which is fair to both the Settled and Traveller
communities." S.Glos. Planning has been far from fair, on the above, and other local
Applications. Parish Cllr. Michaela Crumpton is trying to obtain the results/recommendations of
this exercise through Luke Hall M.P.

It could be argued that South Glos. should have deferred a local decision, pending an imminent
Govt. update, but in view of their obsession with meeting Pitch quotas, this was probably
unlikely.

Respondent Name Graham Quick - North Somerset Council
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6136449 Policy PSP50 -
Oldbury New
Nuclear Build
(NNB)

SUPPORT

As regards cross boundary issues the plan adequately deals with the main
issues that will arise from any new nuclear power station at Oldbury and North
Somerset Council has no comments at this stage.
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12327841 Policy
PSP32 -
Town
Centre
Uses

Yes No SUPPORT

PSP32 - Bradley Stoke 5,000 sq m retail expansion should not be limited to an extension to the
primary retail area, and should instead be an expansion of retail floorspace within the Town
Centre Boundary.

Please see attached letter:

Ref: AP/June15Reps 17/06/15

Our client is supportive of the definition of Bradley Stoke Town Centre included within the
latest draft, but additionally wishes for a small amount of retail to be considered for a 'drive-
thru' style unit. This would be located to the east of the Willow Brook Shopping Centre site in
close proximity to Bradley Stoke Way, sited comfortably within the Town Centre Boundary
and away from the residential properties to the north of the Town Centre boundary.

Also attached as part of this representation is a completed representation form, as requested
online .

For your convenience , we have commented under the following sub-headings :-

12327841
James Guthrie
(Colliers) for
Spen Hill
Management Ltd
and Ropemaker
Properties Ltd
signed
Supporting
Docs.pdf (1.1
MB)
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1. Proposed Submission : Policies, Sites , and Places Plan

The Council published the proposed submission version of the PSP Plan for a 6 week period
from 22 May 2015 until close of business on 3 July 20 15. In addition to the PSP Plan, a
document setting out the changes to the Policies Map and a summary of the key issues raised
have also been published, although the changes to the Policies Map are not relevant to the
Willow Brook Shopping Centre in Bradley Stoke.

2. Response to Policies, Sites and Places Plan.

Policy PSP32 "Town Centre Uses" requires a sequential approach to main town centre uses as
required by the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CS14. Potential new and extended primary
shopping areas are shown in some locations and will be subject of further investigation and
review. In the interim the sequential and impact tests will apply in these areas. Main town
centre uses will be directed, in the first instance, to locations within the boundaries of the
defined town centres. Retail uses, will in the first instance, be directed to the primary shopping
areas.

Bradley Stoke is apportioned approximately 5,000 sq m of net floorspace through an extension
to the primary retail area. Projected floorspace requirements for the period 2021-2026 will be
subject of review through a replacement local plan.

We support this allocation.

3. Bradley Stoke Town Centre - Draft Profile
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On behalf of the centre owners, it is confirmed that there is an intention to continue to improve
the centre through the development of new retail floorspace , both expanding on the existing
offer and introducing a greater mix to the Town Centre. The intention is to expand the offer
through the provision of additional food and beverage unit(s) situated to the east side of the
site, in addition to an extension to the existing shopping frontage within the area as defined on
the proposed policy diagram . These additions to the retail offer at the Willow Brook Centre
will assist in the aim of accommodating 5,000 sq m of comparison floorspace within the Town
Centre by 2021 , in line with the proposed policy .

It is noted within the draft Town Centre Profile that there is likely to be new housing
developments within the catchment area of the Willow Brook Centre that will improve
expenditure potential in the Town Centre. The Willow Brook Centre will be required to
compete with both the Cribbs Causeway and The Mall, both of which have a much larger food
and drink offering than currently exists within the Bradley Stoke Town Centre.

Response to Draft Profile and Proposed PSP Plan

Figure 1 below shows the suggested area for the extension of the shopping frontage to the
north east of the existing Willow Brook Centre car park. The extension, in addition to the
already proposed primary shopping area extension, would allow the siting of a drive-thru unit
in a space that would cause minimal impact on the flow of the existing car park .

Bradley Stoke Town Centre Proposed Polley Diagram

Figure 1: Proposed Town Centre Policy Diagram (see attached letter)
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Both extensions would see the loss of existing car parking spaces, but the work undertaken by
the site owner indicates there would still be sufficient capacity within the car park to
accommodate this extra development. This would require minor alterations both to the draft
profile and to Policy PSP32, to allow for the expansion within Bradley Stoke to be outside of
the primary shopping area extension.

Conclusion

Bradley Stoke town centre as proposed to be defined, constitutes an appropriate definition of
town centre uses. The retail function is focused within the Willow Brook Centre where the
existing provision is defined as the core retail area. It is considered that whilst the existing
proposals could accommodate part of the future growth, further retail allocation is required to
allow to the centre to expand to move closer to meeting the identified quantitative need in the
district (see attached letter for rest of text).

12327841 Policy
PSP36 -
Hot Food
Takeaways
(Including
Drive
Through
Takeaway
Facilities)

Yes No Policy PSP36 "Hot Food Takeaways (inc Drive-Through Takeaway Facilities)" states there has
been a proliferation of hot food takeaways in town and local centres and a marked increase in
proposals for additional drive through takeaways. Hot food takeaways will only acceptable
provided that they wi ll not harm the character of the area, residential amenity and/or public
safety. In additional to this, in the case of proposals for drive through takeaways, proposals will
be refused where they would detract from ease of pedestrian and cycle movement, general
vehicular circulation and available spaces.

We object. Hot food takeaways are an appropriate and desirable service in town centres and the
policy needs to be recast with a more positive manor to reflect these points.
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12328449 Policy
PSP24 -
Mineral
Working
and
Restoration

SUPPORT

I am employed at Wickwar Quarry as a maintenance planner. I have worked here for 26yrs with, the
closure of the site within 8 / 10 year would have a significant impact on myself and my family
especially as this would put me into my early sixties and a good job would be very hard to find. I
fully support the application to extend Wickwar Quarry as it will give me additional job security for
the future. And also a lot of money generated from the quarry does go into the local community.

Respondent Name Horizon Nuclear Power Oldbury Limited - Tim Roberts - DLP (Planning) Limited
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14385601 Policy
PSP2:
Landscape

Yes No This policy is very black and white in stating that: “Development will only be
permitted if it conserves and enhances the landscape.”

Insofar as it might seek to halt ‘necessary development’, it does not appear to be

Horizon
Representation_Form_Policy
PSP2.pdf (331 KB)
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consistent with the NPPF (Ref: Anita Colman v Secretary of State for Communities
and Local Government and others). In that case the Court considered restrictive
landscape policies. The judge concluded that these policies were very far removed
from the “cost/benefit” approach of the NPPF. They do not permit any
countervailing economic or similar benefit to be weighed in the scales. The cost/
benefit approach of the NPPF is evident from the three-strand nature of sustainable
development: economic, social and environmental.

14385601 Policy
PSP50 -
Oldbury
New
Nuclear
Build
(NNB)

Yes No It is not clear why a further policy is necessary in addition to the two
comprehensive criteria based policies set out in the adopted Core Strategy: Policy
CS36 Proposals for Major Infrastructure Projects
and Policy CS37 Nuclear Related Development. The wording of the policy does not
read as a Development Management Policy but refers to 10 themes, 48 issues and
50 delivery objectives which are set out in a separate table.

It is still early days in the development of our project to develop a new nuclear
power station near Oldbury-on-Severn and our project at Wylfa Newydd, on
Anglesey, is our lead site. The first stage of public consultation for Wylfa Newydd
started last year and we have stated that we want the build at Oldbury to be able to
benefit from the lessons at Wylfa.

Horizon intends to develop its strategic approach for Oldbury over the coming years
and while the draft PSP Plan is helpful in terms of looking at what South
Gloucestershire is looking for; indeed the 10 themes, and 48 issues are areas that
Horizon will take into account in the early strategy development, it is a little early
and at a level of detail that is too prescriptive and may constrain both parties as the
strategy develops.

Horizon
Representation_Form_Policy
PSP50.pdf (261 KB)
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It is hoped that, as with our experience in working with the Isle of Anglesey County
Council, a strategy can be developed for Oldbury that delivers the best outcome
without imposing too may constraints this early in the process. Horizon is willing to
share some of the North Wales experience with South Gloucestershire and perhaps
a visit to the Wylfa Newydd site may be helpful in this regard.

Respondent Name I Davies
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12341473 Policy
PSP24 -
Mineral
Working
and
Restoration

SUPPORT

EPC-UK currently provides Wickwar Quarry with a full 'Rock on Ground' drilling and blasting
service. We have operated in this quarry for many years and as such we value the business we
have there and the revenue it generates for our company. If the quarry were to close within 8 to
10 years this would have a detrimental impact on our business.

During drilling and blasting operations up to four EPC-UK personnel are gainfully employed in
the quarry. Losing this business would involve having to redeploy these operatives at some other
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site and would prove to be difficult to do.

The importance of supplying crushed rock and other associated products to meet the demand for
infrastructure improvements throughout the UK over the next 10 -15 years cannot be overstated.

We therefore support the application to South Gloucestershire Council for an extension area to
Wickwar Quarry.

Respondent Name Ian Richings
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12341985 Policy PSP24 -
Mineral
Working and
Restoration

SUPPORT

I am employed by CEMEX UK Ltd at Wlckwar Quarry as a driver, the closure of the
site within 8/10 year would have a significant Impact on me and my family, the wages
I receive our spent within the local area and contribute to the local economy.

I fully support the appllcation to extend Wlckwar Quarry as it will give me additional
job security for the future.
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11350209 Policy PSP45 - Gypsy/
Traveller Residential
Accommodation

We wish to re-state our opposition to the above part of the
PSP, since it is contrary to Govt. Policy on the GREEN
BELT.

It is also completely contrary to the views of our Parish
Council and local residents, which have so far been ignored.

Respondent Name James North
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12327873 Introduction Planning Case Law:

In Wenman v Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government [2015] it has been
made clear that Gypsy and Traveller needs for accommodation should fall within the Housing
Land Supply assessment that underpins a local planning authority's 5 year supply of land. To
that end it is considered appropriate that Gypsy and Traveller's requirements for land is
synonymous with other forms of housing need.
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This does not however give rise to a lack of land supply for Gypsy and Travellers singularly
amounting to Very Special Circumstances. This is matter of law and principle that has been
established through the Court of Appeal.

I would like to draw your attention to two fairly recent case law examples of proposed
development in the Green Belt. Both examples presented the case by the 'developer' that
housing land supply was the only element contributing to Very Special Circumstances.

Firstly at Court of Appeal judgement in Secretary of State for Communities and Local
Government & Others v Redhill Aerodrome Ltd [2014] EWCA Civ 1386 and secondly at
Hunston vSS CLG [2013] EWCA Civ 1610 where in both cases the QC asserted that housing
need does not alone present Very Special Circumstances in its own right. This is clearly in
contradiction to the approach South Gloucestershire Council have taken at paragraph 8.75 of the
Draft PSP.

The terms "Very Special" have also been considered at Court of Appeal, in Wychavon v
SSCLG & Butler [2008] and it is our view that an arbitrary or blanket assumption that need
alone amounts to "Very Special" Circumstances does not fall within the scope of the
interpretation of the meaning "Very Special" within this judgment. South Gloucestershire
Council therefore is incorrect to apply that.

Site Planning History:

Notwithstanding the above, the planning balance specifically for the land adjacent to Bank
Road, Pilning has been reviewed on a number of occasions since the original temporary
planning permission was granted - see decision reference: PT00/1427/RTC (24th August 2000}.
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Temporary Planning Permission was granted by South Gloucestershire Council on 24 August
2000 for four named families to live at this site until such a time that they vacate the site or can
no longer be considered living there. The permission was granted on a temporary basis because,
as Conditions 1 and 2 suggest, the development is relevant to those families only and is against
Green Belt policy.

This temporary permission was challenged by application PT01/2117/F on 11th July 2001 and
was refused. The subsequent appeal was withdrawn. The temporary permission was challenged
again by application reference PT06/2079/RVC, where Conditions 1 and 2 of the previous
consent were brought in to question.

Following a firm understanding that the original temporary planning permission was soon to run
its course - i.e. the conditions were soon not to be met due to families vacating the site or no
longer being alive, an application, reference PT13/3807/O was submitted for change of use to
residential development for the erection of 13 dwellings. This was also refused as being
inappropriate development in the Green Beit.

Furthermore, an additional application, reference PT14/2994/F sought to facilitate a move from
the current site of occupation adjacent to Bank Road, to another within close proximity, called
Meadow Caravan Park, also Bank Road. This application was withdrawn.

12327873 Policy PSP46 -
Allocated
Gypsy/Traveller
Residential
Accommodation

Pilning and Severn Beach Parish Council, our client, would like to register its objection to this
draft allocation because it understands, that for a site to be allocated within the Green Belt, for
this type of development, Very Special Circumstances (VSC) must exist.

Policies Sites and Places Plan:
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The site is proposed to be allocated as part of Policy PSP46. There is no quantum of pitches set
out in this policy neither is it set out elsewhere in this document.

The existing temporary permission allows four named families to reside on this site and
currently only one family remains in situ.

In order for an allocation to be made the Council must demonstrate that Very Special
Circumstances exist, as the use is not consistent with development that is not inappropriate
within the Green Belt.

At paragraph 8.75 the PSP the Council has suggested that blanket Very Special Circumstances
do exist on all Gypsy and Traveller sites to be allocated within the Green Belt. It provides that
the reasoning is an increasing unmet need of additional Gypsy and Traveller accommodation.

The site history demonstrates very clearly that the policy tests for the release of this site from
Green Belt - the very same policy tests that must be met for insetting within the Green Belt, i.e.
National Planning Policy Framework paragraphs 89 and 90 specifically, but also 79 to 88 - that
only when development proposed accords with these tests can it be permitted. A local plan must
also be consistent with these tests.

The Original Planning Permission, ref: PT00/1427/RTC is a temporary planning permission
granted for the use of the site by four specific families, named within the planning permission.
The reason for this is because the development does not accord with Green Belt policy. The
policy has not significantly altered between Planning Policy Guidance Note 3 and the National
Planning Policy Framework, neither has policy changed due to the adoption of the Core
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Strategy and the previous version of the Local Plan.

Written Ministerial Statement: Planning and Travellers:

I would also like to firmly draw your attention to Brandon Lewis' Written Ministerial Statement
Planning and Travellers that also explicitly refers to permanent traveller sites as inappropriate
development in the Green Belt.

Not least is this development inappropriate in the Green Belt, but there has been no
consideration by South Gloucestershire Council to the harm to the openness proposed by its
draft allocation. The allocation is firmly against planning law and policy.

Conclusion:

In conclusion, Very Special Circumstances, as laid out in case law, do not support the release of
sites from the Green Belt where housing land supply is the single issue.

Very Special Circumstances are part of a material balance of planning merits where it is clear
that a proposal is inconsistent with Green Belt Policy yet other material considerations amount
to the existence of Very Special Circumstances. Also, the degree of harm to the openness of the
site must be understood and accounted for.

It is very clear from the above that the land adjacent to Bank Lane, Pilning has been tested on a
significant number of occasions and has singularly failed to be released from Green Belt.

The policy position has not changed to relax Green Belt requirements and conversely through
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the Courts the interpretation of what constitutes Very Special Circumstances has in fact become
a stricter test.

As such, and for the reasons set out above, Pilning and Severn Beach Parish Council object to
the draft allocation of the Land adjacent to Bank Road, Pilning being allocated for Gypsy and
Traveller accommodation.

Pilning and Severn Beach Parish Council supports the Council's previous positions on
applications that the site lies within Green Belt and any previously proposed development has
not been consistent with planning policy and has correctly been refused.

Pilning and Severn Beach Parish Council request this site is deleted from the PSP.

Respondent Name Jane Hennell - British Waterways
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2804033 1.
Introduction

SUPPORT
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Proposed Submission Plan.

The Canal & River Trust (the Trust) is the successor body retaining the statutory responsibilities
and functions of the British Waterways Board in England and Wales under the provisions of the
British Waterways Board (Transfer of Functions) Order 201 2 and to the property, assets and
liabilities of BW in England and Wales under the terms of the British Waterways Board Transfer
Scheme 2012.

The Trust exists to protect, manage and improve the inland waterways for the public benefit in
perpetuity. Its vision is for living waterways to transform places and enrich lives.

We are supportive of many of the policies set out in the document and have no further comments to
make.

Respondent Name Jane Tozer
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5121761 APPENDIX 5
Heritage at Risk

Policy 18 Heritage at Risk, and Appendix 5
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I believe that Conygre House in Filton is locally listed. I hope due regard will be taken of
this fact, and of its importance as the original site of the former Filton manor house, so that
a proper archaeological survey will take place, and that some appropriate recognition will
be made of its historical importance.

5121761 Policy PSP18 -
Heritage Assets
and the Historic
Environment

Policy No 6 Heritage assets and the Historic Environment

In spite of these and former policies and decisions, no archaeology has been carried out in
Filton to my knowledge although it has lost some of its oldest buildings and Conygre
House is under threat.

I would like to believe (though I am sceptical) that both the Conygre site and the site of the
former hamlet of le Hay on the Filton Airfield will get proper archaeological attention.

Respondent Name Jeff Richards - Turley
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3245505 1.
Introduction

No Please see the enclosed covering letter for more information. 3245505
Jeff
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Identifying Sites to meet a Five Year Housing Land Supply
The recent appeal decision relating to Wotton Road, Charfield (ref: APP/P0119/A/14/2220291 ,
dated 8 June 2015) considered the Council’s current housing land supply position in detail and
found that the Council are not able to demonstrate a five year supply. The Inspector stated that the
Council’s actual supply is about 4.64 years.

The NPPF requires Local Authorities to ‘boost significantly’ the supply of housing (paragraph 47)
and that their Local Plans should meet the full objectively assessed needs for market and affordable
housing. Given the current housing land supply shortfall in South Gloucestershire, it is highly
important that the Council use the emerging DPD to ensure that a robust an up to date
Development Plan is put in place that ensures a five year supply is achieved and maintained. The
present plan does not do this, identifying sites for only a small handful of houses that will not meet
anywhere near the shortfall identified.

Without a suitable supply of identified sites the Authority is open to unplanned, speculative
applications that will undermine the plan led approach to determining where growth should be
accommodated in the
District. Significant areas of South Gloucestershire are confined by Green Belt and or AONB
designations. To address the housing shortfall without the need to identify sites in the Green Belt or
AONB the Council
should be identifying allocations in sustainable locations. Outside of Bristol, Yate is the most
sustainable location to accommodate this growth within the District.

The authority need to identify further, suitable sites quickly to ensure that they address this
shortfall in supply. This emerging DPD provides an opportunity to proactively address the current
five year housing

Richards
(Turley) for
Bloor
Homes
Supporting
Docs 2.pdf
(257 KB)

3245505
Jeff
Richards
(Turley) for
Bloor
Homes
Supporting
Docs 1.pdf
(308 KB)

3245505
Jeff
Richards
(Turley) for
Bloor
Homes
Supporting
Docs 3.pdf
(2.1 MB)
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land supply shortfall and any future shortfall through the development management system. It is
advised that a development management mechanism to appropriately address the absence of a
demonstrable five
year housing land supply should be included within the DPD and the Engine Common site
identified as an allocation for development given its suitability and achievability.

3245505 PSP53 - Site
Allocations
and
Safeguarding

No Please see the enclosed covering letter for more information.

Bloor Homes have interests in land at Engine Common, Yate and have previously submitted
representation to the Polices, Sites and Places Plan Call for Sites consultation promoting this site.
The extent of land controlled by Bloor Homes is shown on the attached plan. These representations
relate to the omission of Bloor Homes’ site from the PSP Plan as a suitable allocation for
development and the proposed designation of site LGSD177 as Local Green Space.

The identified site to the west of North Road, Engine Common is considered to be an appropriate
site for approximately 66 residential units. This is an appropriate scale of development for Engine
Common and will result in benefits in the form of high quality new homes including affordable
housing, support for local services and the creation of public open space. The site is suitable and
available for residential
development and could be brought forward during the next five years to assist the Council in
ensuring a sufficient supply of housing.

The site forms part of a larger site that was subject to a planning application in 2012 (ref. PK12/
1751/F) that was refused and this decision subsequently upheld at appeal (ref. APP/P0119/A/12/
2186546). The current site being put forward for the purposes of the PSP consultation is
significantly smaller than the
area subject to this previously refused application. This site is approximately 3.3ha in size and is
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suitable for residential development of approximately 66 homes that would be well related to the
existing built form of Engine Common.

The Site’s Suitability for Development:

As outlined above, this site has previously been considered as part of a wider area of land for
residential development. Whilst the Inspector dismissed the appeal he raised no technical
objections to the proposal
and the attached document from Define Urban Design and Landscape Consultants demonstrates
how development on this smaller site could be achieved while taking into account the Inspector’s
concerns
regarding scale and impact on the character of Engine Common.

Development of approximately 66 units on this smaller site would be able to retain the separate
identity to Engine Common and be of a scale and layout appropriate as to not harm the linear and
open nature of the
village. Previous concerns about creating a westward ‘suburban bulge’ have been addressed by
proposing no development within the two westernmost fields of the larger site and removing any
development from the fields fronting Iron Action Way resulting in no physical link being created
with the urban edge of Yate to the south. Development of this scale is not strategic and the site is
therefore of an appropriate scale to be identified through the DPD.

We trust that the information contained within this letter and the accompanying documents is
helpful and that the Council will positively consider the merits of this site to deliver future high
quality and sustainable housing.

(Turley) for
Bloor
Homes
Supporting
Docs 2.pdf
(257 KB)
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4633473 Policy
PSP3 -
Trees and
Woodland

Yes No In the Policy Statement
Removing from the earlier draft the Tree Compensation Standard which was to apply in the case of
essential loss of trees to allow for development and replacing it with the statement that “replacement of
trees of an appropriate species should be provided” will not result in the most appropriate strategy. The
result could be that one or more mature trees are merely replaced with the odd small sapling, which if
it failed to survive, as is often the case, would not be adequate compensation for the loss. Reference to
additional tree planting in accordance with the Core Strategy Policy CS1 is not sufficient, as CS1 is not
specific enough in relation to trees.

The present paragraph relating to tree planting in urban areas along arterial roads, within car parks and
public realm areas has also resulted in an unjustified policy because it is not the most appropriate for
the circumstances. It is also ambiguous because on the one hand the wording implies that the whole
proposal for the development, regardless of any other negative issues, will be given considerable
weight if tree planting is included, when what is presumably intended is that the tree planting would
contribute weight to the proposal. On the other hand it allows particularly for arterial roads or car parks
to contribute to increased pollution levels if tree planting is considered “problematic”. (Final Main
Issues Statement Appendix 11). While it may be a fact that tree planting might not be the most
practical option, in order to be sound, the strategies contained in the Plan must be effective over a time
period during which changes in the local environment will be considerable. It is important that all parts
of the Plan contribute towards South Gloucestershire's aspirations for climate change mitigation in the
longer term. Therefore where tree planting is not possible an alternative should be required in
mitigation, for example hedges, or planted rainwater swales or “rain gardens” on roadsides or in car
parks.
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8203457 Policy PSP41 -
Residential
Development in the
Countryside

No No Please see attached report 10764353 Peter Brett for
Waddeton Park Supporting
Docs 2.pdf (2.9 MB)

8203457 Policy PSP51 Rural
Settlement Boundaries

No No Please see attached report 10764353 Peter Brett for
Waddeton Park Supporting
Docs 3.pdf (2.9 MB)

8203457 Policy PSP8 -
Settlement Boundaries

No No Please see attached report 10764353 Peter Brett for
Waddeton Park Supporting
Docs 1.pdf (2.9 MB)
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318177 Policy
PSP51

No No We believe there has been insufficient emphasis on the needs of Rural Settlements to fulfill the key
objectives of self sustainability and to provide sufficient housing in appropriate areas where Parish

318177 LJ
Phillips
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Rural
Settlement
Boundaries

Councils have cleariy identified a need for new housing development. In particular we contend that
Westerieigh Parish Council having previous identified a need for between 10 and 50 dwellings
within the village have negated their responsibility to provide for a reasonable level of new housing
development within the village despite South Gloucestershire Council undertaking a sustainability
test of the submitted sites and having identified two potential sites including our clients land as
previously described. Please see attached sheets which identifies the land and its promotion through
the Core Strategy and PDP Sites and Places process.

Please see attached Plans and Appendices.

(PPDL) land at
Westerleigh
Supporting
Docs.pdf (4.0
MB)
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10193793 PSP53 - Site
Allocations
and
Safeguarding

Yes No Policy PSP53 is not sound because it has not been positively prepared, is not justified or
effective and is contrary to national policy.

A recent appeal decision by Gladman Developments at Charfield (reference APP/P0119/
A/14/2220291, dated 8th June 2015) has shown that South Gloucestershire does not have

10793793
Jonathon Porter
(Barton Willmore)
Taylor Wimpey, ,
Mrs Vivia Bamford,
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a five year housing land supply. Once the successful Gladman - Charfield appeal site is
added to the five year supply (106 dwellings), the five year shortfall is 525 dwellings.

To be sound, the Policies, Sites and Places Plan needs to make allocations for residential
development that are deliverable in the next five years, in order to rectify the Council’s
deficient five year land supply position.

Taylor Wimpey has interests in the land South of Wotton Road, Charfield, which total
around 30.5 hectares (see attached Promap plan). In the short term approximately 5
hectares is immediately available for residential development (see attached Barton
Willmore Red Line Plan Drawing No. 9000). The two thirds of this site nearest to the
village boundary is well contained on lower land and has potential for 70 to 110
dwellings. Access is possible off Wotton Road.

The site is free of environmental designations and is not in the floodplain.

The site is in a sustainable location. A local convenience store, Charfield Post Office, bus
stops, the Pear Tree Inn, Charfield Primary School and the village playing fields can all
be accessed within a 10 minute walk of the proposed site entrance.

In addition, the Inspector into the Gladman - Charfield appeal found there to be a surplus
of jobs locally compared with those of working age (para 47: 1,800 jobs in the local area,
compared with an economically active population of 1,450).

We note there is an aspiration to reopen the village’s railway station, as per policy CS7 of
the Core Strategy which safeguards the land. It is understood that the proposal is included

Ms Marianne Tuck
and Mr Martin
Baker (land at
Charfield) 1.pdf (1.0
MB)
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in the Local Transport Plan and supported by the West of England Local Economic
Partnership but its progress is dependent on the production of a Business Case which
would have to demonstrate a sufficiently large population catchment, which is not
currently the case in Charfield. Taylor Wimpey’s wider land interests in Charfield could
provide the solution to the reopening of the railway; a large scale urban extension could
facilitate the funding and thus the delivery of the railway station.

Specifically on this point, the population of the village is actually declining. The
Inspector into another recent appeal in Charfield (the Day House Leaze decision – APP/
P0119/A/14/2222175, dated 27th November 2014) describes the population of the village
as having declined by 2% between the census in 2001 and 2011, with consequences for
the viability and sustainability of services (para 11). This is likely to be explained by the
effects of limited new housing in the village coupled with declining household size which
is trend being experienced across the country.

Therefore, we conclude that Charfield is a sustainable location for development, and that
further development is needed at Charfield to prevent the population from declining and
in order to support the viability and sustainability of services. Further growth would also
help
increase potential patronage in supporting the Business Case for the re-opening of rail
services at Charfield station, which is one of the principal elements of South
Gloucestershire Council’s rural transport package.

The Inspector charged with examining the Policies, Sites and Places DPD will need to be
satisfied that this component of the Council’s Local Plan is consistent with para 47 of the
NPPF in that it needs to “identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable
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sites sufficient to provide five years worth of housing against their housing
requirements”.

Land south of Wotton Road Charfield is suitable, available and achievable for the
development of 70 to 110 dwellings which could make a significant contribution to the
Council’s five year housing land supply, subject to obtaining planning permission. The
site should be allocated in the Policies, Sites and Places Plan.

Respondent Name Keith Fenwick - WYG
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12328353 1.
Introduction

Yes No Please see supporting statement:

WYG act on behalf of Lone Star Land LLP in respect of their land interests at Park Street,
Hawkesbury Upton, Gloucestershire. These representations are submitted in respect of the
Council’s consultation on the Submission version of the Policies, Sites and Places Plan (PSP)
published in March 2015 and sit alongside my client’s submissions made in January 2014 and
August 2014 to the Council’s ‘Call for Sites’ and draft version of the PSP.

12328353
Keith
Fenwick -
Lone Star
Land LLP
(Hawkesbury)
Supporting
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Following the adoption of the South Gloucestershire Core Strategy in December 2013, the
Council has progressed work on their Polices, Sites and Places Plan which will identify land to
be allocated for future
development. The Inspector found that the Core Strategy meets the objectively assessed needs
for housing for the District, including rural areas through the requirement to provide 28,355
dwellings over the plan
period. In the case of rural areas (i.e. Hawkesbury Upton), the quantum of housing development
has not been identified to meet the strategic housing requirement of the district and as such, no
strategic target has
been set in the Plan for rural areas. However, the Plan does indicate at Policy CS5 that a rural
housing and settlement boundary review to meet local needs should be undertaken through the
Policies, Sites and Places
Plan. Alternatively, Development may come forward in rural areas through the preparation of a
Neighbourhood Plan.

Hawkesbury Upton Parish Council were consulted as part of the Rural Housing Review
Consultation 2013/14 to confirm whether there is a need for additional small scale housing
development in order to sustain the vitality of the village. The Parish Council has not identified
a local need for additional housing over and above that allowed by the existing planning policies
set out in the adopted Core Strategy. The Parish has however confirmed that they wish to
undertake a formal Housing Need Survey in order to confirm need.

Part 2 of PSP Plan – Hawkesbury Upton:

Part 2 of the PSP Plan confirms that for Hawkesbury Upton, no additional housing growth is

Docs.pdf
(181 KB)
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proposed over and above that already allowed by the policies of the adopted Core Strategy. As
noted above, the Parish Council has however confirmed that they wish to undertake a formal
Housing Needs Survey in order to identify additional need.

Without the completion of a Housing Needs Survey for Hawkesbury Upton the Parish Council’s
approach to future development within the village is not justified and thus the PSP Plan is not
positively prepared.

The requirement for a Housing Needs Survey to be undertaken for the Parish dates back as far as
2007 where The Hawkesbury Upton Parish Plan identifies a need for new homes for young
people, elderly and
small families. Despite the Parish Council recommending that a Housing Needs Survey be
undertaken, no survey was ever completed. In order to ensure the PSP Plan is positively
prepared, timescales for the
completion of a HNS for Hawkesbury Upton should be set. Failure to do so could have
significant impacts upon the vitality of the village and result in those groups of people identified
within the Parish Plan having
to move out of the village due to an insufficient supply of the right type of housing.

The inclusion of a timescale would allow for the Housing Needs Survey to be undertaken and
the Parish Council to identify suitable sites outside of the settlement boundaries to accommodate
development if/when required.

Summary:

In summary, it is considered that the approach taken by the Council for future housing growth

Page 134 of 320
22 Jan 2016 21:06:08



ID Document
Part

Do you
consider
the
document
is Legally
Compliant

Do you
consider
the
document
is sound?

Please give details of why you consider the document is not legally compliant or is
unsound. Please be as precise as possible.

Attached
documents

within rural settlements has not been sufficiently robust. In order to ensure the vitality of rural
communities is sustained,
a Housing Needs Survey should be undertaken in order to identify any future housing needs for
the village.

The approach currently adopted by the Parish Council whereby no further housing is required is
not justified and is premature prior to the completion of a Housing Needs Survey. Timescales
for the preparation of this should therefore be agreed in order to ensure future housing needs in
rural areas are met.

12328353 Policy
PSP41 -
Residential
Development
in the
Countryside

Yes No Please see supporting statement:

Policy PSP41: Residential Development in the Countryside:

Policy PSP41 confirms that outside defined settlement boundaries, proposals for new residential
development will be permitted for rural housing exception initiatives which accord with Core
Strategy Policy CS19, the conversion and re-use of existing buildings, rural workers dwellings,
and replacement dwellings.

In the case of Hawkesbury Upon, we are not aware that the Parish Council wish to proceed with
the preparation of a Neighbourhood Plan for the area, therefore new residential development
outside the defined
settlement boundaries will only come forward if it meets criteria 1, 2, 3, 4 or 5 set out in Policy
PSP41.

In respect of criteria 1, proposals should accord with Core Strategy Policy CS19 (Rural Housing
Exception Sites) which requires any application to be supported by an approved Housing Needs

12328353
Keith
Fenwick -
Lone Star
Land LLP
(Hawkesbury)
Supporting
Docs.pdf
(181 KB)
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Survey, be well related to a rural settlement, modest in scale and supported or initiated by the
appropriate Parish Council.

In order to provide further clarity with regards to Policy PSP41 we would request that this policy
be amended so that the rural areas of the District are clearly identified. The following alternative
wording for this policy is
therefore set out below.

“Outside defined settlement boundaries, proposals for new residential development will only be
permitted for:

1. Rural housing exception initiatives, which accord with Core Strategy Policy CS19 at the rural
settlements of Acton Turville, Bitton, Charfield, Coalpit Heath, Cromhall, Engine Common,
Falfield, Frampton Cotterell, Hawkesbury Upon, Horton, Marshfield, Pilning, Pucklechurch,
Rangeworthy, Severn Beach , Tormarton, Wickwar and Winterbourne;

2. Discreet open market housing where there is a demonstrated housing need;

3. The conversion and re-use of existing buildingswhere;
i. all reasonable attempts have been made to secure an economic development use;
ii. the building is of permanent construction; and
iii. the building is redundant or disused; the proposal would also need to lead to an enhancement
of its immediate setting; or
iv. in relation to Policy PSP18, in the case of a heritage asset, the development represents the
optimal viable use.
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In all circumstances:
Developments, including any alterations, extensions or creation of a residential curtilage, would
not have a harmful effect on the character of the countryside, or the amenities of the surrounding
area.

4. Rural workers dwellings, in accordance with PSP42.

5. The replacement of a single existing dwelling will be permitted, where it is of a similar size
and scale to the existing dwelling, within the same curtilage, and of design in keeping with the
locality, and minimises visual intrusion in the countryside.

6. Schemes of exceptional quality or innovative design, in accordance with the NPPF, may be
permitted.
…”

In addition to the above and in order to ensure the future housing needs (including affordable
housing) of the rural settlements are being met, we would request that a programme for the
preparation of Housing Needs Surveys is prepared by the Council outside of the PSP Plan.
Failure to do so could have significant impacts upon the vitality of the village and result in
young people, the elderly and small families having to move out of village.

12328353 Policy PSP8
- Settlement
Boundaries

Yes No Please see supporting statement:

Policy PSP8 – Settlement Boundaries and residential amenity:

Policy PSP8 refers to the Settlement Boundaries as defined Policies Map and confirms that
development within and outside of these will only be acceptable where it is consistent with the

12328353
Keith
Fenwick -
Lone Star
Land LLP
(Hawkesbury)
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other policies of the Core
Strategy and/or any Neighbourhood Plan.

For Hawkesbury Upton, whose settlement boundaries have remained unchanged as part of the
Core Strategy process, this policy is wholly reliant upon the Parish Council undertaking a
Housing Needs Survey for the area. Timescales for which have not yet been set. Until this work
has been carried out, it unclear whether the existing settlement boundaries for Hawkesbury
Upton are able to accommodate the future housing needs of the area. Similarly, sites which fall
outside settlement boundaries will be required to meet the tests of Policy CS19 of the Core
Strategy if they are to be supported by the LPA and will require the submission of an approved
Housing Needs Survey.

In order to ensure Policy PSP8 is positively prepared and justified, we would request that the
Council set a timescale for the preparation of a Housing Needs Survey for Hawkesbury Upton
and the other rural
settlements. This will ensure that any unmet housing need is identified within these settlements
and the appropriate action can be taken to ensure development can either be accommodated
within or adjacent to
the existing settlement boundaries of the village.

Supporting
Docs.pdf
(181 KB)

Respondent Name Kevin Hicks
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12341313 Policy PSP24 -
Mineral
Working and
Restoration

SUPPORT

I am employed by CEMEX UK Ltd at Wickwar Quarry as a driver, the closure of the
site within 8/10 year would have a significant impact on me and my family, the wages
I receive our spent within the local area and contribute to the local economy.

I fully support the application to extend Wickwar Quarry as it will give me additional
job security for the future.

Respondent Name Kite
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12328321 Policy
PSP24 -
Mineral
Working
and
Restoration

SUPPORT

Please could I take this opportunity to support the application to extend the life of Wickwar Quarry.

I am a Laboratory Technician based at Wickwar Quarry where I have worked for the past 17 years. I
live in Kingswood in Bristol with my wife who works at the Kingswood Hub for the NHS and two
young children.
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Almost every one of the members of staff at the Quarry is a South Gloucestershire resident as well as
a parent and closing the Quarry would impact not only them but all of their families.

Since Cemex purchased RMC several years ago they have done so much to support local people and
communities by sponsoring events and improving safety both on our sites and on the roads. They are
always looking for improvements and working towards a sustainable future. An example would be a
project that I am currently involved in which is increasing the levels of recycled asphalt taken from
old local roads and reusing them in our products which would otherwise go to landfill. This will
dramatically improve our carbon footprint.

The Quarry take local residents concerns seriously and have made every effort to reduce noise and
dust emissions as well as adhering strictly to the out of hours working regulations.

Wickwar Quarry has supported generations of families in the past and is much more of a community
than a place of work for the people involved.

Respondent Name Linden Homes
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12293409 13. Site
Allocations
and
Safeguarding

As is well known, it is important that Local Planning Authorities should maintain a
demonstrable five year housing land supply, plus the appropriate buffer (Paragraph 49 of the
NPPF).
South Gloucestershire Council has historically struggled to maintain a five year housing land
supply. This has been acknowledged through the Core Strategy Examination and various
appeals. The recent Wotton Road, Charfield appeal decision (Appeal Ref: APP/P0119/A/14/
2220291, Date: 8th June 2015) has confirmed that South Gloucestershire cannot currently
demonstrate a five year housing land supply, with a shortfall of some 500 dwellings.
The adoption of a robust Development Plan, which plans to ensure that a five year housing land
supply can be achieved and maintained is highly important. It would ensure that the Authority
plans positively for development in their area. This emerging DPD provides a further
opportunity to proactively address the current five year housing land supply shortfall and any
future shortfall through a plan led approach, using the development management system.
Other local authorities (including Taunton Deane, Mid Devon and Exeter) have sought through
regular monitoring, to overcome interim shortages in housing land supply by adopting
additional interim housing policies that guide appropriate and sustainable new housing
development to come forward, where there is an absence of a five year housing land supply.
It is advised that a development management mechanism to appropriately address the absence
of a demonstrable five year housing land supply should be included within the DPD. This
should include the identification and selection of additional suitable sites to come forward and
help supplement the housing land supply. This process will allow the Council to have control
over the location of the additional sites and bring forward residential development in the most
unconstrained, sustainable and favourable locations, prior to the formal Local Plan review (for
example, larger settlements outside of the greenbelt and AONB, such as Thornbury).
It is recommended that South Gloucestershire Council should adopt this approach to not only
ensure a five year housing land supply is maintained but also in recognition of the benefits of

LINA2008
PSP Reps
June 2015.pdf
(138 KB)
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promoting sustainable growth of settlements, and the role this can play in the economic
prosperity of the District , as well as the delivery of much needed affordable housing.

12293409 Policy
PSP38 -
Internal
Space
Standards
for
Affordable
Housing

No The National Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) is clear that local planning authorities should
provide evidence of need to justify the adoption of internal space standards.
The PPG states that “Where a need for internal space standards is identified, local planning
authorities should provide justification for requiring internal space policies” (Paragraph: 020
Reference ID: 56-020-20150327). In addition, local planning authorities should take account of
areas include need, viability and timing, which are set out in the PPG.
It is considered that there is a distinct lack of clear and sound evidence to support the
requirements of PSP38 and to demonstrate that it meets the requirements of the national
guidance, and as a consequence the Policy cannot be considered to be sound

LINA2008
PSP Reps
June 2015.pdf
(138 KB)

12293409 Policy
PSP44 -
Private
Amenity
Space
Standards

No It is imperative that the development industry strives for good design and delivers sufficient
open space for recreational and amenity use by residents. Although it is appreciated that private
outdoor space can play an important role in the wellbeing of people, it is considered that it is not
an essential residential requirement, but more desirable. Other communal and public spaces will
provide an important part of all developments, even where private space is also provided.
There is no clearly identified need to enforce minimum private amenity space standards within
South Gloucestershire. In addition, there is a lack of evidence to suggest that the current
delivery of private amenity outdoor space in South Gloucestershire is inadequate and presents
any issues for residents.
Following the Government’s recent advice through the Housing Standards Review, unnecessary
burdens upon the house building industry should be reduced. The key objective included the
removal of the majority of local housing standards to simplify and rationalise the standards and
requirements that can apply to house builders.
Taking account of the above Policy PSP44 should be deleted. However, if it is considered to be

LINA2008
PSP Reps
June 2015.pdf
(138 KB)
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appropriate, justified and necessary to adopt private amenity space standards, the standards
should be expressed as indicative and provide flexibility to allow for any particular site specific
issues.

12293409 Policy PSP6
- Onsite
Renewable
& Low
Carbon
Energy

No Since the drafting and publication of the South Gloucestershire Policies, Sites and Places Plan
there have been very significant developments with respect to the Housing Standards Review
(HSR). On the 25th of March, a Ministerial Statement confirmed that many of the
recommendations within the HSR would be implemented from the date of the statement.
Paragraphs 3.49 – 3.52 refer to the HSR and acknowledge that (at the time of policy
development) the situation was unclear but that when confirmed, the policies may need to be
revised.
Following the publication of the HSR, Policy PSP6 should be amended in order to be found
sound and compliant with national policy. The second paragraph of the policy should be
amended to say;
Until the adoption of the Zero Carbon Buildings Policy (anticipated to be late 2016) new major
residential development will be expected to provide sufficient renewable and/or low carbon
energy generation on or near the site, to reduce carbon dioxide emissions from regulated energy
use in the dwellings by at least 20% providing this is practical and viable. Once the Zero Carbon
Building Regulations policy is implemented, the Building Regulations will be the only
mechanism to address carbon emission reductions from new residential development.
However, we object to the (20%) level of reduction of carbon dioxide emissions through the use
of renewable and/or low carbon energy generation. The Council has not set out any clear and
robust evidence to support this particular level of reduction. In addition, the cost per unit
allowed for in the supporting Viability Report (£2,500-£3,500) has not been fully evidenced and
may be considered to be an underestimate of the true costs.

LINA2008
PSP Reps
June 2015.pdf
(138 KB)
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12295553 Policy
PSP27 -
Enterprise
Areas

Yes Yes SUPPORT

Please refer to accompanying letter:

The development of the Bristol and Bath Science Park (BBSP) at Emersons Green has been
promoted and embodied in planning policy for many years. Outline planning permission was granted
for the Park in 2000 with an amended S106 signed in May 2008 and subsequently reserved matters
applications and separate full planning applications have been granted for various plots for
development on the Park. Much of the development has been built and occupied and further
development of the park is ongoing. On 9 July 2013, a planning application for the development of
the remaining sections of the Park was submitted to South Gloucestershire Council for
determination. The planning application (ref. PK13/2502/0) seeks permission for 52,276 sqm of Bl.
ancillary B2 and/or B8, or a Science Related Use floorspace at the science park. South
Gloucestershire Council has now resolved to approve this application and a Section 106 Agreement
is being finalised.

In accordance with current planning, economic, scientific, innovation and manufacturing policy, and
pursuant to the above applications and permissions, we welcome the inclusion of planning policy
PSP27 - Enterprise Areas, which identifies and promotes the Emersons Green area for science and
technology.

It is considered, however, that the policy should be amended to take into account viability, as
appropriate.

7061185
Paula
Carney
(Signet
Planning)
Supporting
Docs 2.pdf
(24 KB)

7061185
Paula
Carney
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Supporting
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(180 KB)
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We also consider that the Bristol and Bath Science Park should be identified as a site for
development, in accordance with our representations dated 3 February 2014 and 20 August 2014.

(272 KB)
7061185

Paula
Carney
(Signet
Planning)
Supporting
Docs 4.pdf
(176 KB)

Respondent Name Lisa Kopper - Friends of Acton Court
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10823233 Policy
PSP26 -
Hydrocarbon
Extraction

No This document is unsound because it is too vague. 'Acceptable' does not define what steps the
Council will take to ensure that the environment is protected from industrial Fracking. There is
also no clear health and safety plan if things go wrong.
I manage Acton Court which is grade one listed and a scheduled monument. In Groningen
Holland, earthquakes caused by the land settling following the extraction of gas from underneath

Fracking
info.pages
(306 KB)
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(Inc.
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the northern province, have damaged 69 out of the 100 listed buildings in that part of the northern
province according to the cultural heritage service. There is nothing in this document that covers
damage to heritage sites due to fracking and what the Council's approach will be should damage
occur.
Acton Court will also be very badly affected by transport issues should our area be fracked as we
are surrounded by an already busy road unsuitable for the traffic it currently carries.

Respondent Name M J Quinton - Hoddell Associates
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4019073 Policy
PSP29 -
Rural
Economy

No Also in respect of Policy PSP29 Rural Economy, the word "only" in the opening text should be
removed as it implies some degree of "exceptionality" whereas the tone of the wording of the NPPF
is
more positive and encouraging.

4019073 Policy PSP4
- Designated

No In respect of the proposals for Local Green Spaces, it is our understanding that reference to policy
PSP4 is incomplete insofar as the actual identification of specific sites the subject of this policy is
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Local Green
Spaces

the subject of separate consultation. Our client will be objecting to any proposals affecting its
proierty via that separate consultation process.

4019073 Policy PSP4
- Designated
Local Green
Spaces

No In respect of the proposals for Local Green Spaces, it is our understanding that reference to Policy
PSP4 is incomplete insofar as the actual identification and evaluation of specific sites the subject of
this policy is the subject of separate consultation. Our client will be objecting to any proposals
affecting his property via that separate consultation process.

4019073 Policy PSP4
- Designated
Local Green
Spaces

No In respect of the proposals for Local Green Spaces, it is our understanding that reference to Policy
PSP4 is incomplete insofar as the actual identification of specific sites the subject of this policy is
the subject of separate consultation. Our client will be objecting to any proposals affecting his
property via that separate consultation process.

4019073 Policy PSP4
- Designated
Local Green
Spaces

No In respect of the proposals for Local Green Spaces, it is our understanding that reference to Policy
PSP4 is incomplete insofar as the actual identification of specific sites the subject of this policy is
the subject of separate consultation. Our client will be objecting to any proposals affecting its
property via that separate consultation process.

4019073 Policy
PSP41 -
Residential
Development
in the
Countryside

No Our client owns the former Leyhill Visitors Centre at Tortworth and we previously responded on
behalf of our client to the PSP Call for Sites in February 2014 and the Draft PSP Plan Summer 2014
Representations. These representations should also be read in conjunction with these previous
representations, which should be treated as reiterated as appropriate.

These impact upon Policy PSP41 Residential Development in the Countryside, the Rural Housing
Review and Policy PSP51 Rural Settlement boundaries (para 1 1.3) in particular. Our client's
proposals also compliment the aspirations of Tortworth Parish to support the continued use of local
primary school.
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It is evident that the Council's latest proposals have not taken into account these previous
representations. In this respect the Council's proposals are considered to be unsound by reason of
being inconsistent with national policy.

4019073 Policy
PSP51 Rural
Settlement
Boundaries

No Our client owns land at Ableton Lane, Sevem Beach and we previously responded on behalf of our
client to the PSP Call for Sites in February 2014 and,the Draft PSP Plan Summer 2014
Representations. These representations should also be read in conjunction with these previous
representations, which should be treated as reiterated as appropriate.

These impact upon the Rural Housing Review and Policy PSP5I Rural Settlement Boundaries in
particular.

It is evident that the Council's latest proposals have not taken into account these previous
representations' In this respect the Council's proposals are considered to be unsound by reason of
being inconsistent with national policy

4019073 Policy
PSP51 Rural
Settlement
Boundaries

No Our client owns land at Rangeworthy and we previously responded on behalf of our client to the
PSP Consultation Response December 2014 - Rangeworthy. These representations should also be
read in conjunction with these previous representations, which should be treated as reiterated as
appropriate. These impact upon the Rural Housing Review, Policy PSP5I Rural Settlement
Boundaries and Policy PSP 52 Housing at Rangeworthy.

lt is evident that the Council's latest proposals have not taken into account these previous
representations. In this respect the Council's proposals are therefore considered to be unsound by
reason of being inconsistent with national policy.

4019073 Policy
PSP51 Rural

No Our client owns the former Leyhill Visitors Centre at Tortworth and we previously responded on
behalf of our client to the PSP Call for Sites in February 2014 and the Draft PSP Plan Summer 2014
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Settlement
Boundaries

Representations. These representations should also be read in conjunction with these previous
representations, which should be treated as reiterated as appropriate.

These impact upon Policy PSP41 Residential Development in the Countryside, the Rural Housing
Review and Policy PSP51 Rural Settlement boundaries (para 1 1.3) in particular. Our client's
proposals also compliment the aspirations of Tortworth Parish to support the continued use of local
primary school.

It is evident that the Council's latest proposals have not taken into account these previous
representations. In this respect the Council's proposals are considered to be unsound by reason of
being inconsistent with national policy.

4019073 Policy
PSP51 Rural
Settlement
Boundaries

No Our client owns land at Forest Hills, Almondsbury and we previously responded on behalf of our
client to the PSP Call for Sites in February 2014 and the Draft PSP Plan Summer 2014
Representations. These representations should also be read in conjunction with these previous
representations, which should be treated as reiterated as appropriate.

These impact upon the Rural Housing Review and Policy PSP51 Rural Settlement Boundaries in
particular.

It is evident that the Council's latest proposals have not taken into account these previous
representations. In this respect the Council's proposals are considered to be unsound by reason of
being inconsistent with national policy.

4019073 Policy
PSP51 Rural

No Our client owns land at Engine Common Lane, Yate and we previously responded on behalf of our
client to the PSP Call for Sites in February 2014 and the Draft PSP Plan Summer 2014
Representations. These representations should also be read in conjunction with these previous
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Settlement
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representations, which should be treated as reiterated as appropriate.

These impact upon the Rural Housing review, Policy PSP5l Rural Settlement Boundaries and Policy
PSPS Settlement Boundaries in particular.

It is evident that the Council's latest proposals have not taken into account these previous
representations. In this respect the Council's proposals are considered to be unsound by reason of
being inconsistent with national policy.

4019073 Policy PSP8
- Settlement
Boundaries

No Our client owns land at Engine Common Lane, Yate and we previously responded on behalf of our
client to the PSP Call for Sites in February 2014 and the Draft PSP Plan Summer 2014
Representations. These representations should also be read in conjunction with these previous
representations, which should be treated as reiterated as appropriate.

These impact upon the Rural Housing review, Policy PSP5l Rural Settlement Boundaries and Policy
PSPS Settlement Boundaries in particular.

It is evident that the Council's latest proposals have not taken into account these previous
representations. In this respect the Council's proposals are considered to be unsound by reason of
being inconsistent with national policy.

4019073 PSP52 -
Housing
Development
Opportunity
at
Rangeworthy

No Our client owns land at Rangeworthy and we previously responded on behalf of our client to the
PSP Consultation Response December 2014 - Rangeworthy. These representations should also be
read in conjunction with these previous representations, which should be treated as reiterated as
appropriate. These impact upon the Rural Housing Review, Policy PSP5I Rural Settlement
Boundaries and Policy PSP 52 Housing at Rangeworthy.
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lt is evident that the Council's latest proposals have not taken into account these previous
representations. In this respect the Council's proposals are therefore considered to be unsound by
reason of being inconsistent with national policy.

Respondent Name M R Lovell
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12341601 Policy PSP24 -
Mineral
Working and
Restoration

SUPPORT

I am employed by CEMEX UK Ltd at Wickwar Quarry as a driver, the closure of the
site within 8/10 year would have a significant impact on me and my family, the wages
I receive our spent within the local area and contribute to the local economy.

I fully support the application to extend Wlckwar Quarry as it will give me additional
job security for the future.

Respondent Name M&G Real Estate - Tristan Dewhurst - Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners
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14384641 Policy
PSP17 -
Parking
Standards

Yes Policy PSP17 – Parking Standards:

Policy PSP17 establishes maximum parking standards for new development, including
residential and commercial uses. This is despite the fact that the government abolished national
maximum parking standards in 2011.

In a recent written ministerial statement (25 March 2015), former Communities Secretary, Eric
Pickles, confirmed that national planning policy is amended to further support the provision of
car parking spaces such that the following text now needs to be read alongside Paragraph 39 of
the National Planning Policy Framework:

“Local planning authorities should only impose local parking standards for residential and non-
residential development where there is clear and compelling justification that it is necessary to
manage their local road network.”

Policy PSP17 does not include any ‘compelling justification’ for the inclusion of maximum
parking standards. Our Client accepts that traffic congestion needs to be addressed but there is no
evidence that the imposition of maximum parking standards would contribute in any way to
reduced car usage. This policy should, therefore, be deleted.

Appendix
1 Site
Location
Plan.pdf (245
KB)

14384641 Policy
PSP43 -
Custom
Build
Dwellings

Yes Policy PSP43 – Custom Build Dwellings:

Policy PSP43, point 5, states that at least 5% of units on sites over 100 dwellings should be
supplied as serviced plots for sale to custom builders. M&G Real Estate agrees that custom build
could make a valuable contribution to the diversification of the housing stock and increasing
supply. However, and putting aside the fact that many custom builders do not want to develop
unique homes next volume house-builder plots, the policy would be difficult to implement

Appendix
1 Site
Location
Plan.pdf (245
KB)
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because of the practicalities of custom builders working on large development sites e.g. health
and safety/insurance implications, different working hours/site lock-up and length of build
programme. Furthermore, the policy provides no fall-back for the large house-builder to develop
the serviced plots if undeveloped by custom builders.

Any policy for custom build should be based on evidence of local need and demand. There is no
such evidence in the SHMA. Also, it appears that the impact of Policy PSP434 on the viability of
residential schemes over 100 units has not been tested and, as such, there are no provisions in the
policy for a reduction in affordable housing contributions should there be a viability case. Further
work, therefore, needs to be done on the evidence base in order to justify this policy.

14384641 Policy PSP9
- Residential
Amenity

Yes Policy PSP9 – Residential Amenity:

Policy PSP9 states that development will only be permitted provided it does not have an
unacceptable impact on the living conditions of occupiers of nearby properties. It is also
important that proposals for new residential development do not undermine the ongoing
operation of existing nearby employment sites. M&G Real Estate, therefore, consider that the
policy should be clear in stating that new residential development close to existing industrial or
commercial units will be required to demonstrate that satisfactory living conditions for future
residential occupiers can be achieved.

Appendix
1 Site
Location
Plan.pdf (245
KB)

14384641 PSP53 - Site
Allocations
and
Safeguarding

Yes Policy PSP53 – Site Allocation and Safeguarding:

Policy PSP53 allocates sites that will be developed/safeguarded for different uses and brought
forward in accordance with other development plan policies. The site is not identified on this list
because representations have not been made to the Council promoting an alternative use. It
therefore, remains an Interim Safeguarded Site for Economic Development. Given that the site

Appendix
1 Site
Location
Plan.pdf (245
KB)
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could become available for redevelopment during the plan period, M&G Real Estate is now in a
position to engage with the Council regarding options for the site’s long term development
potential. However, because that process is not yet complete, specific details regarding any
alternative use cannot yet be confirmed.

The site could make a valuable contribution to meeting the development needs of the District
because it is substantial in size and is located in area of significant change. As such, there needs
to be a flexible policy framework that can also accommodate change on the site. Policy PSP53
should, therefore, establish a mechanism to facilitate a review of the Interim Safeguarded Areas
for Economic Development so that development could come forward within the plan period
without an
allocation for a specific use. That could be through a through a SPD (in this case a review of the
CPNN SPD now that significant proposals for development have come forward) or the planning
application process assuming that the proposal accords with general development management
objectives.

Respondent Name Marcus Plaw (for John Gunnery)
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14375969 Policy
PSP11 -
Active
Travel
Routes

Yes No Policy PSP11 has clear objectives: reducing congestion and air pollution by improving means of
access; improving opportunities for movement; and completing delivery of the Greater Bristol
Bus Network.

To support the delivery of Active Travel Routes (ATR) it is sensible for the development of sites
to be located to support and enhance existing ATR routes and help deliver those new routes
identified on the Policies Map. Such suitably located development can also help meet the
Strategic ATR routes identified at Figure 1 of this DPD.

With regards to Alveston, located to the south of Thornbury, it is a settlement well served by
ATR with further connection routes planned to the north, west and south west. Clearly the ATR
will improve the connectivity of this settlement with other towns and villages including its
proximity to key growth areas at Severnside/Avonmouth and Bristol area – given it is closer to
these places than Thornbury.

Figure 1 which identifies, albeit indicatively, strategic ATRs is telling in that it shows clearly the
desire for there to be improved ATR connectivity between Thornbury and North Bristol. The fact
that Alveston lies between Thornbury and Alveston means that it is an accessible and sustainable
location – with movements towards Bristol and back a shorter distance than those to Thornbury
and notably the areas of growth on the northern edge of the town.

Whilst Policy PSP supports the enhancement of ATR’s – it remains unclear from the policy and
its supporting text what this could, in reality entail or potentially cost – especially route lighting
which could be inappropriate and impracticable in rural areas. The policy therefore lacks
precision.
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It would be sensible for the policy to reflect a desire to improve ATR’s though reasonable
requests at the planning application stage particularly where sites have been specifically allocated
to help deliver such provision.

14375969 Policy
PSP12 -
Development
Related
Transport
Impact
Management

Yes No Under Policy PSP12 – Development Related Transport Impact Management, the requirement for
all of the proposed dwellings (so those as part of a new urban extensions or major development
site/allocations) to be within either 800m of all facilities or 400m of a bus route might set
unreasonable requirements, say for accessing education that cannot be fulfilled. The statutory
walking distance to school for children under 8 is two miles (3.2 km) and for 8 and over it is
three miles (4.8km) which responds to rural area characteristics. It would therefore be more
appropriate for a walking distance reflecting statutory distances rather than unjustified lesser
distances to be applied to policy.

14375969 Policy
PSP51 Rural
Settlement
Boundaries

Yes No PSP51 should be amended to ensure that Alveston is taken out (inset) within the Green Belt. It
appears that little consideration has been given to the status of settlements when considering any
boundary changes.

We refer to the representation made by J Gunnery to this DPD, notably PSP53, in support of the
insetting of Alveston in the Green Belt as, since 1991 it has been washed over. This is in
response to paragraph 86 of the NPPF which explains the

14375969 Policy PSP8
- Settlement
Boundaries

Yes No Under Policy PSP8 – Settlement Boundaries responds to the Adopted Core Strategy (Policy CS5)
by considering the definition of settlement boundaries in the rural area. However, Policy PSP8
nor any other supporting text reviews settlements washed over by Green Belt such as Alveston
and whether such ‘washing over’ is appropriate.

The NPPF states at paragraph 86 that villages should be in the green belt (that is to say washed
over by it) “if it is necessary to prevent development in a village primarily because of the
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important contribution which the open character of the village makes to the openness of the
Green Belt”. It goes on to say that, “If, however, the character of the village needs to be protected
for other reasons, other means should be used, such as a conservation area or normal
development management policies, and the village should be excluded from the Green Belt.”

Whilst the definition of ‘washed over’ Green belt is contained within the Glossary to the DPD it
is not mentioned within the plan itself. It appears from the DPD that this matter of has not been
considered to inform the development strategy.

It would be both necessary and helpful under Policy PSP8 or another new policy to comment on
why settlements would be within (washed over) by Green Belt – having regard to other villages
for consistency so that the policy was justified.

Alveston was reviewed in the Local Authority’s publication “South Gloucestershire Community
Profiles” for the Core Strategy. Within the publication, it is defined as a “compact medium-sized
village adjacent to the A38 south of Thornbury. Much of the settlement comprises housing
estates built in the 60s and 70s”. The document identifies only one constraint – it being “washed
over by Green Belt.”.

Alveston is situated on a route which is accessible to ATRs and on the line of a Strategic ATR. It
is a sustainably located settlement. It has a generally dense urban form perhaps more akin to
Thornbury than many other villages in South Gloucestershire and as such it does not have an
open character nor make an important contribution to the openness of the Green Belt then it is a
settlement that should be taken out (‘inset’) within the Green Belt.

The statistics supporting the “South Gloucestershire Community Profiles” give Alveston
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(including the much smaller nearby settlement of Rudgeway) a population of 2922. If that is
compared to say Bitton which has been ‘inset’ within the Green Belt, contains an extensive
conservation area, and is a much smaller settlement than Alveston with around 492 people –
there is clearly:

(i) inconsistency in the approach to insetting and washing over of settlements; and

(i) non-conformity with the provisions of paragraph 86 of the NPPF.

14375969 PSP53 - Site
Allocations
and
Safeguarding

Yes No This representation questions whether (i) the sites identified in the policy have been allocated
following their testing against the development control criteria; and (ii) identifies land at
Vattingstone Lane as an alternative development site for new homes.

Under Policy PSP53 – Site Allocations and Safeguarding, the identified policies are to be
brought forward “in accordance with all other relevant development plan policies”. However
clarification is required as to whether each site allocated has been done so having full regard to
the location and distance requirements of Policy PSP12. This is necessary to ensure that there is
consistency in the policy approach associated with the development of allocated sites as well as
new (and perhaps unknown) windfall opportunities.

Land at Vattingstone Lane, Alveston
Land at Vattingstone Lane, Alveston, should be considered as an alternative development site for
inclusion within the Policy.

Alveston is a village with a population of approximately 3,000. It is situated a short distance by
road (around 1.2km/0.7m) from the market town of Thornbury.

Site
Location
Plan -
Vattingstone
Lane
Alveston
(REP
PSP53).pdf
(177 KB)

Transport
Appraisal -
Vattingstone
Lane
Alveston
(REP
PSP53).pdf
(1.6 MB)

15-07-05
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The village adjoins the A38 linking North Bristol with Thornbury (located just off the A38) and
northwards to Berkeley and Gloucester. The village is also strategically located for ready access
by car to the First Severn Suspension Bridge along the A4461 around 6.7km by road to the west.

The village has a range of local facilities – situated centrally within the village serving day-to-
day requirements: including a post office; convenience retailer; and a pharmacy. Elsewhere
around the village are churches, pubs, smaller business premises. The village has a primary
school (St Helens CE, Greenhill) and a secondary school (Marlwood School, Vattingstone Lane).

The site, which extends to 7.21ha as is identified on the attached supporting information, forms
part of a generally open agricultural parcel of land. It is bounded to the north and east by
hedgerows leading to Vattingstone Lane and Marlwood School beyond; to the south east by
intermittent hedgerows and residential properties off Strode Common and Strode Gardens; and to
the west by hedgerows and a loose grouping of trees.

Alveston is situated within the Bristol and Bath Green Belt. It is ‘washed over’ by the
designation. The submission site is also washed over by Green Belt – the fundamental aim of
which is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open. The National Planning
Policy Framework (NPPF) advises that Green Belt boundaries can be altered in exceptional
circumstances, through the preparation or review of a local plan. Council’s should then review
their boundaries having regard to their intended permanence in the long term.

The washing over of Alveston was made in the Rural Areas Local Plan, 1991, before which it
was ‘inset in the Green Belt’. Alveston has therefore seen almost 25 years restraint. Other
representations to the DPD have sought to have the settlement taken out of the Green Belt (so,
inset) by virtue of its size and character having regard to paragraph 86 of the NPPF and having
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regard to the approach adopted to insetting other villages.

Representations made during the preparation of the emerging South Gloucestershire Local Plan,
2006 were considered by an Inspector in 2004. The representations sought to inset the village
again and allocate around a larger 12ha (including the submission site) of land for residential
development.

The Inspector then considered that Alveston was a modest sized village with ‘a reasonable but
limited range of facilities’. However, he considered that new housing would be reliant on car use.
Drawing from the Inspector’s comments:

- The village is capable of supporting further residential development by virtue of the local
services provided and, notably the location of a secondary school with on the outskirts of the
village and across from the site with capacity for further admissions. It is within easy walking
distance of the site. The Green Belt has succeeded in assisting urban regeneration in Alveston but
now restricts its ability to grow sustainably.

- Expansion in this area has been considered by our client in further detail – with a reduced
development area presented in this submission which relates to the neighbouring built form and
is well connected by road and footway with the village and its services.

- There are grounds for Alveston to be ‘inset’ again and, the additional option, for land released
for additional development. Connections with Thornbury are good with options for bus travel
there and to Bristol. Further, Alveston’s accessibility to Thornbury is improved given that the
B4061 connecting both settlements has a footway and the distance is not so significant so as to
preclude walking and cycling between settlements to support local services and employment
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opportunities.

Please see attached document for additional Comments

Respondent Name Marcus White
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12341633 Policy PSP24 -
Mineral
Working and
Restoration

SUPPORT

I am employed by CEMEX UK Ltd at Wlckwar Quarry as a driver, the closure of the
site within 8/10 year would have a significant Impact on me and my family, the wages
I receive our spent within the local area and contribute to the local economy.

I fully support the application to extend Wickwar Quarry as it will give me additional
job security for the future.

Respondent Name Mark Thompson
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12341217 Policy PSP24 -
Mineral
Working and
Restoration

SUPPORT

I am employed by CEMEX UK Ltd at Wickwar Quarry as a driver, the closure of the
site within 8/10 year would have a significant impact on me and my family, the wages
I receive our spent within the local area and contribute to the local economy.

I fully support the application to extend Wickwar Quarry as it will give me additional
job security for the future.

Respondent Name Matthew Blaken - David James & Partners
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2800481 PSP52 -
Housing
Development
Opportunity at
Rangeworthy

Yes No There is no existing relationship between the landowners and given that the small number of
landowners involved with essentially two sites, preparation of a masterplan is considered
unnecessary. Each site has independent access and can be brought forward independently with
appropriate conditions and contributions negotiated to ensure the overall parish vision is
achieved.

Respondent Name Matthew Douglas
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10660417 Policy PSP45 -
Gypsy/Traveller
Residential
Accommodation

No I consider the document (PSP45 and PSP46) to be unsound through not being justified, as
follows:

Points applicable to all sites:

1) Core Strategy CS21 states ‘Proposals for sites within the Green Belt or Cotswold AONB will
only be acceptable where it can be demonstrated that very special circumstances exist.’ The
proposal to ‘Inset’ does not have associated very special circumstances which justify this use of
the Green Belt – See comments below under ‘consistency with National Policy’.
2) Removal of the Green Belt designation (“Insetting”), would remove the need to demonstrate
‘Very Special Circumstances’ to justify ‘Inappropriate Development of the Green Belt’. This
mechanism would unacceptably and disproportionately reduce the planning protection provided
to the surrounding Green Belt and neighbours / local residents.
3) Removal of the Green Belt designation (“Insetting”) would remove the need for other Green
Belt planning considerations for subsequent intensification / development e.g. openness of the
Green Belt, visual amenity etc. This would unacceptably and disproportionately reduce the
planning protection afforded the surrounding Green Belt and neighbours / local residents.
4) Evidence has not been made available to demonstrate that reasonable alternatives have been
identified, investigated and discounted with sound justification. For instance, is council land
available that could be used? Therefore the proposal is not justified as the most appropriate
strategy.

Points specific to Henfield Paddock:

5) CS21 states (ref CS21, section 10.76) that “The term ‘safeguarded’ means….. In the case of
sites with temporary planning permission, the site will be retained, or ‘safeguarded’ until such
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time as the existing permission expires and safeguarding status will no longer apply.” This is
consistent with the existing planning permission for Henfield Paddock, which by the use of
planning conditions limiting the permission to the existing occupier, limits the potential for
future intensification. If the site is made a Permanent rather than Temporary site there is no
reason to expect that there could not be a change of occupier(s) and a subsequent requirement
for further intensification. This would further be in the context of a site to which Green Belt
planning considerations would no longer apply.
6) In the case of Henfield Paddock, the proposal does not appear consistent with the following
Core Strategy CS21 text “Sites for Gypsies and Travellers will be considered appropriate where
they meet the following criteria: CS21, 3) The proposal would not unacceptably prejudice the
amenities of existing and new neighbouring residential occupiers; and CS21, 4) Adequate
provision is made for vehicular access, parking and manoeuvring”. Objections raised for PT13/
3785/F, particularly regarding ‘amenities of neighbours’ and ‘vehicular access’ question
whether these criteria are met.
7) The site at Henfield Paddock is not suitable for allocation in the plan for intensification. The
most recent planning application (PT13/3785/F) for intensification of the site at Henfield
Paddock received a very high level of formal objections (36 individual objections for PT13/
3785/F) given the small size of the community. The application before this (PT13/2384/F)
received 48 individual objections. This demonstrates that the local community strongly objects
to intensification / further development of this site. See objection comments for PT13/3785/F
for further details.
8) In the instance of Henfield Paddock, planning permission has only ever been granted due to
‘Very Special Circumstances’ and with associated planning conditions, for instance limiting the
sites use to the current occupier only. Changing the site from Temporary to Permanent would
remove the planning conditions applied and would therefore no longer take due account of the
many objections raised by neighbours and local residents, which led to the existing planning
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conditions.
9) If Green Belt land is required for intensification / provision of sites, why do this on a site
(Henfield Paddock) with directly neighbouring properties and a high level of local objection to
development of the site?
10) Objections were raised at the South Gloucestershire Council meeting where the vote was
taken to endorse the submission of the plan to the Planning Inspector (held on 18th March
2015). However these appear to have been overridden by the Council desire to progress the
plan. It does not appear that the public is being listened to during consultation as there is no
evidence of it making any difference.

In summary, the plan is not an appropriate strategy (for the reasons given /evidence presented
above) and evidence has not been presented that reasonable alternatives have been considered
or to explain why the proposed strategy is more appropriate. Therefore the proposal is not
justified.

10660417 Policy PSP45 -
Gypsy/Traveller
Residential
Accommodation

No I consider the document (PSP45 and PSP46) to be unsound as it is not consistent with National
Policy, as follows.

Policies Sites & Places Plan (PSPP) states;

“The existing Gypsy/Traveller sites identified in Policy PSP45 for additional pitches currently
lie in the Green Belt. A number of other sites listed in PSP46 also lie in the Green Belt. To
accord with national planning policy, the mechanism for enabling the delivery of these sites,
taking into account national planning policy, is to remove the Green Belt designation
(“insetting”) and allocate for this use.” (8.74)

and
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“The exceptional circumstances which justify the release of land from the Green Belt are the
need to:
> Meet future housing need, whilst retaining our existing supply of sites capable of use by
Gypsies and Travellers; and
> Create and plan comprehensively for sustainable communities in accordance with the Core
Strategy’s vision and spatial strategy, thereby ensuring the Council plans positively and in
accordance with the presumption in favour of sustainable development, as required by the
NPPF, including meeting its 5 year pitch supply requirements, as set out in the Planning Policy
for Traveller Sites and in line with the provisions of Core Strategy Policy CS21.”

Removal of the Green Belt designation (“Insetting”) appears to be a means of ‘getting around’
the clear statement made by the Secretary of State that, when determining applications, although
each case is determined on its merits, ‘he considers that the single issue of unmet demand,
whether for traveller sites or for conventional housing, is unlikely to outweigh harm to the
Green Belt and other harm to constitute the very special circumstances’ justifying inappropriate
development in the Green Belt’ (ref Henfield Paddock SITES INSPECTION (EAST) SUB-
COMMITTEE – 20 JUNE 2014, section 5.8) or see https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/
planning-and-travellers for full details. By “insetting” a site, the Secretary of States statement
would no longer be applicable, even though the site in ‘reality’ would remain part of the Green
Belt. This surely is not in line with the intent of the Secretary of States statement.

10660417 Policy PSP46 -
Allocated
Gypsy/Traveller
Residential
Accommodation

No I consider the document (PSP45 and PSP46) to be unsound as it is not consistent with National
Policy, as follows.

Policies Sites & Places Plan (PSPP) states;
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“The existing Gypsy/Traveller sites identified in Policy PSP45 for additional pitches currently
lie in the Green Belt. A number of other sites listed in PSP46 also lie in the Green Belt. To
accord with national planning policy, the mechanism for enabling the delivery of these sites,
taking into account national planning policy, is to remove the Green Belt designation
(“insetting”) and allocate for this use.” (8.74)
and
“The exceptional circumstances which justify the release of land from the Green Belt are the
need to:
> Meet future housing need, whilst retaining our existing supply of sites capable of use by
Gypsies and Travellers; and
> Create and plan comprehensively for sustainable communities in accordance with the Core
Strategy’s vision and spatial strategy, thereby ensuring the Council plans positively and in
accordance with the presumption in favour of sustainable development, as required by the
NPPF, including meeting its 5 year pitch supply requirements, as set out in the Planning Policy
for Traveller Sites and in line with the provisions of Core Strategy Policy CS21.”

Removal of the Green Belt designation (“Insetting”) appears to be a means of ‘getting around’
the clear statement made by the Secretary of State that, when determining applications, although
each case is determined on its merits, ‘he considers that the single issue of unmet demand,
whether for traveller sites or for conventional housing, is unlikely to outweigh harm to the
Green Belt and other harm to constitute the very special circumstances’ justifying inappropriate
development in the Green Belt’ (ref Henfield Paddock SITES INSPECTION (EAST) SUB-
COMMITTEE – 20 JUNE 2014, section 5.8) or see https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/
planning-and-travellers for full details. By “insetting” a site, the Secretary of States statement
would no longer be applicable, even though the site in ‘reality’ would remain part of the Green
Belt. This surely is not in line with the intent of the Secretary of States statement.
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10660417 Policy PSP46 -
Allocated
Gypsy/Traveller
Residential
Accommodation

No I consider the document (PSP45 and PSP46) to be unsound through not being justified, as
follows:

Points applicable to all sites:

1) Core Strategy CS21 states ‘Proposals for sites within the Green Belt or Cotswold AONB will
only be acceptable where it can be demonstrated that very special circumstances exist.’ The
proposal to ‘Inset’ does not have associated very special circumstances which justify this use of
the Green Belt – See comments below under ‘consistency with National Policy’.
2) Removal of the Green Belt designation (“Insetting”), would remove the need to demonstrate
‘Very Special Circumstances’ to justify ‘Inappropriate Development of the Green Belt’. This
mechanism would unacceptably and disproportionately reduce the planning protection provided
to the surrounding Green Belt and neighbours / local residents.
3) Removal of the Green Belt designation (“Insetting”) would remove the need for other Green
Belt planning considerations for subsequent intensification / development e.g. openness of the
Green Belt, visual amenity etc. This would unacceptably and disproportionately reduce the
planning protection afforded the surrounding Green Belt and neighbours / local residents.
4) Evidence has not been made available to demonstrate that reasonable alternatives have been
identified, investigated and discounted with sound justification. For instance, is council land
available that could be used? Therefore the proposal is not justified as the most appropriate
strategy.

Points specific to Henfield Paddock:

5) CS21 states (ref CS21, section 10.76) that “The term ‘safeguarded’ means….. In the case of
sites with temporary planning permission, the site will be retained, or ‘safeguarded’ until such
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time as the existing permission expires and safeguarding status will no longer apply.” This is
consistent with the existing planning permission for Henfield Paddock, which by the use of
planning conditions limiting the permission to the existing occupier, limits the potential for
future intensification. If the site is made a Permanent rather than Temporary site there is no
reason to expect that there could not be a change of occupier(s) and a subsequent requirement
for further intensification. This would further be in the context of a site to which Green Belt
planning considerations would no longer apply.
6) In the case of Henfield Paddock, the proposal does not appear consistent with the following
Core Strategy CS21 text “Sites for Gypsies and Travellers will be considered appropriate where
they meet the following criteria: CS21, 3) The proposal would not unacceptably prejudice the
amenities of existing and new neighbouring residential occupiers; and CS21, 4) Adequate
provision is made for vehicular access, parking and manoeuvring”. Objections raised for PT13/
3785/F, particularly regarding ‘amenities of neighbours’ and ‘vehicular access’ question
whether these criteria are met.
7) The site at Henfield Paddock is not suitable for allocation in the plan for intensification. The
most recent planning application (PT13/3785/F) for intensification of the site at Henfield
Paddock received a very high level of formal objections (36 individual objections for PT13/
3785/F) given the small size of the community. The application before this (PT13/2384/F)
received 48 individual objections. This demonstrates that the local community strongly objects
to intensification / further development of this site. See objection comments for PT13/3785/F
for further details.
8) In the instance of Henfield Paddock, planning permission has only ever been granted due to
‘Very Special Circumstances’ and with associated planning conditions, for instance limiting the
sites use to the current occupier only. Changing the site from Temporary to Permanent would
remove the planning conditions applied and would therefore no longer take due account of the
many objections raised by neighbours and local residents, which led to the existing planning
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conditions.
9) If Green Belt land is required for intensification / provision of sites, why do this on a site
(Henfield Paddock) with directly neighbouring properties and a high level of local objection to
development of the site?
10) Objections were raised at the South Gloucestershire Council meeting where the vote was
taken to endorse the submission of the plan to the Planning Inspector (held on 18th March
2015). However these appear to have been overridden by the Council desire to progress the
plan. It does not appear that the public is being listened to during consultation as there is no
evidence of it making any difference.

In summary, the plan is not an appropriate strategy (for the reasons given /evidence presented
above) and evidence has not been presented that reasonable alternatives have been considered
or to explain why the proposed strategy is more appropriate. Therefore the proposal is not
justified.

Respondent Name Matthew Morris - GVA
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4604737 Policy
PSP32 -
Town
Centre
Uses

I write on behalf of my client, Crestbridge Corporate Trustees Limited and Crestbridge Trust Limited
(‘Crestbridge’), to submit representations to the Council’s Proposed Submission Policies, Sites and
Places Plan (‘the PSP Plan’). As the Council will know, Crestbridge are the owners of
Yate town centre and therefore take a keen interest in the preparation of the development plan for the
local area. Crestbridge was a keen contributor to the South Gloucestershire Core Strategy and was
encouraged by the pro-active manner in which the Council was able to
engage on key retail and town centre policy issues. Crestbridge hopes that this positive relationship
can continue as the PSP Plan moves toward towards formal submission and examination.

Having reviewed the March 2015 PSP Plan, Crestbridge wishes to make the following
representations:

Policy PSP32 – Town Centre Uses:

Crestbridge is generally supportive of Policy PSP32 which provides a framework for the retail
hierarchy in South Gloucestershire, the identification of town centre boundaries and also the
assessment of retail and other main town centre use proposals. There are, however, some key
improvements to the policy which Crestbridge believes are required in order to make it a sound
development management
policy:

- Within the second paragraph of the policy, reference is made to new and extending primary
shopping areas. The principle of defining primary shopping areas is supported although it is unclear
whether the text “in the interim the sequential and impact tests will apply to these areas” relates to
both the new and potential extensions, or just the former. This should be clarified in the next version
of the PSP Plan. In addition, whilst it is common for the primary shopping area to be ‘the centre’ for

4604737
Matthew
Morris
(GVA) for
Crestbridge
Supporting
Docs.pdf
(315 KB)
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the purposes of the sequential test, we consider that this should also be made much clearer for the
purposes of the impact test.

- The third paragraph excludes “small scale developments” from the remit of PSP32. Crestbridge do
not object to this approach, but the term ‘small scale’ must be defined in PSP32 and/or PSP33 in order
for this strategy to be sound.

- Section No.3 in PSP32 relates to comparison goods floorspace and makes reference to a quantitative
capacity of 34,000sq m net for the period 2011-2027 and 18,000sq m net for the period 2011-2021.
Policy PSP32 needs to be amended in order to acknowledge that these
floorspace capacity projections can become out-of-date (due to changes in economic forecasts and the
grant of planning permission for retail floorspace which will affect the overall net capacity level) and
therefore the Council needs to make a firm commitment in the PSP
Plan to a regular update to the retail floorspace capacity assessment. Indeed, it would be unsound for
any future update to be left to the end of the Plan period or even 2021.

- The table within PSP32 allocates the comparison goods floorspace capacity in South Gloucestershire
to a number of existing and new defined town centres. Crestbridge is generally supportive of this
approach which priorities the provision of capacity to defined centres, However, Crestbridge remains
concerned that Yate has been provided with an insufficient level of quantitative capacity in terms of
both its role in the settlement/retail hierarchy and also in terms of the physical potential of the town
centre to grow its retail floorspace. This issue is discussed in further detail later in these
representations.

- The paragraph after the table in PSP32 appears to indicate that proposals for retail floorspace which
are “not in line” with the contents of the table will be subject to the national policy tests of impact and
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the sequential test. Whilst it is entirely correct for retail and leisure proposals not in accordance with a
development plan to the subject to these tests, the policy is not precise over how proposals which may
claim to be “in line” with the policy will be treated. This requires more precise text along with
specific allocations of land in order that there is no doubt as to whether the sequential and impact tests
should be applied. As will be noted below, there is more than ample opportunity for specific
allocations to be identified in Yate town centre and such an approach will remove any actual or
perceived shortcomings over the
existing version of PSP32.

- Also in relation to the paragraph after the table in PSP32, we consider it important for the Plan to
emphasise that proposals outside of centres and not in accordance with the retail strategy (as set out in
the table) will be judged against their ability to harm investment in those centres
promoted by PSP32.

- Finally, section 5 of PSP32 outlines the need for proposals outside of defined centres to be assessed
against the sequential and impact tests.

(For the rest of this document see the attached response below)

Respondent Name Melanie Lindsley
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14376001 Policy PSP22
-
Environmental
Pollution and
Impacts

Yes Yes The Coal Authority supports this policy which identifies land instability as an issue for
consideration in development proposals in accordance with the requirements of the NPPF.

14376001 Policy PSP23
- Unstable
Land

Yes Yes The Coal Authority supports this policy which sets out a suitable framework for addressing land
instability, including that arising from mining legacy. The Coal Authority considers that the
unstable land criteria are appropriate and relevant to South Gloucestershire and positively comply
with the requirements of the NPPF and NPPG.

14376001 Policy PSP24
- Mineral
Working and
Restoration

Yes Yes SUPPORT

The Coal Authority supports the policy criteria relating to restoration which is a fundamental part
of environmentally acceptable mineral extraction.

14376001 Policy PSP24
- Mineral
Working and
Restoration

Yes No OBJECT

The Coal Authority is disappointed to note that this policy still does not set out a framework for
addressing energy mineral extraction, as requested in our previous consultation comments. Policy
PSP26 addresses some aspects of energy mineral development, namely conventional and
unconventional hydrocarbons however it is not written to set out a policy framework for
addressing any potential surface mining of coal.

Whilst there is no current operator interest in surface mining in South Gloucestershire, the plan
needs to be flexible to address changing circumstances across the plan period and should be clear
how proposals for prior extraction in MSAs may be dealt with.
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As previously noted in the opinion of the Coal Authority this policy should either set out policy
criteria in line with the NPPF or the policy or supporting text should be clear that energy minerals
not covered by PSP26 will be considered in accordance with the NPPF. In the case of South
Gloucestershire it may be easier to refer to national policy in the supporting text for clarity.

14376001 Policy PSP25
- Mineral
Safeguarding
Areas

Yes Yes The Coal Authority is pleased to see that the reference to a 1Ha threshold has been removed from
the policy and that it now refers to all applications for planning permission for non-mineral
development. The Coal Authority supports the policy criteria relating to the designation of
Mineral Safeguarding Areas. The Coal Authority considers that the safeguarding criteria are
appropriate and relevant to South Gloucestershire and positively comply with the requirements of
the NPPF and NPPG.

14376001 Policy PSP26
- Hydrocarbon
Extraction
(Inc.
Fracking)

Yes Yes The Coal Authority supports the policy which now clearly addresses all conventional and
unconventional hydrocarbon extraction. The Coal Authority considers that the policy criteria are
appropriate and relevant to South Gloucestershire and positively comply with the requirements of
the NPPF and NPPG.

As we indicated previously you will also need to illustrate the PEDL licence that covers part of
the plan area to comply with the provisions of the NPPG.

Respondent Name Mike Royall
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9504353 Policy PSP43 -
Custom Build
Dwellings

No Please see attachments Reply to
consultation.docx (91
KB)

Written statement.pdf
(88 KB)

9504353 Policy PSP43 -
Custom Build
Dwellings

Yes Please see attached. letter re-custom build
(Brandon Lewis).pdf
(111 KB)

reply to consultation
PSP.docx (130 KB)

South Glos survey
results.pdf (166 KB)

Respondent Name Mitchelmore
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12328193 Policy PSP24
- Mineral
Working and
Restoration

SUPPORT

I am in support of this application on the grounds that Wickwar Quarry provides valuable
building resources to the construction industry and particularly to the local community. In
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addition it provides jobs and careers for local people and many other local business benefit
from Wickwar in the community.

Respondent Name Mr & Mrs Coulthard - Rob Duff - Earlsfield Town Planning
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14386241 Policy PSP4 -
Designated Local
Green Spaces

No See Comments in the attached document 15.07.03 - ETP 1065 -
Representations of Mr Mrs
Coulthard.pdf (1.1 MB)

Respondent Name Mr Crumpton
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12328033 Introduction As part of the consultation process, approximately a quarter of the population in
Westerleigh village signed a petition to maintain the Green Belt in its current form and
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these views have simply been ignored in the process as a whole.

The governments planning policy is clear that both temporary and permanent traveller
sites are inappropriate development in the green belt and that planning decisions should
protect green belt land from such inappropriate development.

The Secretary of State’s policy position that any unmet need, whether for traveller sites or
for conventional housing, is unlikely to outweigh harm to the green belt and other harm to
constitute the ‘very special circumstances’ justifying inappropriate development in the
green belt.

Local planning authorities, such as South Gloucestershire Council, as well as planning
inspectorates must be reminded as to this material consideration in their planning
decisions.

12328033 Policy PSP45 -
Gypsy/Traveller
Residential
Accommodation

1. Proposed Increase in Traveller Pitches:

Council disagree with the proposed increase in traveller pitches and the effect this has
within this parish. At each stage of the consultation process, this Council has stated that it
wished to see NO increase and that this parish already has one of the highest proportions
of pitches within the whole of South Gloucestershire.

For example, two sites within the parish are less than a mile apart, whilst other parishes
have no provision what so ever.

This clearly has a disproportionate effect on the local community and these people feel
clearly let down by the consultation process.
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3. Removal of Green Belt status on Traveller Sites:

All parcels of land within the green belt should be treated in a consistent manner.
Exceptions should not and cannot be made in this manner.

Any site should be afforded equal status in considerations to development within the
Green Belt and this process is facilitated within existing planning application processes.

Pockets of land should not be made an exception just because they are occupied by a
particular section of the population. This is discrimination against the rest of the
population who are outside of this section.

Policy decisions such as this will set a precedent for using the inset mechanism.

Once removed from Green Belt status these sites will be inset within the Green Belt and
will therefore be totally inappropriate to the surrounding area; whilst also be viewed by
others as a precedent to follow. What other ‘difficult’ problem will then be awarded the
same status, thus making a mockery of the Green Belt as a whole.

12328033 Policy PSP46 -
Allocated Gypsy/
Traveller
Residential
Accommodation

2. Change of status of Traveller Sites from temporary to permanent:

Council strongly disagree with this change of status. By definition a traveller is a person
who ‘travels’ so permanent sites are not necessary.

If the existing sites become permanent within this parish then the demographics of the
local communities are significantly altered. At no stage during the consultation stage was
this proposal awarded the same importance as other areas of consultation hence many of
those consulted were not fully aware of this change.
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3. Removal of Green Belt status on Traveller Sites:

All parcels of land within the green belt should be treated in a consistent manner.
Exceptions should not and cannot be made in this manner.

Any site should be afforded equal status in considerations to development within the
Green Belt and this process is facilitated within existing planning application processes.

Pockets of land should not be made an exception just because they are occupied by a
particular section of the population. This is discrimination against the rest of the
population who are outside of this section.

Policy decisions such as this will set a precedent for using the inset mechanism.

Once removed from Green Belt status these sites will be inset within the Green Belt and
will therefore be totally inappropriate to the surrounding area; whilst also be viewed by
others as a precedent to follow. What other ‘difficult’ problem will then be awarded the
same status, thus making a mockery of the Green Belt as a whole.

Respondent Name Mr Justin Milward
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336225 Policy PSP20 -
Wider
Biodiversity

Yes

336225 Policy PSP29 -
Rural Economy

Yes

336225 Policy PSP3 -
Trees and
Woodland

Yes 2604577 The Woodland
Trust Supporting Docs 1.pdf
(61 KB)

336225 Policy PSP30 -
Agricultural
Development

Yes

336225 Policy PSP31 -
Horse Related
Development

Yes

336225 Policy PSP32 -
Town Centre Uses

Yes

336225 Policy PSP33 -
Local Centre and
Facilities

Yes

Respondent Name Mr Kentish - Britel Fund Trustees (Abbey Wood Retail)
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3554657 Policy
PSP32 -
Town Centre
Uses

Yes No See attached 3028-A-SK006 - Site as existing.pdf
(674 KB)

3028-A-SK009 - Phase 3.pdf (638
KB)

3028-A-SK010 - Phase 4.pdf (642
KB)

Britel Fund Trustees South Glos
Regulation 19 Consultation
Representations 3 7 14.pdf (93 KB)

3028-A-SK007 - Phase 1.pdf (681
KB)

3028-A-SK008 - Phase 2.pdf (655
KB)

3554657 Policy
PSP32 -
Town Centre
Uses

Yes No See attached Plan A.pdf (610 KB)

Respondent Name Natural England
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5911201 Policy PSP19 - Statutory
Wildlife Sites: European
Sites & Sites of Special
Scientific Interest (SSSIs)

Yes Yes SUPPORT

Habitats Regulations Assessment:

Natural England is satisfied that the Plan has been subject to a thorough and
evidence based assessment of its likely effects on European Protected Sites, and
that the conclusion that it will not have a significant effect on the integrity of any
European protected sites, including the Severn
Estuary Special Area of Conservation (SAC), Special Protection Area (SPA) and
Ramsar site, either alone or in combination with other plans or projects, is
reasonable.

5911201 Policy PSP27 - Enterprise
Areas

Yes Yes SUPPORT

Habitats Regulations Assessment:

Natural England is satisfied that the Plan has been subject to a thorough and
evidence based assessment of its likely effects on European Protected Sites, and
that the conclusion that it will not have a significant effect on the integrity of any
European protected sites, including the Severn
Estuary Special Area of Conservation (SAC), Special Protection Area (SPA) and
Ramsar site, either alone or in combination with other plans or projects, is
reasonable.

Respondent Name Nicole Penfold - Gladman Developments
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6684801 1. Introduction No No Please see attached representations 6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 1.pdf (5.5 MB)

6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 2.pdf (316 KB)

6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 4.pdf (110 KB)

6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 5.pdf (219 KB)

6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 3.pdf (237 KB)

6684801 10. Part 2 of the PSP
Plan

No No Please see attached representations 6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 2.pdf (316 KB)

6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 1.pdf (5.5 MB)

6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 4.pdf (110 KB)

6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 3.pdf (237 KB)

6684801 Gladman
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https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87848/PDF/-/6429109%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%202pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87848/PDF/-/6429109%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%202pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87849/PDF/-/6429109%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%201pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87849/PDF/-/6429109%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%201pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87849/PDF/-/6429109%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%201pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87847/PDF/-/6429109%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%204pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87847/PDF/-/6429109%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%204pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87847/PDF/-/6429109%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%204pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87846/PDF/-/6429109%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%203pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87846/PDF/-/6429109%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%203pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87846/PDF/-/6429109%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%203pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87845/PDF/-/6429109%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%205pdf.pdf
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Compliant
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Attached documents

Developments Supporting
Docs 5.pdf (219 KB)

6684801 2. Part 1 of the PSP
Plan

No No Please see attached representations 6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 1.pdf (5.5 MB)

6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 2.pdf (316 KB)

6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 4.pdf (110 KB)

6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 3.pdf (237 KB)

6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 5.pdf (219 KB)

6684801 Policy PSP2: Landscape No No Please see attached representations 6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 3.pdf (237 KB)

6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 2.pdf (316 KB)

6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 4.pdf (110 KB)

6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
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https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87845/PDF/-/6429109%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%205pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87845/PDF/-/6429109%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%205pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87844/PDF/-/6429077%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%201pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87844/PDF/-/6429077%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%201pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87844/PDF/-/6429077%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%201pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87843/PDF/-/6429077%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%202pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87843/PDF/-/6429077%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%202pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87843/PDF/-/6429077%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%202pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87842/PDF/-/6429077%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%204pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87842/PDF/-/6429077%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%204pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87842/PDF/-/6429077%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%204pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87841/PDF/-/6429077%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%203pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87841/PDF/-/6429077%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%203pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87841/PDF/-/6429077%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%203pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87840/PDF/-/6429077%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%205pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87840/PDF/-/6429077%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%205pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87840/PDF/-/6429077%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%205pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87816/PDF/-/6428917%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%203pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87816/PDF/-/6428917%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%203pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87816/PDF/-/6428917%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%203pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87818/PDF/-/6428917%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%202pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87818/PDF/-/6428917%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%202pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87818/PDF/-/6428917%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%202pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87817/PDF/-/6428917%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%204pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87817/PDF/-/6428917%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%204pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87817/PDF/-/6428917%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%204pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87815/PDF/-/6428917%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%205pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87815/PDF/-/6428917%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%205pdf.pdf
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Attached documents

Docs 5.pdf (219 KB)
6684801 Gladman

Developments Supporting
Docs 1.pdf (5.5 MB)

6684801 Policy PSP4 -
Designated Local Green
Spaces

No No Please see attached representations 6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 1.pdf (5.5 MB)

6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 2.pdf (316 KB)

6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 4.pdf (110 KB)

6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 3.pdf (237 KB)

6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 5.pdf (219 KB)

6684801 Policy PSP41 -
Residential
Development in the
Countryside

No No Please see attached representations 6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 4.pdf (110 KB)

6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 2.pdf (316 KB)

6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 1.pdf (5.5 MB)
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https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87815/PDF/-/6428917%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%205pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87819/PDF/-/6428917%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%201pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87819/PDF/-/6428917%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%201pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87819/PDF/-/6428917%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%201pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87824/PDF/-/6428949%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%201pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87824/PDF/-/6428949%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%201pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87824/PDF/-/6428949%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%201pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87823/PDF/-/6428949%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%202pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87823/PDF/-/6428949%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%202pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87823/PDF/-/6428949%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%202pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87822/PDF/-/6428949%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%204pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87822/PDF/-/6428949%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%204pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87822/PDF/-/6428949%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%204pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87821/PDF/-/6428949%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%203pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87821/PDF/-/6428949%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%203pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87821/PDF/-/6428949%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%203pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87820/PDF/-/6428949%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%205pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87820/PDF/-/6428949%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%205pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87820/PDF/-/6428949%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%205pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87832/PDF/-/6429013%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%204pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87832/PDF/-/6429013%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%204pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87832/PDF/-/6429013%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%204pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87833/PDF/-/6429013%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%202pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87833/PDF/-/6429013%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%202pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87833/PDF/-/6429013%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%202pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87834/PDF/-/6429013%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%201pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87834/PDF/-/6429013%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%201pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87834/PDF/-/6429013%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%201pdf.pdf
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Attached documents

6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 3.pdf (237 KB)

6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 5.pdf (219 KB)

6684801 Policy PSP43 - Custom
Build Dwellings

No No Please see attached representations 6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 4.pdf (110 KB)

6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 1.pdf (5.5 MB)

6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 2.pdf (316 KB)

6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 3.pdf (237 KB)

6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 5.pdf (219 KB)

6684801 Policy PSP51 Rural
Settlement Boundaries

No No Please see attached representations 6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 5.pdf (219 KB)

6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 3.pdf (237 KB)

6684801 Gladman
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https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87831/PDF/-/6429013%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%203pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87831/PDF/-/6429013%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%203pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87831/PDF/-/6429013%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%203pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87830/PDF/-/6429013%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%205pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87830/PDF/-/6429013%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%205pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87830/PDF/-/6429013%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%205pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87837/PDF/-/6429045%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%204pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87837/PDF/-/6429045%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%204pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87837/PDF/-/6429045%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%204pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87839/PDF/-/6429045%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%201pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87839/PDF/-/6429045%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%201pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87839/PDF/-/6429045%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%201pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87838/PDF/-/6429045%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%202pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87838/PDF/-/6429045%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%202pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87838/PDF/-/6429045%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%202pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87836/PDF/-/6429045%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%203pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87836/PDF/-/6429045%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%203pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87836/PDF/-/6429045%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%203pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87835/PDF/-/6429045%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%205pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87835/PDF/-/6429045%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%205pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87835/PDF/-/6429045%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%205pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87850/PDF/-/6429141%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%205pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87850/PDF/-/6429141%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%205pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87850/PDF/-/6429141%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%205pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87851/PDF/-/6429141%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%203pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87851/PDF/-/6429141%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%203pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87851/PDF/-/6429141%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%203pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87853/PDF/-/6429141%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%202pdf.pdf
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document is Legally
Compliant
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sound?
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Please be as precise as possible.

Attached documents

Developments Supporting
Docs 2.pdf (316 KB)

6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 4.pdf (110 KB)

6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 1.pdf (5.5 MB)

6684801 Policy PSP8 -
Settlement Boundaries

No No Please see attached representations 6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 1.pdf (5.5 MB)

6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 2.pdf (316 KB)

6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 4.pdf (110 KB)

6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 3.pdf (237 KB)

6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 5.pdf (219 KB)

6684801 PSP53 - Site
Allocations and
Safeguarding

No No Please see attached representations 6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 5.pdf (219 KB)

6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
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https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87853/PDF/-/6429141%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%202pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87853/PDF/-/6429141%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%202pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87852/PDF/-/6429141%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%204pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87852/PDF/-/6429141%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%204pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87852/PDF/-/6429141%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%204pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87854/PDF/-/6429141%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%201pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87854/PDF/-/6429141%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%201pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87854/PDF/-/6429141%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%201pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87829/PDF/-/6428981%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%201pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87829/PDF/-/6428981%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%201pdf.pdf
https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/gf2.ti/awf/576162/87829/PDF/-/6428981%201%206684801%20Gladman%20Developments%20Supporting%20Docs%201pdf.pdf
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Docs 3.pdf (237 KB)
6684801 Gladman

Developments Supporting
Docs 4.pdf (110 KB)

6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 2.pdf (316 KB)

6684801 Gladman
Developments Supporting
Docs 1.pdf (5.5 MB)

Respondent Name Nigel Cant - Nigel Cant Planning
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10195009 Policy
PSP8 -
Settlement
Boundaries

Yes No Question Q5 requires details of why the objector considers the plan to be unsound. The
objector’s case is as follows:

1. The site currently is outside the defined development boundary but immediately
adjoins that boundary. It is surrounded on 2.5 sides by existing residential development.

2. The site serves no useful purpose in terms of greenbelt amenity. It does not merit
protection as part of the greenbelt. Retaining the site in the greenbelt will not serve any

10195009 Nigel
Cant - Land off
Greenhill Rd,
Alveston Supporting
Docs.pdf (156 KB)
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of the five purposes set out at para.80 of the Framework. Development of the land for
perhaps two dwellings would not amount to a material encroachment into the
countryside.

3. The site is at a highly sustainable location being in close proximity to a good range of
community services and facilities, including shops, schools, a post office, a church and
recreation facilities. A regular bus service to Bristol passes along Greenhill Road just to
the east of the site.

4. Extending the VDB to include the site would provide an opportunity for a modest
development of perhaps two dwellings that would be suitable for a self-build project of
the type currently being promoted by Central Government.

5. There is a known need for building sites for small self-build projects in the South
Gloucestershire area. The Local Plan generally does not allocate any such sites, more
particularly as larger sites which are allocated can only be developed by national and
regional house builders.

6. Section 6 of the Framework requires the planning system to deliver a “wide choice”
of high quality homes on deliverable sites. This small objection site could be considered
as part of the required “wide choice” of opportunity for new housing development.

7. It is on the above basis that the objector considers that judged against the Framework
the Policies, Sites and Places plan in respect of the objection site has not been positively
prepared and is not consistent with the National Policy set out in the Framework.
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2857217 1.
Introduction

There are no comments we wish to make in this instance but we will continue to review and comment
where necessary on your planning material.

One common issue that we have and that we are addressing at present, not necessarily affected by the
above document is the Severn Estuary and the need to provide some supporting material in relation to
the possible impacts of our proposals on the conservation requirements of the estuary. We and I
expect you are in consultation with Stroud DC and of course talk to Natural England but I wonder if
there is any advantage in a brief discussion, probably with myself and my colleague Alastair
Chapman who is our HRA/AA etc specialist?

Respondent Name Oliver Hutchinson
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12342081 Policy
PSP24 -

SUPPORT
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Mineral
Working
and
Restoration

I am writing this letter in concern of an on going planning dispute regarding Cemex's Wickwar
Quarry. As a groundwork's contractor based in Gloucestershire if Wickwar were to close within the
next 8-10 years it would have a huge impact on our company and work force. We mainly work for
large house builders and rely on local quarry's to supply us with materials at a low cost. If these
quarry are not allowed to keep operating that will affect our ability to successfully win jobs. If that
where to happen we have a work force of approximately 100 that will be directly affected by this.

With the above in mind I felt it my duty to contact you with our support for the Wickwar quarry's
extension, and to show the impact that the quarry closure would cause to not only our business but
many others like ours, and also the implications it would have to many local workers.

Respondent Name Palmer
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12327777 Policy PSP24
- Mineral
Working and
Restoration

SUPPORT

My husband is employed at Wickwar Quarry as the crusher operator, the closure of the site
within 8/10 years would have a significant impact on my family. We have a severely
disabled son who requires constant care which means I’m unable to work full time so rely
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of my husband’s wages.

I fully support the application to extend Wickwar Quarry.

12328257 Policy PSP24
- Mineral
Working and
Restoration

SUPPORT

I am employed at Wickwar Quarry as the crusher operator, the closure of the site within 8/
10 years would have a significant impact on me and my family. We have a severely
disabled son who requires constant care which means my wife is unable to work so we rely
of my wages.

I fully support the application to extend Wickwar Quarry as it will give me and my family
piece of mind that I will have a job in the future.

Respondent Name Patricia Trull - Wckwar Parish Council
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412129 1.
Introduction

Wickwar Parish Council has read and debated the South Gloucestershire Local
Plan: Policies, Sites and Places (PSP) Plan: Proposed Submission Plan, and has
no comment to make.
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3553569 14. Proposed
Local Green
Spaces

Yes No PHSV have a number of comments on the proposed local green spaces which are subject to a
separate consultation and will be incorporated in appendix 2 of the finally adopted Policies Sites
and Places plan in addition to the comments on the specific policy PSP4.

3553569 15. Community
Aspirations

Yes No PHSV have two comments on these sections of the plan.

On the one hand the list of community aspirations has to be treated with some caution. We note
the council considers that the community aspirations will be a material consideration in
determining planning applications. However, we consider that only very limited weight can be
given to community aspirations that generally seek the provision of improved or new facilities,
which are unlikely to be capable of being funded by the scale of development realistic or
appropriate in most of the settlements. So firstly, if the council seek contributions to such
aspiration, what happens if no other funding becomes available? Secondly, the text recognises
there may be no other funding resource identified, so will the councils be proactive in using the
list to identify other funding opportunities? Thirdly, if the contributions are to be collected
through Section 106 contributions, they will be subject to CIL pooling restrictions and that needs
to be made clear in the text. Also on the basis that it does not appear elsewhere in the plan and
because this section relates to community aspirations many of which may not be directly related
to planning, it would help to set out the test relating to planning obligations in paragraph 204 of
the NPPF that they must be

- necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms;
- directly related to the development; and
- fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development.
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On the other hand, we note that almost half of the parishes (22 out of 47) identified a need for
further housing development as a community aspiration for their area. This is typically an
aspiration for smaller houses suitable for the elderly and as starter homes. However, having
canvassed these views from the community, the council have done nothing in the plan to respond
specifically to them, either with specific allocations or a criteria base policy . Therefore the only
way these aspirations can be delivered is within settlement boundaries, where opportunities in
most of the villages are very limited and where potential is further reduced by the negatively
worded policy PSP39 on development within existing residential curtilages, including extensions
and new dwellings.

In view of the lack of clarity regarding the community aspirations we consider the plan is
potentially unsound because it is not justified and effective.

3553569 17.
Implementation
and Monitoring

Yes No PHSV consider that Chapter 17 on implementation and monitoring lacks clarity meaning the plan
is not effective and therefore unsound.

Firstly the plan says that monitoring will be carried through updates of the Annual Monitoring
Report (AMR). Secondly the plan relies on monitoring of lead Core Strategy policies to monitor
policies sites and places plan policies, other than the 14 of the 53 policies (amounting to 26
percent of the total) specifically identified in the table.

The AMR groups monitoring of Core Strategy policies under 3 headings -economy (policies
CS11- 14), social (policies CS15-24) and environment (policies CS1-4 and 9 and 10). It also
monitors the joint waste core strategy . It is very comprehensive in what it does monitor. However
it does not identify which indicators are used for monitoring which policy specifically. There are
also 4 Core Strategy policies not monitored at all in the AMR (CSS-8). In addition there are Core
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Strategy policies which are included in the headline section but which do not appear to have any
specific monitoring indicators, for example policy CS1 high quality design.

Our concern is that the policy sites and places plan monitoring section again makes assumptions
that monitoring will be in place for all policies. However there are gaps, for example PSP43
customer build dwellings, PSP30 agricultural development and PSP31 horse related development
and there may be others. What is required, either in the policies sites and places plan or the AMR
is a comprehensive monitoring schedule to show which indicators relate to which Core Strategy
Policy, Joint Waste Core Strategy policy and Policies Sites and Places Plan policy to demonstrate
how plans and policies are deliver.

3553569 Policy PSP10 -
Health Impact
Assessments

Yes No PHSV do not consider that the policy meets the sustainability objective to make it easy to
systematically quantify the health needs of a proposed development. Effectively the policy
requires a Health Impact Assessment for all new development proposals. Whilst it is clear and
right that very major developments (as defined) will need an HIA, but equally if development
(undefined) that has an adverse impact on the health and wellbeing of the population will not be
permitted how can this be assessed unless a HIA is produced to do so. The implication is that for
all other development a judgement will be made by the council on whether a HIA is necessary. If
that is the case the policy needs to be clear about how that judgement will be made. Therefore the
policy is not properly justified or effective and is unsound.

3553569 Policy PSP11 -
Active Travel
Routes

Yes No Firstly PHSV consider that the plan should make clear what the policies map for the district
comprises of.

Secondly we are concerned about the implications of defining all public rights of way as active
travel routes (ATRs). As different standards apply to footpaths, bridal ways, roads, cycle ways,

Page 196 of 320
22 Jan 2016 21:06:08



ID Document
Part

Do you
consider
the
document
is Legally
Compliant

Do you
consider
the
document
is sound?

Please give details of why you consider the document is not legally compliant or is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible.

Attached
documents

etc, and cost of providing each vary considerably it would be inappropriate if defining all routes
as ATRs was used to impose a higher standard on any one route than was actually required.

3553569 Policy PSP12 -
Development
Related
Transport
Impact
Management

Yes No PHSV are concerned about paragraphs 2 and 4 of the policy. The wording of paragraph 2 is
incomprehensible and means that its requirements are unclear. What does 'provision of safe and
secure facilities for parking and storage of all mode trips' mean? It could be interpreted as having
to provide facilities for the storage of boats for example. Clearly that would be an unreasonable
requirement. This lack of clarity means the policy is not justified and effective and so is unsound.

Paragraph 4 sets out walking distances for access to bus stops and local amenities. It says all
dwellings should 'usually' be located within these distances. However no guidance is given on
how 'usually' would be interpreted and applied. However paragraph 5.27 acknowledges that
developments occurring in more rural locations may not be able to show they meet the distance
thresholds. The implications of that are that 'usually' therefore applies to rural locations but in
urban locations it is expected that the 400 metre and 800 metre distances will be applied with no
flexibility. That is unreasonable, particularly as paragraph 5.27 further says 'however, proposals
will need to ensure they are located as sustainably as possible and that appropriate, safe travel
routes and/or public transport are provided to local services and major settlements, via the local
infrastructure network.

This could apply in both urban and rural locations and should be directly included within the
policy.

Finally it is not clear why it is considered that people can walk 800 metres to local amenities but
only 400 metres to a suitable bus stop. There is no reason why the 800 metres could not apply to
both. Another consideration is that even in urban areas it is unlikely that all dwellings can meet
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the standard for employment opportunities to be within 800 metres walking distance. Therefore it
is unreasonable to apply this standard to employment opportunities.

3553569 Policy PSP17 -
Parking
Standards

Yes No Subparagraph 1 relating to cycle standards is unclear and therefore not justified and effective. It is
not clear what is meant by 'reasonable infrastructure to meet the needs of cyclists'.

3553569 Policy PSP18 -
Heritage Assets
and the
Historic
Environment

Yes No As with policy PSP3 this policy applies an assessment of weight within the policy wording. This
is inappropriate and we repeat the comments in PSP3 in relation to this policy.

In addition the first bullet point requires the proposal to result in only public benefits outweigh
harm which is inappropriate. It should relate to an assessment of all benefits in the planning
balance to be weighed against the harm to the heritage asset. The same considerations apply to
bullet points 2 and 3.

Bullet point 4 is too restrictive. There will be instances where harm to the heritage asset might be
mitigated either by the development or the provision of a heritage enhancements and therefore the
reference in the policy should be 'and/or'.

Finally the wording of the last paragraph of the policy is unclear. Our interpretation of it is that we
think it is trying to prevent the loss of the asset until development commences. If so, it should say
so. However, we do not think it would be appropriate to oppose this as a condition to a planning
permission and it could only be achieved through a Section 106 Agreement.

3553569 Policy PSP19 -
Statutory
Wildlife Sites:
European Sites

Yes No The negative wording included within this policy is inappropriate. Should be praised as a positive
obligation and not 'development will only be permitted' as the policy then places the onus on the
applicant to justify their approach through a Design and Access Statement. In addition National
Guidance states that Planning Policies should avoid negatively worded requirements for the
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& Sites of
Special
Scientific
Interest (SSSIs)

following reasons:

(i) Paragraphs 14 and 15 of the NPPF indicate that local plans should be based upon and reflect
the presumption in favour of sustainable development and NPPG advises that:
(ii) Policies should set out 'how the presumption will be applied locally' (ID12-011);
(iii) NPPG further advises that 'a local plan is an opportunity for the Local Planning Authority to
set out a positive vision for the area' (ID12-018);
(iv) The Planning Advisory Service Good Plan Making Guide (September 2014) sets out key
principles for successful plan making and principle 9 at paragraph 9.6 says: 'avoid negative' thou
shalt not' type development control policies and embrace a 'yes, unless' approach to drafted
policies. The policies should be aimed at promoting the strategy that the authority is seeking to
implement. Negative policies reinforce the reactive development control mind-set rather than the
positive development management approach suitable for a genuinely plan-led planning system.'

Therefore in paragraph 2 of the policy 'only' should be deleted and the section of the policy
relating to SSSIs should be reworded as set out in response to question 6.

In addition to removing the negative construction of the policy, we also suggest meeting 'on the
wider national network of SSSIs as SSSIs are designated for their unique and particular interest
and it is not clear how the impact of development on a single SSSI would be assessed against the
other 4,100 SSSIs which all have their own characteristics.

3553569 Policy PSP1:
Local
Distinctiveness

Yes No Policy PSP1 Local Distinctiveness:

PHSV have a number of concerns with this policy.

1. The policy is unnecessary and adds nothing to core strategy policy CS1, which already requires
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development to demonstrate distinctiveness of both the site and its context but as part of a suite of
other considerations. We consider this is the right way to assess character and distinctiveness of a
development rather than to isolate one particular factor, distinctiveness, for particular
consideration under a separate policy in the Sites and Policies Plan. This wider approach is right
in respect of SA Objective 5 which seeks to maintain and enhance environmental quality and
assets and specifically
5.4 to 'provide for highest possible standards of urban design'.

2. It should be praised as a positive obligation and not 'development will only be permitted' as the
policy then places the onus on the applicant to justify their approach through a Design and Access
Statement. In addition National Guidance states that Planning Policies should avoid negatively
worded requirements for the following reasons:

(i) Paragraphs 14 and 15 of the NPPF indicate that local plans should be based upon and reflect
the presumption in favour of sustainable development and NPPG advises that:
(ii) Policies should set out 'how the presumption will be applied locally' (ID12-011);
(iii) NPPG further advises that 'a local plan is an opportunity for the Local Planning Authority to
set out a positive vision for the area' (ID12-018);
(iv) The Planning Advisory Service Good Plan Making Guide (September 2014) sets out key
principles for successful plan making and principle 9 at paragraph 9.6 says: 'avoid negative' thou
shalt not' type development control policies and embrace a 'yes, unless' approach to drafted
policies. The policies should be aimed at promoting the strategy that the authority is seeking to
implement. Negative policies reinforce the reactive development control mind-set rather than the
positive development management approach suitable for a genuinely plan-led planning system.'

3. There is insufficient clarity on distinctiveness and in particular the difference between
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distinctiveness and character.

4. It is unclear how a positive contribution will be assessed.

Therefore, for the above reasons PHSV consider the plan is unsound because it is not positively
prepared and is not consistent with National Policy.

3553569 Policy PSP20 -
Wider
Biodiversity

Yes No We accept that paragraph 118 of the NPPF says that opportunities to incorporate biodiversity in
and around developments should be encouraged and therefore the first two sentences of the policy
are appropriate. However, the rest of the guidance on biodiversity in the NPPF (paragraphs
113-119) is based entirely on the protection and enhancement of existing biodiversity and nature
conservation assets. In our view that does not provide any justification for seeking biodiversity
gains specifically on sites of low nature conservation interests, like intensive agricultural land,
over and above the encouragement for biodiversity gains 'in and around developments' as set out
in NPPF118.

Also it is not appropriate to include a blanket refusal of planning permission within a DPD policy.
In addition this is contrary to the SA Assessment which says in the reason justification for the
policy 'it also gives a clear indication to developers that, where reasonable, the council will be
expecting schemes to deliver biodiversity gains, secured through planning obligations'. That sets
out a positive obligation rather than establishes the reason for a blanket refusal of planning
permission.

3553569 Policy PSP21 -
Flood Risk,
Surface Water
and

Yes No The policy is negatively worded and sets out circumstances where development will not be
permitted in contrast to the following policy PSP22 on environmental pollution and impact which
is positively worded and permits development where it can overcome impacts.
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Watercourse
Management

It should be praised as a positive obligation and not 'development will only be permitted' as the
policy then places the onus on the applicant to justify their approach through a Design and Access
Statement. In addition National Guidance states that Planning Policies should avoid negatively
worded requirements for the following reasons:

(i) Paragraphs 14 and 15 of the NPPF indicate that local plans should be based upon and reflect
the presumption in favour of sustainable development and NPPG advises that:
(ii) Policies should set out 'how the presumption will be applied locally' (ID12-011);
(iii) NPPG further advises that 'a local plan is an opportunity for the Local Planning Authority to
set out a positive vision for the area' (ID12-018);
(iv) The Planning Advisory Service Good Plan Making Guide (September 2014) sets out key
principles for successful plan making and principle 9 at paragraph 9.6 says: 'avoid negative' thou
shalt not' type development control policies and embrace a 'yes, unless' approach to drafted
policies. The policies should be aimed at promoting the strategy that the authority is seeking to
implement. Negative policies reinforce the reactive development control mind-set rather than the
positive development management approach suitable for a genuinely plan-led planning system .'

3553569 Policy PSP23 -
Unstable Land

Yes No The policy contains a negative obligation. It should be praised as a positive obligation and not
'development will only be permitted' as the policy then places the onus on the applicant to justify
their approach through a Design and Access Statement. In addition National Guidance states that
Planning Policies should avoid negatively worded requirements for the following reasons:

(i) Paragraphs 14 and 15 of the NPPF indicate that local plans should be based upon and reflect
the presumption in favour of sustainable development and NPPG advises that:
(ii) Policies should set out 'how the presumption will be applied locally' (1012-011);
(iii) NPPG further advises that 'a local plan is an opportunity for the Local Planning Authority to
set out a positive vision for the area' (1012-018);
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(iv) The Planning Advisory Service Good Plan Making Guide (September 2014) sets out key
principles for successful plan making and principle 9 at paragraph 9.6 says: 'avoid negative' thou
shalt not' type development control policies and embrace a 'yes, unless' approach to drafted
policies. The policies should be aimed at promoting the strategy that the authority is seeking to
implement. Negative policies reinforce the reactive development control mind-set rather than the
positive development management approach suitable for a genuinely plan-led planning system.'

3553569 Policy PSP29 -
Rural Economy

Yes No The policy in the consultation draft of the plan was positively worded to the effect that
development 'will be permitted for'. We note that this has been changed to a negative obligation a
'development will only be permitted'. There is no obvious reason for this change and we seek the
substitution of a positive obligation.

3553569 Policy PSP2:
Landscape

Yes No Policy PSP2 Landscape:

The Policy should be phrased as a positive obligation and not 'development will only be
permitted'.

It should be praised as a positive obligation and not 'development will only be permitted' as the
policy then places the onus on the applicant to justify their approach through a Design and Access
Statement. In addition National Guidance is that Planning Policies should avoid negatively
worded requirements for the following reasons:

(1) Paragraphs 14 and 15 of the NPPF indicate that local plans should be based upon and reflect
the presumption in favour of sustainable development and NPPG advises that:
(2) Policies should set out 'how the presumption will be applied locally' (1012-011);
(3) NPPG further advises that 'a local plan is an opportunity for the local Planning Authority to set
out a positive vision for the area' (1012-018);
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(4) The Planning Advisory Service Good Plan Making Guide (September 2014) sets out key
principles for successful plan making and principle 9 at paragraph 9.6 says: 'avoid negative' thou
shalt not' type development control policies and embrace a 'yes, unless' approach to drafted
policies. The policies should be aimed at promoting the strategy that the authority is seeking to
implement. Negative policies reinforce the reactive development control mind-set rather than the
positive development management approach suitable for a genuinely plan-led planning system.'

The last paragraph of the policy which says development which would harm the natural beauty of
the Cotswold area and b) will not be permitted is contrary to NPPF policy on development in
areas of outstanding natural beauty set out in paragraphs 116 and 117. Paragraph 116 says
planning permission should be refused for major development in these designated areas except in
exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated they are in the public interest and
sets out 3 assessments which carried out. Therefore the policy is unsound because it is not
consistent with national policy and it should be reworded to refer to major development and allow
for exceptional circumstances .

3553569 Policy PSP3 -
Trees and
Woodland

Yes No It should be praised as a positive obligation and not 'development will only be permitted' as the
policy then places the onus on the applicant to justify their approach through a Design and Access
Statement. In addition National Guidance states that Planning Policies should avoid negatively
worded requirements for the following reasons:

(i) Paragraphs 14 and 15 of the NPPF indicate that local plans should be based upon and reflect
the presumption in favour of sustainable development and NPPG advises that:
(ii) Policies should set out 'how the presumption will be applied locally' (ID12-011);
(iii) NPPG further advises that 'a local plan is an opportunity for the Local Planning Authority to
set out a positive vision for the area' (ID12-018);
(iv) The Planning Advisory Service Good Plan Making Guide (September 2014) sets out key
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principles for successful plan making and principle 9 at paragraph 9.6 says: 'avoid negative' thou
shalt not' type development control policies and embrace a 'yes, unless' approach to drafted
policies. The policies should be aimed at promoting the strategy that the authority is seeking to
implement. Negative policies reinforce the reactive development control mind-set rather than the
positive development management approach suitable for a genuinely plan-led planning system.'

Secondly PHSV consider the last two paragraphs of the policy are contrary to national guidance
and therefore unsound for that reason. Both say particular requirements 'will be given
considerable weight'. However we consider that the weight to be given to any policy requirement
should be determined in assessing the planning balance against all requirements and should not be
predetermined by the particular wording of one policy itself. Paragraph ID21b-010 of the NPPG
says that 'the law makes a clear distinction between the question of whether something is a
material consideration and the weight which it is to be given. Whether a particular consideration is
material will depend on the circumstances of the case and is ultimately a decision for the courts.
Provided it has regard to all material considerations, it is for the decision maker to decide what
weight is to be given to the material considerations in each case and (subject to the test of
reasonableness) the courts will not get involved in the question of weight.' (our emphasis)

3553569 Policy PSP30 -
Agricultural
Development

Yes No Policy PSP30 includes a negative obligation at development 'will only be permitted' in contrast to
the following policy PSP31 on horse related development which says that development 'will be
permitted providing that'.

It should be praised as a positive obligation and not 'development will only be permitted' as the
policy then places the onus on the applicant to justify their approach through a Design and Access
Statement. In addition National Guidance states that Planning Policies should avoid negatively
worded requirements for the following reasons:
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(i) Paragraphs 14 and 15 of the NPPF indicate that local plans should be based upon and reflect
the presumption in favour of sustainable development and NPPG advises that:
(ii) Policies should set out 'how the presumption will be applied locally' (1012-011);
(iii) NPPG further advises that 'a local plan is an opportunity for the Local Planning Authority to
set out a positive vision for the area' {1012-0 18);
(iv) The Planning Advisory Service Good Plan Making Guide (September 2014) sets out key
principles for successful plan making and principle 9 at paragraph 9.6 says: 'avoid negative' thou
shalt not' type development control policies and embrace a 'yes, unless' approach to drafted
policies. The policies should be aimed at promoting the strategy that the authority is seeking to
implement. Negative policies reinforce the reactive development control mind-set rather than the
positive development management approach suitable for a genuinely plan-led planning system.'

3553569 Policy PSP38 -
Internal Space
Standards for
Affordable
Housing

Yes No It is important that policies remain up-to-date and therefore it would be preferable for the policy to
refer to 'the latest' or 'up-to-date' nationally prescribed minimum internal space standards.

3553569 Policy PSP4 -
Designated
Local Green
Spaces

Yes No PHSV have a number of concerns regarding this policy. Firstly it is phrased negatively it should
be phrased as a positive obligation.

It should be praised as a positive obligation and not 'development will only be permitted' as the
policy then places the onus on the applicant to justify their approach through a Design and Access
Statement. In addition National Guidance states that Planning Policies should avoid negatively
worded requirements for the following reasons:

(i) Paragraphs 14 and 15 of the NPPF indicate that local plans should be based upon and reflect

Page 206 of 320
22 Jan 2016 21:06:08



ID Document
Part

Do you
consider
the
document
is Legally
Compliant

Do you
consider
the
document
is sound?

Please give details of why you consider the document is not legally compliant or is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible.

Attached
documents

the presumption in favour of sustainable development and NPPG advises that:
(ii) Policies should set out 'how the presumption will be applied locally' (ID12-011);
(iii) NPPG further advises that 'a local plan is an opportunity for the Local Planning Authority to
set out a positive vision for the area' (ID12-018);
(iv) The Planning Advisory Service Good Plan Making Guide (September 2014) sets out key
principles for successful plan making and principle 9 at paragraph 9.6 says: 'avoid negative' thou
shalt not' type development control policies and embrace a 'yes, unless' approach to drafted
policies. The policies should be aimed at promoting the strategy that the authority is seeking to
implement. Negative policies reinforce the reactive development control mind-set rather than the
positive development management approach suitable for a genuinely
plan-led planning system.'

Secondly, the act of designated local green space should not be a reactionary response to sites
under threat of development and should be a positive response towards recognising the unique
value of an area to the local community. NPPG guidance is that designating any local green space
will need to be consistent with local planning for sustainable development in the area and it
confirms local green space designation should not be used in a way that undermines the aim of
plan making (ID37-008) . It is unfortunate that the proposed list of local green spaces in appendix
1 was not published with the plan and is subject to a separate consultation. It is important that this
is brought together when the plan is examined.

We are concerned that some of the local green spaces contained in the subsequent consultation are
indeed brought forward to frustrate development and are therefore contrary to both NPPF and
NPPG. By way of example old GSD280 at Park Farm - land off St Johns Way, Chipping Sodbury
does not satisfy guidance on local green space designation for the follow ing reasons:
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1. The agricultural holding of Park Farm is an extensive tract of land and, therefore, fails to meet
the criteria for designation of local green space NPPF paragraph 77 which says that the
designation should only be used where the green area concerned is local in character and is not an
extensive tract of land.

2. In addition the land adjoins Sodbury Common, Chipping Sodbury Golf Club and the Ridings
Open Space, which both individually and collectively provide an extensive and active area of
local green space.

3. The land is separated from the existing community by attractive open space adjoining St Johns
Way.

4. The land is inactive agricultural use with only limited public footpath access.

5. The land would not meet any of the green belt tests and therefore it would be contrary to
paragraph 78 of the NPPF, which requires local policy from management and development within
the local green space should be consistent with the policy of the green belt.

6. Park Farm itself does not have any intrinsic landscape ecological historical or recreational
value.

7. The land is outside the defined development boundary for Chipping Sodbury and therefore it is
adequately protected by policy PSP8.

8. The effect of attempting to safeguard Park Farms local green space is to prevent development
to the east of Chipping Sodbury which contravenes NPPG guidance that 'designation should not
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be prepared as a 'back door' way to try to achieve what would amount to a new area of green belt
by another name' (ID37-015) .

In addition there was no attempt by the council to consult the owners prior to the identification of
this land originally introduced into the DPD through an errata note on the consultation draft, and
this is contrary to the guidance set out in NPPG for consulting owners prior to proposed
designation (ID37-019).

The policy is also deficient because the requirement for the provision of 'appropriate facilities' is
too vague. There is no guidance within the context and the interpretation of appropriate for
example, if provision promotes outdoor sport is acceptable would this include provision of
floodlights for tennis and football facilities?

3553569 Policy PSP41 -
Residential
Development
in the
Countryside

Yes No PHSV consider the policy fails to reflect the presumption in favour of sustainable development by
saying new residential development 'will only be permitted' in specific circumstances.

It should be praised as a positive obligation and not 'development will only be permitted' as the
policy then places the onus on the applicant to justify their approach through a Design and Access
Statement. In addition National Guidance states that Planning Policies should avoid negatively
worded requirements for the following reasons:

(i) Paragraphs 14 and 15 of the NPPF indicate that local plans should be based upon and reflect
the presumption in favour of sustainable development and NPPG advises that:
(ii) Policies should set out 'how the presumption will be applied locally' (ID12-011);
(iii) NPPG further advises that 'a local plan is an opportunity for the Local Planning Authority to
set out a positive vision for the area' (ID12-018);
(iv) The Planning Advisory Service Good Plan Making Guide (September 2014) sets out key
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principles for successful plan making and principle 9 at paragraph 9.6 says: 'avoid negative' thou
shalt not' type development control policies and embrace a 'yes, unless' approach to drafted
policies. The policies should be aimed at promoting the strategy that the authority is seeking to
implement. Negative policies reinforce the reactive development control mind-set rather than the
positive development management approach suitable for a genuinely plan-led planning system.'

The construction of the policy is also confusing. Paragraphs 3, 4 and 5 should immediately follow
paragraph 2 (i) - (iv) and then followed by the paragraph 'in all circumstances' etc.

PHSV also consider the policy should include a 'benefits' test which would apply in all
circumstances to permit development where the benefits of a proposal outweighs the harm.

3553569 Policy PSP43 -
Custom Build
Dwellings

Yes No PHSV can note that the policy has been completely revised since the consultation draft of the plan
but we consider the policy is still inadequate. We also note that paragraph 8.46 says that the
policy sets out the council's approach to the delivery of customer build dwellings in advance of a
review of the core strategy. We consider that the issue relating to custom build dwellings can only
be addressed through a review of the core strategy because provision of custom build houses
needs to be based on the evidence base provided by a review of the strategic housing market
assessment which will support the core strategy review. There is no evidence base related to the
policy sites and places plan which justifies the requirement for providing custom build dwellings.
In addition the NPPG provides guidance on the need to assess demand for custom build housing
but it is far les clear how that need should be met. NPPG guidance is contained in paragraph
ID2a-020. It identifies a number of secondary data sources for assessing demand, but says 'such
data is unlikely on its own to provide reliable local information on the local demand for people
wishing to build their own homes'. It further advises that 'plan makers should therefore consider
surveying local residents, possibly as part of wider surveys to assess local housing need for this
type of policy and compile a list or register of people who want to build their own homes'. We
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consider that both an up-to-date SHMA and such a survey should be a prerequisite evidence base
requirement for any DPD policy on custom build homes. Therefore in the first instance, we
consider that in the absence of such an evidence base the policy should be deleted.

We note that there is some inconsistencies within the policy which 'encouraged developers to
provide custom build plots on sites of over 10 dwellings but 'require' developers to provide at least
5 percent on sites of over 100 dwellings and 'require' developers to investigate viability. Even if
the policy is retained in the absence of an appropriate evidence base we consider it is
inappropriate to require developers to make provision and the most the policy can do is encourage
provision. Therefore provisos 5 and 6 should only encourage and not require.

However not withstanding that we do not consider it is appropriate to provide self build plots on
new build development sites of 10 or more because experiences elsewhere show that this has
impacts on:

- Design and layout and requirement of the design and access statement
- Phasing and completion of the site
- Section 106 contributions due to the exemption that applies to self build housing
- Delivery of housing in accordance with paragraph 47 of the NPPF 'to boost significantly housing
supply', where delivery on an ad hoc basis by self builders is likely to be slow compared with the
remainder of the site or even not take place at all.

In respect of paragraph 6 of the policy it is not clear how viability would be improved by
providing custom build plots as distinct from affordable housing.

In considering other ways of meeting this requirement, we note that NPPG guidance (ID2a-021)
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refers to

- meeting 'strong latent demand' for self build housing
- 'additional local demand over and above current levels of delivery can be identified'.

In our view if the demand for self build housing is latent and above current levels of delivery, it
should be considered additional to demand identified for market and affordable housing and
therefore should be met through the identification of additional specific sites and should not be
accommodated on allocated residential and mix use sites.

Where Persimmon Homes has been involved with self build schemes in the past we have found
that this to be completely at odds with part 10 of the policy which restricts dwellings to no larger
than 93 square metres. This is completely at odds with what self builders want to provide and
competes with the normal size of market units that would be provided on the site .

It is also worth pointinq out that experiences elsewhere have identified severe management
problems in coping with self build projects of normal residential sites. Problems we have
encountered include:

- slow uptake and the reserve matters period running out and needing to be extended
- ad hoc builders turning up outside specified hours
- storage of materials as there is limited room on plot and storage spills onto the Persimmon part
of the site
- purchasers having to stop building due to unemployment/lack of funds
- purchaser dissatisfaction where building continues on a site which was expected to finish when
they moved in.
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All of this has an effect on the efficiency of the land, value and viability and becomes a severe
regulatory burden.

3553569 Policy PSP44 -
Private
Amenity Space
Standards

Yes No PHSV object to the policy to introduce private amenities space standards for the following reasons
:

1. The policy is unclear as to whether the standard relates to front and back gardens or just back
gardens.

2. The government technical review of space standards includes internal space standards but not
an external space standard.

3. The more appropriate control is provided by back to back and overlooking distances. In
meeting these requirements the imposition of private amenity space standards will produce a
requirement for wider plot widths, leading to a reduction in density which fails to make the best
use of the land.

4. Standard is too blunt in applying to all types of sites whereas high density brown field sites may
need a different approach.

5. External space standards should not be imposed in isolation and space around buildings needs
to be assessed on a wider context, taking account of siting, form, scale, height, design, density and
overall layout, massing, details, colour and materials and should be informed by the character,
distinctiveness and amenity of both the site and its context as already set out in Core Strategy
Policy CS1. Consideration of the context is important because it requires taking into account the
characteristics of the surrounding area, including existing densities, together with the scale of the
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buildings and the spaces around them in relation to their surroundings in taking account of the
necessary space required around the buildings.

3553569 Policy PSP5 -
Undesignated
Open Spaces
within Urban
Areas and
Settlements

Yes No The policy is negatively worded and therefore should be revised.

It should be praised as a positive obligation and not 'development will only be permitted' as the
policy then places the onus on the applicant to justify their approach through a Design and Access
Statement. In addition National Guidance states that Planning Policies should avoid negatively
worded requirements for the following reasons:

(i) Paragraphs 14 and 15 of the NPPF indicate that local plans should be based upon and reflect
the presumption in favour of sustainable development and NPPG advises that:
(ii) Policies should set out 'how the presumption will be applied locally' (ID12-011);
(iii) NPPG further advises that 'a local plan is an opportunity for the Local Planning Authority to
set out a positive vision for the area' (ID12-018);
(iv) The Planning Advisory Service Good Plan Making Guide (September 2014) sets out key
principles for successful plan making and principle 9 at paragraph 9.6 says: 'avoid negative' thou
shalt not' type development control policies and embrace a 'yes, unless' approach to drafted
policies. The policies should be aimed at promoting the strategy that the authority is seeking to
implement. Negative policies reinforce the reactive development control mind-set rather than the
positive development management approach suitable for a genuinely plan-led planning system.'

Secondly the relationship between the two paragraphs in the policy is not clear. How will the
second paragraph be implemented on sites which contribute to local character when no
development comes forward or development is not permitted?
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3553569 Policy PSP51
Rural
Settlement
Boundaries

Yes No PHSV consider that there is a lack of clarity over what constitutes the policies map. We note that
policies map changes are included within the submitted documents. In addition some explanation
is included in paragraph 11.7, which refers to developments identified in the core strategy, but
also says where the settlement is not identified for growth, no amendment to the settlement is
required. What would then be helpful is an explanation of what therefore constitutes the policies
map for each of these categories;

- Settlements where policy map changes are included within the submitted documents
- Settlements where proposals are included within the adopted core strategy
- Settlements where no amendment to the policy boundary is required
- Other proposals and allocations.

3553569 Policy PSP6 -
Onsite
Renewable &
Low Carbon
Energy

Yes No Following the ministerial statement of March 2015 energy matters are now dealt with by the
building regulations. Paragraphs 3.49 to 3.54 of the DPD provide an appropriate explanation of
the current position and demonstrates why policy PSP6 is unnecessary, unsound and should be
deleted. Persimmon Homes Severn Valleys support the use of allowable solutions.

In addition there are elements of the policy which are unclear. The last paragraph is not policy but
explanation/clarification.

Who are 'the sixth council'?

Any amendments arising from paragraph 3.54 resulting in further amendments to the policy ahead
of an examination in public should be subject to consultation in advance of that examination.

However our overall view is that the policy is unnecessary given changes to the building
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regulations and given that high level renewable and low carbon energy generation (CS3) and
renewable or low carbon district heat networks (CS4) already exist in the adopted core strategy.

3553569 Policy PSP7 -
Development
in the Green
Belt

Yes No The second paragraph from the policy sets out its purpose which is to provide further detail and
support core strategy policy CS5 . Therefore the first paragraph of the policy which merely
repeats NPPF guidance on green belt is unnecessary and should be deleted .

The last paragraph of the policy is unclear and the words 'would most likely be considered' at the
very least need an explanation on how this will be assessed.

3553569 Policy PSP8 -
Settlement
Boundaries

Yes No The policy says settlement boundaries are defined on 'the policies met' but we consider it is far
from clear what the policies met for South Gloucestershire currently consists of bearing in mind
that parts of the policies met date back to the last approved local plan and there have been
amendments to it, including the amendments forming part of the Policies Sites and Places Plan. It
will be helpful to provide a clear explanation of what the policies plan consists of for each part of
the authority's area .

Respondent Name Paul Hulbert - Wapley Bushes Conservation Group / Joint Cycleway Group
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1052033 Policy
PSP11 -
Active
Travel
Routes

Yes Yes This is a comment on behalf of the Joint Cycleway Group, which represents local councils and
cycling organisations is Yate, Chipping Sodbury, Dodington, Westerleigh and surrounding areas.

The Active Travel Route map omits the part built Yate Spur route, which will link the Yate
conurbation to Emerson's Green and the Railway Path. This is a key item of strategic cycling
infrastructure for Active Travel from our area towards employment, education and leisure
opportunities.

The Yate Spur route is being constructed over a period of years and the length from the Ring
Road via Coxgrove Hill to just south of Westerleigh should be shown as existing. The route from
there to Shire Way, Yate should be shown as proposed. South Glos Council Highways Dept are
well aware of the route and can provide details.

Paul Hulbert
Chairman, Joint Cycleway Group

Respondent Name Pegler
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12327969 Policy
PSP24 -
Mineral
Working
and
Restoration

SUPPORT

I am the wife of one of the employees at cemex, Wickwar quarry and I fully support the application
to extend Wickwar quarry to give it more than 8/10 years.MY husband has worked at Wickwar
quarry for 33years and is good at his job, he is a supervisor and helps train up new younger
employees. If the quarry closed in 8/10years it would have a big impact on us as bills / mortgages
still have to be payed, my husband would be 61/63 by then and would not be able to retire at that age
as retirement age keeps being increased and he would find it hard to find work at that age, alsi alot of
other employees at the quarry would be in the same situation, so I fully support the application to
extend Wickwar quarry, not just for my husband but to give the younger people opportunities to be
able to have a permanent job for many years to come.

Respondent Name Peter Bruce

ID Document
Part

Do you
consider
the
document
is Legally
Compliant

Do you
consider
the
document
is sound?

Please give details of why you consider the document is not legally compliant or is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible.

Attached
documents

3903937 Policy PSP22
-
Environmental

No Section A. To add to "measures that control run off" the policy needs to add provisions for
pollution to the ground, groundwater and atmosphere to be complete.
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ID Document
Part

Do you
consider
the
document
is Legally
Compliant

Do you
consider
the
document
is sound?

Please give details of why you consider the document is not legally compliant or is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible.

Attached
documents

Pollution and
Impacts

3903937 Policy PSP26
- Hydrocarbon
Extraction
(Inc.
Fracking)

No Point 2. covers potential surface Ecosystems damage assessment and Point 3 something on
Groundwater but more is needed to cover the key areas of underground and atmospheric pollution
effects. Safe unpolluted groundwater is essential to life on earth over future generations. (Note
250m is the longest likely frack that has been recorded but local faults can extend transference e.g.
the bath spring water comes from 2km underground. )

Respondent Name Peter Roberts - Barton Willmore

ID Document Part Do you consider
the document is
Legally Compliant

Do you
consider the
document is
sound?

Please give details of why you consider the
document is not legally compliant or is
unsound. Please be as precise as possible.

Attached documents

3557665 Policy PSP12 - Development
Related Transport Impact
Management

Yes No Please see attached representations 3557665 Peter Roberts
(Barton Willmore)
Supporting Docs 1.pdf (103
KB)

3557665 Peter Roberts
(Barton Willmore)
Supporting Docs 2.pdf (80
KB)
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document is
sound?
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document is not legally compliant or is
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Attached documents

3557665 Policy PSP18 - Heritage
Assets and the Historic
Environment

Yes No Please see attached representations 3557665 Peter Roberts
(Barton Willmore)
Supporting Docs 1.pdf (103
KB)

3557665 Peter Roberts
(Barton Willmore)
Supporting Docs 2.pdf (80
KB)

3557665 Policy PSP20 - Wider
Biodiversity

Yes No Please see attached representations 3557665 Peter Roberts
(Barton Willmore)
Supporting Docs 2.pdf (80
KB)

3557665 Peter Roberts
(Barton Willmore)
Supporting Docs 1.pdf (103
KB)

3557665 Policy PSP2: Landscape Yes No Please see attached representations 3557665 Peter Roberts
(Barton Willmore)
Supporting Docs 1.pdf (103
KB)

3557665 Peter Roberts
(Barton Willmore)
Supporting Docs 2.pdf (80
KB)

3557665 Policy PSP3 - Trees and
Woodland

Yes No Please see attached representations 3557665 Peter Roberts
(Barton Willmore)
Supporting Docs 1.pdf (103
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Attached documents

KB)
3557665 Peter Roberts

(Barton Willmore)
Supporting Docs 2.pdf (80
KB)

3557665 Policy PSP4 - Designated
Local Green Spaces

Yes No Please see attached representations 3557665 Peter Roberts
(Barton Willmore)
Supporting Docs 1.pdf (103
KB)

3557665 Peter Roberts
(Barton Willmore)
Supporting Docs 2.pdf (80
KB)

3557665 Policy PSP43 - Custom Build
Dwellings

Yes No Please see attached representations 3557665 Peter Roberts
(Barton Willmore)
Supporting Docs 2.pdf (80
KB)

3557665 Peter Roberts
(Barton Willmore)
Supporting Docs 1.pdf (103
KB)

3557665 Policy PSP44 - Private
Amenity Space Standards

Yes No Please see attached representations 3557665 Peter Roberts
(Barton Willmore)
Supporting Docs 1.pdf (103
KB)

3557665 Peter Roberts
(Barton Willmore)
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Supporting Docs 2.pdf (80
KB)

3557665 Policy PSP5 - Undesignated
Open Spaces within Urban
Areas and Settlements

Yes No Please see attached representations 3557665 Peter Roberts
(Barton Willmore)
Supporting Docs 2.pdf (80
KB)

3557665 Peter Roberts
(Barton Willmore)
Supporting Docs 1.pdf (103
KB)

3557665 Policy PSP6 - Onsite
Renewable & Low Carbon
Energy

Yes No Please see attached representations 3557665 Peter Roberts
(Barton Willmore)
Supporting Docs 1.pdf (103
KB)

3557665 Peter Roberts
(Barton Willmore)
Supporting Docs 2.pdf (80
KB)

3557665 Policy PSP7 - Development
in the Green Belt

Yes No Please see attached representations 3557665 Peter Roberts
(Barton Willmore)
Supporting Docs 1.pdf (103
KB)

3557665 Peter Roberts
(Barton Willmore)
Supporting Docs 2.pdf (80
KB)
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3557665 PSP53 - Site Allocations and
Safeguarding

Yes No Please see attached representations 3557665 Peter Roberts
(Barton Willmore)
Supporting Docs 1.pdf (103
KB)

3557665 Peter Roberts
(Barton Willmore)
Supporting Docs 2.pdf (80
KB)

Respondent Name Philip Staddon - PJS Development Solutions Ltd

ID Document
Part

Do you
consider
the
document
is Legally
Compliant

Do you
consider
the
document
is sound?

Please give details of why you consider the document is not legally compliant or is
unsound. Please be as precise as possible.

Attached
documents

10583777 Policy
PSP27 -
Enterprise
Areas

No However, we are disappointed that the second, more substantive, issue
concerning broader Severnside opportunities has not been addressed in the latest draft. SDLL
also notes that there have been changes to the Enterprise Area policy (now Policy PSP 27)
through the addition of a statement on wetland creation. Both of these issues require some
comment.

Broader Severnside Opportunities:

SEVERNSIDE
REPS - DRAFT
POLS SITES
AND PLACES
DPD.pdf (179
KB)
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At the risk of repeating the representations made last August, SDLL is concerned that the
Draft PSP does not pick up the opportunities to explore the introduction of complementary
uses in Severnside that could enhance its broader sustainability, employment delivery and
overall success.

This is a matter that the Core Strategy Inspector identified (paras 166 and 167 of his report)
and a matter the Council should now address as time moves on, with the anticipated West of
England SHMA review likely to set the scene for challenging future housing requirements
that will need to be addressed in the early review of the Core Strategy.

This is particularly relevant to the more peripheral parts of the land covered by the 1957
planning permission, including the ‘buffer’ areas. In these locations, such as the area to the
south of the Severn Beach community, the introduction of a broader palette of uses would
contribute positively to a more sustainable and balanced overall development. Potential
housing sites of strategic significance have now been submitted through the ‘call for sites’
exercise and early pre-application engagement and study work is underway, following
discussions with senior officers (including yourself).

This does not imply rewriting the Core Strategy, or any tension with it, but
would actually take forward Policy CS 35’s aspiration to explore opportunities to enhance the
sustainability of the area. Indeed, exploring such opportunities would actually facilitate and
promote the delivery of the defined strategic role of Severnside as a major employment
location.

Given the subservient status of the PSP plan (to the Core Strategy) we do not for a moment
expect that the PSP will make new strategic allocations – it will not and it cannot. However,
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what it can do is provide a clear policy context for the exploration of future opportunities as
part of an evolving strategic planning picture. This can be achieved through revised policy
wording of Policy PSP 27 or a separate standalone policy.

Wetland Creation:

Whilst the added text setting out the aspiration to develop a ‘series’ of wetlands around
Avonmouth and Severn Beach is noted, SDLL has a number of concerns, which have been
previously expressed to officers.

I must make clear that SDLL is fully committed to complying with any
reasonable legal and regulatory obligations that fall upon it. SDLL is also
committed to working in partnership to find more strategic, and indeed better, ways of dealing
with the ecological (and other) strategic issues that arise.

However, SDLL has previously expressed doubt about how realistic, deliverable and
beneficial some of the initially suggested site options for mitigation will be.

The earlier proposals seen by SDLL suggested landholdings which are simply not going to be
available, including areas that may be critical to the M49 junction location, areas with a
history of contamination and areas where development proposals are being explored and
progressed (on land which has extant planning permission for development). Officers have
accepted that this is the case and there is a real danger that the ‘policy’ wording does not
accurately reflect this i.e. a ‘series’ of sites may not be available.

SDLL also wishes to record that the ambition for mitigation relates to issues of a strategic

Page 225 of 320
22 Jan 2016 21:06:08



ID Document
Part

Do you
consider
the
document
is Legally
Compliant

Do you
consider
the
document
is sound?

Please give details of why you consider the document is not legally compliant or is
unsound. Please be as precise as possible.

Attached
documents

scale in a very large estuary. It is quite conceivable that a more strategic approach may lead to
exploration of strategic scale solutions (possibly one big site) in a wider field of search
(potentially on lower value Green Belt and flood prone land), as opposed to a ‘series’ of
essentially localised sites, particularly if some / all of those sites are not available or
deliverable.

There is also a potential link here with the ‘Broader Severnside Opportunities’ issues set out
above. It is quite possible that these opportunities may be able to generate value which could
contribute towards strategic wetland mitigation solutions (along with other funding sources).

As currently drafted, SDLL is concerned with the ‘policy’ text on the wetland mitigation
ambition for two main reasons. First, the text appears rather awkwardly added to the end of a
more general Enterprise Areas policy, when the ambition is specifically linked to one
Enterprise Area. Second, the ‘policy’ lacks clarity and certainty and it is unclear what exactly
it will deliver and where.

Respondent Name Ponting
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12327265 Policy PSP24 - Mineral
Working and
Restoration

SUPPORT

I am writing to add my support for the extension to Wickwar
Quarry.

I am employed by Cemex and would be very concerned if this
was not passed this would effect out families job security.

The roads we drive on & the houses we live in all started in a
quarry.

I fully support this application & I hope you will too.

Respondent Name Rebecca Lock - Fisher German LLP
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12290305 Policy
PSP51
Rural
Settlement
Boundaries

Yes No Policy PSP51 does not include Hortham in the list of settlement boundaries. It is
considered that this makes the plan unsound.

This representation reiterates the points raised in the statement made in August
2014, a copy of which is attached.

12290305 Rebecca
Lock (Fisher German) for
Mr Moodie Supporting
Docs 1.pdf (185 KB)

12290305 Rebecca
Lock (Fisher German) for
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These issues are highlighted in the recent appeal decision (APP/P0119/A/2220291
– Land South of Wootton Road, Charfield), where the Inspector concluded that
there was a housing land supply sufficient for about 4.64 years (paragraph 146).

The exclusion represents a restrictive approach to housing delivery, which strictly
excludes any housing development on suitable sites in appropriate villages. This
mechanism of delivery is unsound in light of
the lack of clarity and tested evidence over the method of assessment for the
housing needs figures and the agreed housing land supply.

Hortham is considered to be capable of taking additional residential development;
without a settlement boundary this will not be possible and it is put forward that
this will result in disproportionate growth
through the District.

It is concluded, therefore, that Policy PSP51 is restrictive beyond the intentions of
the National Planning Policy Framework, which expects a presumption in favour
of sustainable development.

In light of the above, it is considered that Policy PSP51 is not justified or
consistent with national policy.

Mr Moodie Supporting
Docs 2.pdf (309 KB)

12290305 Policy
PSP51
Rural
Settlement
Boundaries

Yes No Policy PSP51 has removed Aust village from the list of settlement boundaries. It is
considered that this makes the plan unsound.

This representation reiterates the points raised in the statement made in August
2014, a copy of which is attached.

12290305 Rebecca
Lock (Fisher German) for
E H Schubert Will Trust
Supporting Docs 1.pdf (69
KB)

12290305 Rebecca
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These issues are highlighted in the recent appeal decision (APP/P0119/A/2220291
– Land South of Wootton Road, Charfield), where the Inspector concluded that
there was a housing land supply sufficient for about 4.64 years (paragraph 146).

The exclusion represents a restrictive approach to housing delivery, which strictly
excludes any housing development on suitable sites in appropriate villages. This
mechanism of delivery is unsound in light of
the lack of clarity and tested evidence over the method of assessment for the
housing needs figures and the agreed housing land supply.

Aust has previously been considered to be capable of taking additional residential
development; without a settlement boundary this will not be possible and it is put
forward that this will result in disproportionate
growth through the District and could also contribute towards a declining level of
housing delivery. This may then lead to an impact on the five year housing land
supply, leading to unplanned and unsustainable
development.

It is concluded, therefore, that Policy PSP51 is restrictive beyond the intentions of
the National Planning Policy Framework, which expects a presumption in favour
of sustainable development. The proposal
to restrict any residential development is not considered to be an inclusive
approach to residential development.

There is limited information about how the Parish Council reached their
conclusions, although Parish Meeting minutes are available (attached). There is no
evidence about how these conclusions represent the views of the parishioners or

Lock (Fisher German) for
E H Schubert Will Trust
Supporting Docs 3.pdf
(180 KB)

12290305 Rebecca
Lock (Fisher German) for
E H Schubert Will Trust
Supporting Docs 2.pdf (76
KB)

12290305 Rebecca
Lock (Fisher German) for
E H Schubert Will Trust
Supporting Docs 4.pdf
(309 KB)
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whether there was a democratic consultation process to consider these changes.

In light of the above, it is considered that Policy PSP51 is not justified or
consistent with national policy.

Respondent Name Rebecca Morgan - Aspect360 Ltd
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12491681 PSP53 - Site
Allocations and
Safeguarding

Yes Yes 150703 Policies Sites Places
Consultation - Green Tree Farm
Representation.pdf (113 KB)

150703 Site Information
Sheet.pdf (1.6 MB)

Respondent Name Richard Bull - Environment Agency
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805601 1.
Introduction

SUPPORT

The Agency is essentially satisfied in respect of the policy provisions and supporting text
detailed in the Policies, Sites and Places Plan, which together with the adopted Core Strategy
and JWCS, provide an appropriate policy framework to safeguard the Agency’s interests.

Notwithstanding the above, the following minor observation should be noted:

Chapter 4 'Managing future development'

The Agency would advise that consideration is given to the inclusion of Policy CS9 under
‘Core Strategy Policies’.

Respondent Name Robert Cole
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11480641 Introduction No We believe the document is unsound because it proposes taking traveller's sites out of the Green
Belt. This action is not justified because there are other ways of meeting the demand for traveller's
sites in the area. This approach has been adopted because the alternatives represent a lot more work
than the proposed action of removing the sites from the Green Belt.
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This action is not effective because the sites, when removed from the Green Belt, will be allowed
unconstrained development which will be inconsistent with the surrounding Green Belt area and
will set a precedent for overcoming the restrictions on development in the Green Belt.
This action is not consistent with National Policy because it discriminates in favour of a particular
group in the area (see the Ministerial statement by Brandon Lewis, 1 July 2013). Importantly, it
does not demonstrate the necessary 'exceptional circumstances' required to remove an area from the
Green Belt. We believe this is a convenience for the Council to avoid doing the real work of
providing proper provisions for travellers in the area.
There is an uneven distribution of existing traveller's sites across South Gloucestershire. This
proposed action will have a disproportionate effect on the area around Westerleigh where there are a
larger number of Traveller's sites.

Respondent Name Robert Niblett - Gloucestershire County Council Policy Team
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10757665 Policy
PSP15 -
Safeguarding

Transport Comments:

Policy PSP15 Safeguarding Rail Schemes and Infrastructure:
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Rail
Schemes and
Infrastructure

This policy is supported, particularly the continued safeguarding of land for a new station at
Charfield. GCC have commissioned a rail study looking at, amongst other things, new stations
including Charfield. The results of this study will be published in due course. As mentioned in the
supporting text encouraging access by public transport, walking and cycling will be important in
maximising usage and reducing greenhouse gas emissions if a new station is built.
.
The Metro West proposals being developed by the West of England Partnership/LEP are supported
particularly phase 2 with the possibility of extending services beyond Yate to Gloucester. This
would improve connectivity between Gloucester and Bristol.

There are concerns about the capacity of M5 junction 14 to accommodate traffic volume flows
arising through impact of proposed development.

Historic expectations have led to some of the transport issues that are being experienced now in
South Gloucestershire and Stroud District - e.g. growth in South Gloucestershire was in part
predicated on Charlfield Station re-opening; Strategic Road Network Junction capacities should be
tested.

10757665 Policy
PSP20 -
Wider
Biodiversity

Ecology/Biodiversity Comments:

Biodiversity outside of nationally and internationally designated sites is covered by Policy PSP20
is supported because it is not dissimilar to confirmed and emerging policies in Local Plan
documents covering the adjoining County of Gloucestershire. We also support the general
approach of the PSP towards European Sites but have some observations on the HRA of the plan
which you may wish to note.
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At the draft stage of this PSP Plan we were disappointed that no HRA related document was
available to help inform our comments, i.e. advising on which European Sites might be vulnerable
to development related impacts. We now see, at this proposed submission version stage, that an
HRA is available at Appendix 6 of the updated Sustainability Appraisal (page 119). On page 121
we are informed that the HRA has influenced (in conjunction with Natural England
recommendations) the wording of various policies and their supporting text which is an expected
outcome. Examples of this are Policy areas PSP18, PSP19 and PSP27 which now give context and
important information for planning applications that might affect the Severn Estuary.

The main focus of the HRA seems to have been not surprisingly the potential recreational effects
as a result of new housing in the South Gloucestershire area including upon the Severn Estuary
European Marine Site (SAC/SPA/Ramsar). In respect of this European Site, which also partly lies
in the adjacent County of Gloucestershire, we note an analysis of potential effects of the PSP plan
for South Gloucestershire on pages 136 to 140. No likely significant effect is concluded.

There is interestingly some reference to in combination assessment with the Bristol and South
Gloucestershire Core Strategies but none to other adjacent Development Plans such as for the
adjoining Districts of Gloucestershire. This is surprising given that the Stroud District Local Plan’s
HRA recommended, as a result of new proposed housing allocations, there should be follow up
work (once the plan is adopted) on a strategy to manage increased recreational demand. This leads
to the desirability of South Gloucestershire working closely with Stroud District, Forest of Dean
District and Gloucestershire County Councils on future recreational use of Severn Estuary footpath
and bridleway networks. A link up with ASERA (Association of Severn Estuary Relevant
Authorities) who are also concerned with recreational activity would also be wise. This sort of
approach is already happening on transport matters between some of these authorities and so is
worth exploring further.

Page 234 of 320
22 Jan 2016 21:06:08



ID Document
Part

Do you
consider
the
document
is Legally
Compliant

Do you
consider
the
document
is sound?

Please give details of why you consider the document is not legally compliant or is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible.

Attached
documents

Natural England and South Gloucestershire Council have presumably looked at the PSP in
association with adjacent Gloucestershire Local Plans but have been able to screen out any likely
significant effects upon European Sites in combination with them. We are therefore minded to
accept this view and understand that once Natural England provide their final response, as part of
this current consultation exercise, the HRA for the PSP can be confirmed.

10757665 Policy
PSP24 -
Mineral
Working and
Restoration

Minerals and Waste Comments:

Policy PSP24: Minerals Working and Restoration:

Gloucestershire County Council in its capacity as a Minerals Planning Authority (MPA) has made
comments on emerging mineral (crushed rock) provision-related policy for South Gloucestershire.
The current manifestation within the submission version of the PSP Plan appears to be referenced
under Policy PSP24. As previously advised, support has been qualified to those circumstances
where the policy framework will facilitate steady and adequate aggregate supplies at a resource-
wide / strategic scale, including the maintenance of local competition. In this context the decision
to provide for a greater degree of certainty around future crushed rock provision through
identifying a preferred area and area of Search at the Wickwar Quarry complex is welcomed. This
will no doubt strengthen South Gloucestershire Council’s position in demonstrating both current
and future potential local reserves (through allocations of resources) will be available and
sufficiently diverse throughout the lifespan of the plan.

10757665 Policy
PSP25 -
Mineral

Policy PSP25: Minerals Working and Restoration
As previously raised, it would be useful to identify the specific mineral resource types contained
within the proposed South Gloucestershire MSA.
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Safeguarding
Areas

More generally, the County Council can confirm its involvement in a targeted Duty-to-Cooperate
consultation in early 2015 on minerals matters and participation in a tri-authority duty to cooperate
meeting in February 2015. In this regard the County Council consider that demonstrating the duty
to cooperate with the strategic priority of planning for minerals has been achieved in full in this
case.

Respondent Name Robinson
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12327809 Policy
PSP24 -
Mineral
Working
and
Restoration

SUPPORT

I currently work for Cemex and fully support this application as it will give Cemex employees
and its customers sustainability to meet the increase in demand throughout the current market.

The application will also offer longer term employment and security for our employee's and
their families whom live in the local community and contribute to the local economy. Many of
our customer are locally based and are reliant on the materials Wickwar Quarry supplies to the
local markets which also aid in improving our economy.
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The location of Wickwar also helps to reduce truck movements across the Gloucestershire and
Bristol markets which would be significantly increased if material supplies would have to be
sourced from outside the current market.

Wickwar Quarry plays a major part in supplying materials to meet the increase in infrastructure
and is key to fulfilling future development opportunities offering sustainability to the local
markets.

I fully support this application along with my peers as it offers long term security for our
employee's and their families whom contribute to the local economy and their communities.

Respondent Name Rohan Torkildsen - Historic England - Historic England
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14386433 Policy
PSP18 -
Heritage
Assets and

There is much to applaud within the PSP and its policy provision for the conservation of South
Gloucestershire’s heritage assets, that perhaps reflects the constructive on-going dialogue between
officers of the Council and Historic England during the Plan’s preparation. The PSP certainly
complements the adopted Core Strategy, its objective for ‘Recognising and protecting the identity
and heritage of existing communities’ and Policy CS9, Managing the Environment and Heritage.
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the Historic
Environment In particular, Historic England acknowledge the PSPs following provisions:-

• a clear and comprehensive Policy PSP18 Managing the Environment and Heritage; and its
associated Section 16 - Heritage at Risk with an explicit commitment to initiate solutions to reduce
the number of assets at risk.

• a supplementary Heritage Technical Advice Note to help secure an effective approach to the
protection and enhancement of heritage significance and the delivery of sustainable development.

14386433 Policy
PSP50 -
Oldbury
New
Nuclear
Build
(NNB)

There is much to applaud within the PSP and its policy provision for the conservation of South
Gloucestershire’s heritage assets, that perhaps reflects the constructive on-going dialogue between
officers of the Council and Historic England during the Plan’s preparation. The PSP certainly
complements the adopted Core Strategy, its objective for ‘Recognising and protecting the identity
and heritage of existing communities’ and Policy CS9, Managing the Environment and Heritage.

In particular, Historic England acknowledge the PSPs following provisions:-

• a supplementary Heritage Technical Advice Note to help secure an effective approach to the
protection and enhancement of heritage significance and the delivery of sustainable development.

• Policy PSP 50A (Oldbury NNB) and its consideration of the historic environment for such a
nationally significance infrastructure project.

Respondent Name S J Pegler

Page 238 of 320
22 Jan 2016 21:06:08



ID Document
Part

Do you
consider
the
document
is Legally
Compliant

Do you
consider
the
document
is sound?

Please give details of why you consider the document is not legally compliant or is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible.

Attached
documents

14376129 Policy
PSP24 -
Mineral
Working
and
Restoration

SUPPORT

I am employed at cement Wickwar quarry as a stone plant/tar plant supervisor. The closure of this
quarry in 8/1st years would have a massive impact on me and my family. I have worked at Wickwar
quarry for 3rd years and I am 53 at present. Finding a job in 8/10th as will be very hard for me as I
will be 61/63. Not old enough to retire but classed too old for work. My wages I receive are spent in
the local area contributing to local economy. I fully support the application to extend Wickwar
quarry as it will give me additional job security for the future.

Respondent Name Sarah Hawkins
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12398401 Policy
PSP32 -
Town
Centre
Uses

We write concerning your current consultation on the proposed submission Policies, Sites and
Places Plan (March 2015) and the supporting draft Town Centre Profiles updated in May 2015.

As you are aware, our client, Sainsbury’s Supermarkets Ltd, operates a number of important
foodstores in South Gloucestershire, including a store at Stoke Gifford, Fox Den Road, Bristol.
The Council’s adopted

12398401
Sarah
Hawkins
(WYG) for
Sainsbury's
Supermarkets
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Core Strategy supports the investigation, planning and potential redevelopment of the Sainsbury’s
store and neighbouring B&Q site to provide a new district centre (Stoke Gifford District Centre) to
serve the
North Fringe South Area.

As such, our comments relate to the draft Town Centre profile for Stoke Gifford and the
submission version of the Policies, Sites and Places Plan. These representations follow on from
our previous representations submitted in July 2014 in respect of the Draft Policies, Sites and
Places Development Plan Document (DPD).

Stoke Gifford Potential District Centre:

It is noted that since the previous round of consultation on the Draft Policies, Sites and Places
DPD, the Council is now suggesting that it is not appropriate to define a wide town centre
boundary for Stoke Gifford
at this stage but to continue to work towards the remodelling of the Fox Den Road and Abbey
Wood areas through partnership working and preparation of a site brief, this will then help to
inform a future policy
review.

As noted in our previous representations, the Core Strategy (Policy CS25) identifies that Local
Development Documents will take account of the vision and partnership priorities for the
communities of the North
Fringe of Bristol and will, inter alia, ’support the investigation, planning and potential
redevelopment of the Sainsbury’s and B&Q retail sites at Stoke Gifford to provide a new ‘district
centre’ to serve the North Fringe

Supporting
Docs.pdf (277
KB)
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South Area’. This is echoed in Policy CS14 which identifies that a new district centre is
investigated at the Sainsbury’s/B&Q sites.

The removal of the town centre boundary is now wholly at odds with the adopted Core Strategy.
The Sainsbury’s/B&Q/AXA land should and can be brought forward as a district centre within
this plan period as
envisaged and specifically provided for in the Core Strategy. It is the most logical place, given its
proximity to the 3,200 new homes proposed at Harry Stoke and the East of Harry Stoke new
neighbourhood.
Bringing forward this level of housing in the absence of a district centre to serve the new
communities will not bring about sustainable development.

The Council in its background documentation states that the Abbey Wood area has changed to
become more of a mixed-use town or district centre than a retail park. This appears to ignore the
fact that the
Abbey Wood Retail Park is separated from the new housing at Harry Stoke and East of Harry
Stoke by the A4174. As a result, it is unlikely that residents in the new housing development will
cross this busy ring
road except by car. It is surely for this reason that the Inspector advised and the Core Strategy
provides that this area should continue to be considered as out of centre.

Whilst noting the potential change in character at Abbey Wood Retail Park, the Council has failed
to fully appreciate the range of uses and services at the Sainsbury’s store and surrounds. For
example, the recent
introduction of a dental surgery within the Sainsbury’s store, which along with the in-store cafe,
pharmacy, banking facilities (ATM and Bureau de Change), recycling point and petrol filling
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station adds to the mix of uses in the Fox Den Road area. These facilities at the Sainsbury’s site
combine effectively with the nearby B&Q, Fox Den public house, Lime Kiln Close offices, and
Holiday Inn Express to provide the character of a mixed use district centre. Moreover, these
existing uses and sites have the potential in the plan period to
be enhanced and added to through bringing forward surrounding development at the AXA site and
improving accessibility to the nearby new residential development, secured through planning
obligations.

In order to conform with the Core Strategy the Stoke Gifford Town Centre needs to be allocated
within the Policies, Sites and Places Plan to include only the Sainsbury’s and B&Q site and
immediate surrounds. The range of uses focused on the Sainsbury’s store already constitute those
typically found in a district centre. As such, it is illogical and contrary to the express provisions of
the Core Strategy to suggest that it is not appropriate to define a town centre boundary for Stoke
Gifford at this stage and that the opportunity to formally review this approach will not be until a
future policy review of the Core Strategy.

Concluding Remarks:

(For the rest of this document see attached below)

Respondent Name Sarah Fordham - RPS Planning and Development
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13654433 1.
Introduction

No GENERAL:-

Introduction:

On behalf of our client, Ainscough Strategic Land, RPS Planning and Development write in
response to the consultation for the South Gloucestershire Council’s Policies Site and Places Plan
Pre-submission document. This response is submitted in the context of our client’s
interest in a site on Butt Lane, Thornbury (please find enclosed plan) but also in response to a
number of matters that we consider require further attention in the context of paragraph 182 of the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). We would also welcome the opportunity to attend
the South Gloucestershire Policies, Sites & Places DPD Examination Hearing Sessions to discuss
these matters in greater detail.

At the heart of the NPPF is a presumption in favour of sustainable development. In this respect
‘local authorities should positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of their area’
and ‘local plans should meet objectively assessed needs, with sufficient flexibility
to adapt to rapid change’ (NPPF, Paragraph 14).

Paragraph 15 of the NPPF further sets out that:

‘Policies in Local Plans should follow the approach of the presumption in favour of sustainable
development so that it is clear that development which is sustainable can be approved without
delay. All plans should be based upon and reflect the presumption in favour of sustainable
development, with clear policies that will guide how the presumption should be applied locally.’

A Local Plan document should only be considered ‘sound’ where it can be demonstrated that it has

151104
JPW0547
SF
Thornbury
Red Line
Plan
Revised.pdf
(416 KB)
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been positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy (paragraph 182).

On consideration of the SGC Policies Site and Places Pre-submission Plan we consider that the
plan does not demonstrate sufficient flexibility and is therefore unlikely to be able to respond to
changing circumstances including a revised objectively assessed need for new homes or for the
failure of sites to deliver sufficient dwellings during the plan period. It therefore has not been
prepared positively, is not justified or effective, and is not consistent with national policy. This is
outlined in greater detail under the following policy specific headings.

Conclusion:

For the South Gloucestershire Policies, Sites & Places Plan to be found sound it must meet the
four tests of soundness as set out within paragraph 182 of the NPPF such that it must have been
positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy. Due to
the matters raised above in relation to policies PSP17, PSP38, PSP41, PSP43, and in particular
PSP53 we consider that the PSP Plan has not been positively prepared, is not justified, is not
effective and is not consistent with national policy and therefore fails the tests of soundness under
paragraph 182.

We hope that the above is of assistance however should you require any additional information
please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned.

13654433 Policy
PSP17 -
Parking
Standards

No Policy PSP17: Parking Standards:

Policy PSP17 should be reviewed and justified in the context of the Written Ministerial Statement
dated 25th March 2015 which states that:
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“Local planning authorities should only impose local parking standards for residential and non-
residential development where there is clear and compelling justification that it is necessary to
manage their local road network”.

It is not clear from the plan that this is the case in respect of all or part of South Gloucestershire.

Plan
Revised.pdf
(416 KB)

13654433 Policy
PSP38 -
Internal
Space
Standards for
Affordable
Housing

No Policy PSP38: Internal Space Standards for Affordable Housing:

Policy PSP38 would require affordable housing to be consistent with nationally described
(minimum internal) spaces standards. From the policy wording it is assumed that this would apply
to all affordable homes provided in accordance with policies CS18 and CS19. However,
the Council has not demonstrated sufficient evidence on need, viability, affordability and timing in
order to assess the impact of this policy on delivery in the local area. A review of the evidence
contained within the South Gloucestershire Council Viability of Proposed Policies, Sites & Places
DPD by Adams Integra dated April 2015 suggests that the requirements of Policy PSP38 should be
reconsidered to reflect area and site specific circumstances.
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13654433 Policy
PSP41 -
Residential
Development
in the
Countryside

No Policy PSP41: Residential Development in the Countryside:

The wording of PSP41, which states that ‘Outside of defined settlement boundaries, proposals for
new residential development will only be permitted for…’ (RPS’ emphasis), provides no
flexibility to respond to changes in circumstances over the plan period and beyond. It is therefore
inconsistent with the essence of the NPPF which requires plans to be
sufficiently flexible to adapt to rapid change as well as significantly boosting the supply of new
homes.
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The wording of policy PSP41 further fails to recognise that sites adjoining the settlement boundary
could offer suitable and sustainable options for growth in order to adapt to rapid change.

13654433 Policy
PSP43 -
Custom
Build
Dwellings

No Policy PSP43: Custom Build Dwellings:

Bullet point 5 of policy PSP43 requires developers to supply at least 5% of the total dwellings on
residential mixed-use sites of over 100 dwellings as serviced plots for sale to custom builders.
However, the policy does not allow flexibility in its approach to the delivery of these
dwellings. As a result, if the plots are not taken on by custom builders, the policy would cause an
unnecessary delay in the delivery of housing on the site. There is no scope within the wording of
the policy for developers to build out these plots in the event that they are undeveloped by custom
builders and thus fails to provide sufficient and appropriate flexibility in the approach.

In addition, the Council has not provided sufficient evidence to demonstrate that such an approach
would be viable on developments over 100 dwellings. The evidence contained within the South
Gloucestershire Council Viability of Proposed Policies, Sites & Places DPD by Adams Integra
dated April 2015 states that the impact of Policy PSP43 on development of over 100 units has not
been viability tested as it is judged to have a neutral effect on viability. This assumption cannot
however be substantiated without further investigation.
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13654433 PSP53 - Site
Allocations
and
Safeguarding

No Policy PSP53: Site Allocations and Safeguarding:

We understand that the role of the PSP Plan is to deliver non-strategic community based growth.
Whilst we recognise this role and its relationship with the adopted Core Strategy, which contains
the strategic housing allocations, we nonetheless consider that the soundness of the Plan is
significantly compromised by its lack of flexibility to respond and adapt to change. Similarly we
consider that the review of the settlement boundaries within the PSP Plan across the district has
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not been undertaken in a positive or proactive manner. This is discussed in greater detail in the
following paragraphs.

Although we note that the policies map for Thornbury was amended following the adoption of the
Core Strategy in 2013 in order to accommodate the developments at Park Farm and Morton Way
North, there has been no subsequent review of the settlement boundary in
Thornbury within the PSP Plan. The PSP Plan also makes no additional provision to allocate or
safeguard land for residential development in Thornbury under policy PSP53. We consider this to
be a fundamental flaw of the plan especially given the status of Thornbury as a key
market town within the district, and an area identified for growth in the plan period and beyond.
The lack of flexibility within the PSP Plan allows no opportunity for further growth in Thornbury,
which is in contradiction with the NPPF and the vision for Thornbury as set out in
policy CS32 of the Core Strategy. There is also no scope within the Plan to react to any shortfall
that may occur within the Thornbury site allocations. This undermines the soundness of the PSP
Plan.

Within policy PSP53, with the exception of sites 17 and 18, the housing allocations/safeguarded
sites have been carried over from the Local Plan (Adopted 2006) and Core Strategy (Adopted
2013). Six of the nine allocated/safeguarded sites for housing/mixed use identified within policy
PSP53 have been retained from the Local Plan adopted in 2006 and have therefore been allocated
for nine years. There is therefore an issue of delivery on the sites being bought forward which has
not been addressed or reflected within the Policy PSP53.

Despite SGC’s track record of falling short of their 5 year land supply, as demonstrated by their
status as a 20% Authority, the Plan has not demonstrated that there is sufficient flexibility to adapt
to changing circumstances as required by paragraph 14 of the NPPF. By failing to

Revised.pdf
(416 KB)
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properly consider other housing allocation options and by restricting the safeguarded housing sites
to those predominantly brought forward from the 2006 Local Plan the PSP Plan has failed to act
proactively. It is therefore not considered to be positively prepared.

Although the Core Strategy, which was adopted in 2013, was found to be NPPF compliant the
recent appeal decision in favour of Gladman Development Limited (APP/P0119/A/2220291)
identifies that the expected housing delivery falls short of the Council’s 5 year land supply.
This further reinforces the necessity for the Plan to act flexibly in order to meet need. As submitted
the PSP Plan has not demonstrated flexibility due to its continued reliance on historic allocations
that have not been delivered to date, and the lack of exploration that has
taken place into alternative sites which would enable the Council to react to change. We therefore
consider that the Plan is not effective.

We consider that the PSP Plan provides an opportunity for the Council to respond positively and
proactively to the delivery of housing in the district. Further consideration to the inclusion of sites
such as our client’s land on Butt Lane, Thornbury, would provide an opportunity for
the Plan to adapt to change, which would be consistent with paragraph 14 of the NPPF. This is
especially pertinent given the current position in terms of delivery and five year land supply.

Respondent Name Sarah Griffiths - Turley
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12293377 Policy
PSP38 -
Internal
Space
Standards
for
Affordable
Housing

PSP38: Internal Space Standards for Affordable Housing:

The National Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) is clear that local planning authorities should
provide evidence of need to justify the adoption of internal space standards.

The PPG states that "Where a need for internal space standards is identified, local planning
authorities should provide justification for requiring internal space policies" (Paragraph: 020
Reference ID: 56-020- 20150327). In addition, local planning authorities should take account of
areas include need, viability and timing, which are set out in the PPG.

It is considered that there is a distinct lack of clear and sound evidence to support the requirements
of PSP38 and to demonstrate that it meets the requirements of the national guidance, and as a
consequence the Policy cannot be considered to be sound.

12293377 Policy
PSP44 -
Private
Amenity
Space
Standards

PSP44: Private Amenity Space Standards:

It is imperative that the development industry strives for good design and delivers sufficient open
space for recreational and amenity use by residents. Although it is appreciated that private outdoor
space can play an important role in the wellbeing of people, it is considered that it is not an
essential residential requirement, but more desirable. Other communal and public spaces will
provide an important part of all developments, even where private space is also provided.

There is no clearly identified need to enforce minimum private amenity space standards within
South Gloucestershire. In addition, there is a lack of evidence to suggest that the current delivery of
private amenity outdoor space in South Gloucestershire is inadequate and presents any issues for
residents.
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Following the Government's recent advice through the Housing Standards Review, unnecessary
burdens upon the house building industry should be reduced. The key objective included the
removal of the majority of local housing standards to simplify and rationalise the standards and
requirements that can apply to house builders.

Taking account of the above Policy PSP44 should be deleted. However, if it is considered to be
appropriate, justified and necessary to adopt private amenity space standards, the standards should
be expressed as indicative and provide flexibility to allow for any particular site specific issues.

12293377 Policy PSP6
- Onsite
Renewable
& Low
Carbon
Energy

Policy PSP6: Onsite Renewable & Low Carbon Energy:

Since the drafting and publication of the South Gloucestershire Policies, Sites and Places Plan there
have been very significant developments with respect to the Housing Standards Review (HSR). On
the 25th of March, a Ministerial Statement confirmed that many of the recommendations within the
HSR would be implemented from the date of the statement.

Paragraphs 3.49 - 3.52 refer to the HSR and acknowledge that (at the time of policy development)
the situation was unclear but that when confirmed, the policies may need to be revised.

Following the publication of the HSR, Policy PSP6 should be amended in order to be found sound
and compliant with national policy. The second paragraph of the policy should be amended to say;

Until the adoption of the Zero Carbon Buildings Policy (anticipated to be late 2016) new major
residential development will be expected to provide sufficient renewable and/or low carbon energy
generation on or near the site, to reduce carbon dioxide emissions from regulated energy use in the
dwellings by at least 20% providing this is practical and viable. Once the Zero Carbon Building
Regulations policy is implemented, the Building Regulations will be the only mechanism to
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address carbon emission reductions from new residential development.

However, we object to the (20%) level of reduction of carbon dioxide emissions through the use of
renewable and/or low carbon energy generation. The Council has not set out any clear and robust
evidence to support this particular level of reduction. In addition, the cost per unit allowed for in
the supporting Viability Report (£2,500-£3,500) has not been fully evidenced and may be
considered to be an underestimate of the true costs.

12293377 PSP53 - Site
Allocations
and
Safeguarding

Land at Post Farm is suitable and available for residential development to help complement the
existing strategy for development at Thornbury and could be brought forward during the next five
years to help ensure that the Council is able to ensure sufficient delivery of housing (including
affordable homes).

As the site is located outside of the existing settlement boundary for Thornbury (as defined by the
adopted Core Strategy) the site may be considered to be in the 'rural' area although it is directly
adjacent to and well related to the existing and committed urban development in the area.
Development of the site would be a logical and sustainable further extension to the north of the
town which would integrate well with surrounding development (both existing and committed).

Further development at Thornbury during the plan period will help to ensure that the vision for the
town is realised, and help to ensure that a deliverable housing land supply can be achieved and
maintained across South Gloucestershire.

It should be noted that pre-application discussions have been carried out and a planning application
for residential development of up to 125 dwellings has been prepared and will be submitted shortly.

Our comments in response to the current DPD consultation are as set out below:-
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PSP53: Site Allocations and Safeguarding:

As is well known, it is important that Local Planning Authorities should maintain a demonstrable
five year housing land supply, plus the appropriate buffer (Paragraph 49 of the NPPF).

South Gloucestershire Council has historically struggled to maintain a five year housing land
supply. This has been acknowledged through the Core Strategy Examination and various appeals.
The recent Wotton
Road, Charfield appeal decision (Appeal Ref: APP/P0119/A/14/2220291 Date: 8th June 2015) has
confirmed that South Gloucestershire cannot currently demonstrate a five year housing land supply,
with a shortfall of some 500 dwellings.

The adoption of a robust Development Plan, which plans to ensure that a five year housing land
supply can be achieved and maintained is highly important. It would ensure that the Authority
plans positively for development in their area. This emerging DPD provides a further opportunity
to proactively address the current five year housing land supply shortfall and any future shortfall
through a plan led approach, using the development management system.

Other local authorities (including Taunton Deane, Mid Devon and Exeter) have sought through
regular monitoring, to overcome interim shortages in housing land supply by adopting additional
interim housing policies that guide appropriate and sustainable new housing development to come
forward, where there is an absence of a five year housing land supply.

It is advised that a development management mechanism to appropriately address the absence of a
demonstrable five year housing land supply should be included within the DPD. This should
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include the identification and selection of additional suitable sites to come forward and help
supplement the housing land supply. This process will allow the Council to have control over the
location of the additional sites and bring forward residential development in the most
unconstrained, sustainable and favourable locations, prior to the formal Local Plan review (for
example, larger settlements outside of the greenbelt and AONB, such as Thornbury).

It is recommended that South Gloucestershire Council should adopt this approach to not only
ensure a five year housing land supply is maintained but also in recognition of the benefits of
promoting sustainable growth of settlements, and the role this can play in the economic prosperity
of the District, as well as the delivery of much needed affordable housing.

Respondent Name Sean Lewis - Tetlow King
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12328545 Policy
PSP12 -
Development
Related

SUPPORT

Policy PSP12: Development Related Transport Impact Management:
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Transport
Impact
Management

We support the amendments which have clarified the Policy, including the requirement for a
Transport Assessment instead of Highway Dilapidation Survey, and walking distances.

12328545 Policy
PSP38 -
Internal
Space
Standards for
Affordable
Housing

Policy PSP38: Internal Space Standards for Affordable Housing:

Following a telephone conversation with an officer of the Strategic Planning Policy Team,
weunderstand the Council’s reasoning behind the decision to seek to apply the new national
technical standards to affordable housing only. It would be useful to have this explanation set out
in the Plan, particularly if the Council intend to apply the Standard to market dwellings through
the next review of the Plan; indeed, this would offer a suitable transition period through which
all developers may plan to adapt to the proposed changes. This applies equally to Registered
Providers developing market housing in South Gloucestershire. We note that the Government’s
intention, as set out in paragraph 1 of the Nationally Described Space Standards, for the Standard
to be applied “across all tenures” (our emphasis); this intention is further made clear in the
Housing standards review: final implementation
impact assessment (CLG, March 2015) in which cost savings are assessed across all tenures, and
the advantages to the introduction of the Standard for all developers are enumerated.

The PPG sets three tests for the introduction of the Standard; evidence of local need for the
internal space standards; viability of the use of this; and the use of a reasonable transition period;
the Written Ministerial Statement of 25th March 2015, introducing the Standard, states:

“The optional new national technical standards should only be required through any new Local
Plan policies if they address a clearly evidenced need, and where their impact on viability has
been considered, in accordance with the [NPPF and PPG].” (Our emphasis)

12328545
Sean Lewis
(Tetlow
King) SW
HARP
Consortium
Supporting
Docs.pdf
(107 KB)
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Whilst South Gloucestershire has successfully operated minimum space standards for affordable
housing for a long period, we consider the PPG sets a requirement for the Council to provide
evidence for the introduction of the new national standard before the Plan can successfully
progress through Examination. It would be disappointing for the Council to fail to achieve a
sound policy on this count due to inadequate evidence. The viability report produced by Adams
Integra does not contain clear, substantive testing of the introduction of the Standard, which
should be shown across market housing for a useful comparison and to assess the cumulative
impacts on development of local and national policies (as per paragraph 174 of the NPPF),
including CIL.

The internal space standards are larger than those previously required by the HCA and the
Council, and the introduction of the Standard locally will have an impact on RPs’ long term
development strategy in South Gloucestershire, as this will require schemes to be redrawn and
costed afresh. We have had numerous discussions with our partner RPs across the South West
about the introduction of the Standard, and there is widespread agreement that the impact of
introducing these larger standards will affect the number of affordable dwellings that will be
delivered across the region and specifically in this case in South Gloucestershire. This is due to a
significant impact on viability, in particular on 100% affordable schemes. The larger standard
will impact on site density, making sites more expensive to build out per unit and reducing the
number of dwellings achievable per site. This will also make RPs less competitive in securing
land against market purchasers as market dwellings will not be subject to the same standard,
introducing a greater difference between the prices that can be paid. The larger unit size will also
not entitle RPs to any higher level of rent, making sites more expensive not just at construction
stage but across the lifetime of that property. We provide an example, below, to illustrate
this issue: (see table in the attached document)
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The construction costs on the above example currently run to over £1,500m 2. The cost of the
additional floorspace would add £87,000 of build cost to the scheme, as well as reducing the
overall number of units that could be delivered on the site. This would effectively reduce the
overall provision of affordable housing across South Gloucestershire, which is clearly not the
Council’s intention. We cannot therefore support the introduction of the Standard in its current
form, without appropriate
justification as required by the PPG – this policy will fail the tests of soundness at examination
without this evidence. We ask that the Council set out its justification for the introducing the
policy locally, and
commission a full assessment of the impact of the Standard on viability across all tenures and
across the Plan period.

The reliance on the 2009 SHMA for the introduction of a 5% wheelchair standard requirement
on affordable housing is not appropriate. (see attached document for the rest of this text

12328545 Policy
PSP41 -
Residential
Development
in the
Countryside

Policy PSP41: Residential Development in the Countryside:

The Council’s failure to allocate sites in rural areas will inhibit the delivery of housing to meet
local needs, and contribute to the increasing affordability issues across South Gloucestershire.
The restriction in this policy of development in the rural areas to rural exception ‘initiatives’ only
is a failure to be positively prepared as it does not actively plan to meet local need. It will not be
effective in delivering housing and we therefore ask that the Council look once more to allocate
sites across the district with full input from all stakeholders, including HARPs.

12328545 Policy
PSP43 -
Custom

Policy PSP43: Custom Build Dwellings:

We remain concerned with the delivery of this policy which we consider detrimental to the
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Build
Dwellings

delivery of affordable housing. There are considerable practical issues associated with how a
Registered Provider may seek to commission custom build, and to what and whose specification
the builds would be delivered.

As outlined in our representation to the previous consultation (ref. M7/0201 -20), when a site is
currently not viable with the delivery of affordable housing at the policy compliant level, a
number of approaches should be undertaken. This includes: renegotiation of tenure and mix,
consideration of exceptional relief from CIL, the use of overage clauses in the S106 to account
for changing market conditions, consideration of S106 obligations relief and the use of phased
reserved matters viability assessments in the case of larger outline schemes. These options would
be preferable to allowing custom build plots which are not a form of affordable housing.

12328545 Policy
PSP51 Rural
Settlement
Boundaries

Housing Needs:

We welcome the Council’s intention to review the rural housing strategy following the
production of the Joint Strategic Planning Strategy DPD. As with our previous comments to the
Draft Plan, we are concerned that the Plan is not ambitious enough in its approach to setting
allocations in the rural areas to meet local affordable housing needs, whilst understanding the
decision not to allocate land at the rural settlements. We do however encourage further
allocations to assist delivery of affordable housing over the longer term, and to improve rural
settlements’ sustainability. The imminent release of the West of England SHMA (Volume one)
suggests an opportune time to review this decision, and to understand the rural housing needs
through the up to date evidence. Given the difficulties in
developing housing in this area we would hope that the further review would reconsider local
needs at individual settlements.
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12328545 Policy PSP7
-
Development
in the Green
Belt

SUPPORT

Policy PSP7: Development in the Green Belt:

We welcome the changes to this policy removing the text relating to prohibiting development
that would have adverse impact(s) on the visual amenity of the Green Belt.

Respondent Name Sean Walsh - Highways Agency
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8787041 Introduction Section 4. Managing future development - this section is intended to be read alongside the policies
of relevance in the Core Strategy, namely CS4A Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Devlopment,
CS5 Location of Development and CS6 Infrastructure and Developer contributions. Highways
England has previously submitted consultation responses to the Core Strategy but would reiterate
our support for the objectives broadly concentrating development to take advantages of existing
goods and services, locating development where it minimises the need to travel, promoting greater
self-containment, providing a range of infrastructure in step with new development and most
importantly for us, the Council continually working with infrastructure providers amongst others to
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ensure implementation of the plan is viable.

The PSP policies in section 4 are unlikely to significantly impact on issues relating to Highways
England.

Section 5 Tackling congestion and improving accessibility policies - Highways England supports
the overall objective to tackle congestion and improve accessibility.

Section 7 Maintaining Economic Prosperity:

Highways England is committed to work in conjunction with the Council to do what we can to
encourage economic prosperity.

Conclusion:

All developments likely to have a traffic impact on the network will need to be supported by a
Transport Assessment/Statement and where necessary a Travel Plan and would be reviewed against
the requirements of the policy document entitled “The Strategic Road Network and the Delivery of
Sustainable Development”.

8787041 Policy
PSP11 -
Active
Travel
Routes

PSP11 Active Travel Routes safeguards ATRs for pedestrians, cyclists and horseriders. Highways
England supports this and the provision of further ATRs in order to reduce the need to travel by
private car and therefore unnecessary use of the SRN.
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8787041 Policy
PSP12 -
Development
Related
Transport
Impact
Management

PSP12 Development related transport impact management - Highways England supports this policy
requiring development to provide an appropriate, safe, accessible, convenient and attractive access,
for all mode trips including those generated and attracted by the proposal. We welcome the
promotion of sustainable access making provision for pedestrians, cyclists, public transport and its
users, service and emergency vehicles and other motor traffic, in that order.

8787041 Policy
PSP14 -
Safeguarding
Strategic
Transport
Schemes and
Infrastructure

PSP14 Safeguarding Strategic Transport Schemes and Infrastructure - We support the provision of
these schemes at Avonmouth Severnside and the Metrobus in order to support the Council’s
development strategy in delivering their transport objectives.

Reference is made in paragraph 5.34 to the Highways Agency. This should be updated to Highways
England due to the change from April, and should be reflected elsewhere in the document as
appropriate. We are working alongside the Council to deliver an intermediate junction on the M49,
and this has been included in the Roads Investment Strategy, allocating funding for the scheme’s
delivery by 2020.

We also support the planned Metrobus scheme in its current form and the extension of it to Cribbs
Patchway and areas in between in order to provide further sustainable transport options and reduce
the need to travel by private car.

8787041 Policy
PSP15 -
Safeguarding
Rail

PSP15 Safeguarding Rail Schemes and Infrastructure - Highways England supports PSP15 in
preventing development that would prejudice the role of existing rail lines, rail freight facilities and
railway stations within South Gloucestershire or the delivery of the Severn Beach station
enhancement.
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Schemes and
Infrastructure

8787041 Policy
PSP16 - Park
and Ride/
Share

PSP16 Park and Ride/Share - Highways England supports the principle of these schemes in line
with the principles set out in the policy in order to reduce the need to travel by private car and by
encouraging the use of public transport for longer journeys.

8787041 Policy
PSP27 -
Enterprise
Areas

PSP27 Enterprise Areas / PSP28 B8 Storage and distribution uses - Highways England supports the
principles of both of these policies. It is important that development activity is co¬ordinated so that
essential infrastructure is provided as necessary and that a holistic approach is taken when
considering any requirements as a result of development related traffic. In PSP28 Part D, Highways
England would like to see mention made of the SRN as well as the local network.

8787041 Policy
PSP28 - B8
Storage and
Distribution
Uses

PSP27 Enterprise Areas / PSP28 B8 Storage and distribution uses - Highways England supports the
principles of both of these policies. It is important that development activity is co¬ordinated so that
essential infrastructure is provided as necessary and that a holistic approach is taken when
considering any requirements as a result of development related traffic. In PSP28 Part D, Highways
England would like to see mention made of the SRN as well as the local network.

8787041 Policy
PSP50 -
Oldbury
New Nuclear
Build (NNB)

Section 9 Major Infrastructure Projects Oldbury New Nuclear Build:

We understand that the pre application stages of the proposed Oldbury NNB may not start for some
time but are likely to be within the Core Strategy Plan Period. Highways England would wish to
have early involvement in this process and we would appreciate it if we were kept informed of
progress.

That said we are encouraged by the themes and associated delivery objectives set out in PSP50. In
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terms of transport a number of issues are raised in respect of the SRN that need to be addressed,
namely that the SRN around Bristol is generally congested and that limited capacity exists at key
motorway junctions, including that closest to the site M5 Junction 14. The delivery objectives are
also positive, encouraging site access from the SRN north of the M4/M5 interchange, improving
motorway junctions and delivering this key infrastructure in advance of commencement of
development, including early implementation of the transport link to the site to avoid impact on
local communities.

We look forward to working closely with the council and developers regarding this scheme going
forwards.

8787041 Policy PSP8
- Settlement
Boundaries

However we do support the containment as far as possible of development within the settlement
boundaries - PSP8 - in order to ensure that goods and services are accessible and to reduce the need
to travel.

8787041 PSP52 -
Housing
Development
Opportunity
at
Rangeworthy

PSP 52 Site allocations and safeguarding:

Of the sites listed likely to have an impact on the SRN they all have either outline of full planning
consent with the exception of new sites at Bitton and Cadbury Heath. Whilst these two sites are not
immediately adjacent to the SRN or of a size given their location that they would likely have
significant impact, it is important that we are still able to assess their potential to adversely affect the
SRN, and applications for both should be accompanied with the appropriate level of transport
evidence required in line with policy. We welcome the opportunity to discuss issues with developers
and would be happy to have pre application discussions relating to this site as necessary.
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1412577 Policy
PSP24 -
Mineral
Working and
Restoration

Yes No SUPPORT

See accompanying submission

1412577
Shaun
Denny
(CEMEX)
Supporting
Docs 2.pdf
(8.9 MB)

1412577
Shaun
Denny
(CEMEX)
Supporting
Docs 1.pdf
(255 KB)

1412577 Policy
PSP25 -
Mineral
Safeguarding
Areas

Yes No The Company believes that the Policy PSP25 is overly focused on prior extraction rather than on
safeguarding, and prevention of needless sterilisation of resources in principle. A non-minerals
development could result in sterilisation of a wider area of mineral resource outside of the
development site. NPPF (para 144) makes it clear that other [non minerals] proposals should not
normally be permitted in Mineral Safeguarding Areas where they might constrain potential future
use for these purposes.

1412577
Shaun
Denny
(CEMEX)
Supporting
Docs 2.pdf
(8.9 MB)
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10757761 PSP53 - Site
Allocations
and
Safeguarding

Yes No Alder King represents the interests of Mr Tim Pearce, the
landowner of the land marked red and blue on the plan attached.
The land lies on the edge of the settlement boundary of Tockington
in Olveston Parish. A submission was made in February 2012
through the ‘call for sites’ process that identified the potential for
this land to the brought forward through the PSP DPD. A concept
plan was also submitted and attached again for convenience.

The PSP DPD fails to make a single new housing allocation in
South Gloucestershire. The three allocations that are made are
simply historic 2011 Local Plan sites that are rolled forward into
this DPD. It is somewhat disappointing that this should be the case
and does little in helping to demonstrate how the Council will
achieve the 935 (small sites) and 2,100 homes (windfall) in the ‘rest
of South Gloucestershire’ area during the remainder of the plan
period. Whilst it is acknowledged that the windfall category does
not by definition require allocations, a degree of confidence that
this level of development can and will be achieved would clearly be
beneficial through this DPD. That confidence is only eroded
through this draft DPD by virtue of the fact that not one parish
council supports any scale of growth other than minor infilling. It is
noted that each Parish has aspirations for community enhancement
projects (Appendix 4) but there is little scope to deliver any of

JBR2395_501_A_Tockington_Site
Plan.pdf (586 KB)

JBR2395_502_C_Tockington_Concept
Plan.pdf (2.3 MB)
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those without being facilitated by development. As it stands, this
draft DPD is a missed opportunity to plan for much needed
residential development of an appropriate scale that can help
achieve any given parish council’s long term aims.

The provisions of Core Strategy Policy CS5 (and in particular
criterion 5) are understood. Tockington is a settlement ‘washed
over’ in Green Belt and the land identified on the plan attached falls
outside of the settlement boundary. Policy CS5 suggests that there
will be no further changes to the Green Belt but there is scope to
amend the settlement boundaries through the Policies, Sites and
Places DPD. Development here would represent an organic
extension to Tockington given its proximity to the heart of the
village and adjoining development.

There is the potential for the land to be considered as a rural
affordable housing site, and it is acknowledged that this is
recognised at paragraph 11.13 of the DPD. The Draft Affordable
Housing DPD is understood, as is the process of engagement with
the Parish Council and Housing Officers to establish the scope of
the housing needs assessment. This exercise is underway in
Olveston and we look forward to participating in the process.

Initial advice suggests that satisfactory access to the site can be
gained off Hardy Lane and there are few environmental issues
(drainage, ecology etc) that will act as a constraint on an emerging
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masterplan.

In order to make the scheme viable there will be a need for an
element of market housing, but both the Core Strategy, emerging
SPD and NPPF recognise this. Discussion with Officers and the
Parish will also enable other uses to be considered, which may
include green infrastructure elements such as allotments, a
cemetery or an orchard. In order to assist that debate the remainder
of the ownership is identified by the blue land on the plan attached,
for which a proportion of the land could be used for such purposes.
Provision of this nature would tie in with the Parish Council’s own
aspirations and we look forward to taking that consideration
further.

Respondent Name Sioned Edwards - Redrow Homes/Lockleaze Recreation Ground Charity - Nathaniel...
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14386529 Policy
PSP10 -
Health
Impact
Assessments

Yes No We provide comments on behalf of our client, Lockleaze Recreation Ground Charity (LRGC) in
conjunction with Redrow Homes. Our client’s comments are with specific reference to the
following sites:

a Land at Landseer Avenue, Lockleaze (subject of live planning application ref: PT15/0510/F);
and

b Land at Hillside Gardens, Frenchay (subject of live planning application ref: PT15/0493/F).

Two separate full planning applications have been submitted to South Gloucestershire Council
(SGC) in parallel to realise Lockleaze Recreation Ground Charity’s (LRGC) vision to deliver a
new community
sports facility for Dings Crusaders Rugby Football Club and its Community Sport Club in
Frenchay via the redevelopment of LRGC’s existing site for housing at Landseer Avenue in
Lockleaze:

a Planning application PT15/0510/F – the development of 149 residential dwellings (including 52
affordable homes), together with open space, sustainable urban drainage, accesses and
landscaping at Lockleaze Recreation Ground, Landseer Avenue, Lockleaze; and

b Planning application PT15/0493/F – the development of a new community sports facility for
Dings Crusaders RFC comprising an all-weather 3G sports pitch and grass rugby pitches,
clubhouse building (to include community sports hall, changing rooms, spectator seating/viewing
area, function/meeting rooms and club shop), car parking, accesses and landscaping at Frenchay
Park Road, Frenchay.
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The planning submission for planning application PT15/0493/F, provides detailed evidence of the
compelling needs case for LRGC to relocate to safeguard the future viability of the Charity,
which can only be realised by the sale of their existing site for residential purposes and it is not
our intention to repeat such evidence here.

We will however reiterate that SGC needs to consider the future needs of valued existing sports
clubs, such as LRGC and their community sports club partners – Dings Crusaders Community
Sports Club and Dings Crusaders RFC, in order to secure their long term future within South
Gloucestershire. In line with NPPF, the new facility will increase the clubs’ ability to maximise
participation in sports and recreation in the local community with significant benefits.

By way of background, Dings Crusaders Community Sport Club has been in Lockleaze since
1949 and has physically outgrown the existing ground at Land at Landseer Avenue. Specific
constraints at the current site relate to pitch orientation being constrained by the site boundaries,
no bespoke junior provision on site and inadequate indoor facilities. None of the rugby pitches
comply with RFU full size recommended dimensions and none have drainage. In addition, the
levels of repair required to the
club house, as well as land available to bring the existing facilities up to modern standards, means
remaining in the existing location is unfortunately an unrealistic and unviable option. In this
regard, our
clients consider it necessary to relocate from their existing ground in Lockleaze, to an alternative
site at Hillside Gardens in Frenchay. In order to fund this necessary relocation, the Club has
recently negotiated an agreement with Redrow Homes, whereby it is proposed that the existing
site will be developed for housing, with a view to re-investing the proceeds from this sale to
provide a larger and significantly improved community sports facility in Frenchay.
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Emerging Policy PSP9 sets out the requirement for a Health Impact Assessment (HIA) to be
submitted as part of applications for very major developments and defines the parameters of such
development. Our client considers the requirement for a HIA on a site area of 4ha or more could
be onerous as site size does not necessarily provide an indication of the nature or potential impact
of development. We suggest that this size/area threshold is increased so only the largest
development schemes are only required to produce HIA’s.

14386529 Policy PSP2:
Landscape

Yes No We provide comments on behalf of our client, Lockleaze Recreation Ground Charity (LRGC) in
conjunction with Redrow Homes. Our client’s comments are with specific reference to the
following sites:

a Land at Landseer Avenue, Lockleaze (subject of live planning application ref: PT15/0510/F);
and

b Land at Hillside Gardens, Frenchay (subject of live planning application ref: PT15/0493/F).

Two separate full planning applications have been submitted to South Gloucestershire Council
(SGC) in parallel to realise Lockleaze Recreation Ground Charity’s (LRGC) vision to deliver a
new community
sports facility for Dings Crusaders Rugby Football Club and its Community Sport Club in
Frenchay via the redevelopment of LRGC’s existing site for housing at Landseer Avenue in
Lockleaze:

a Planning application PT15/0510/F – the development of 149 residential dwellings (including 52
affordable homes), together with open space, sustainable urban drainage, accesses and
landscaping at Lockleaze Recreation Ground, Landseer Avenue, Lockleaze; and
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b Planning application PT15/0493/F – the development of a new community sports facility for
Dings Crusaders RFC comprising an all-weather 3G sports pitch and grass rugby pitches,
clubhouse building (to include community sports hall, changing rooms, spectator seating/viewing
area, function/meeting rooms and club shop), car parking, accesses and landscaping at Frenchay
Park Road, Frenchay.

The planning submission for planning application PT15/0493/F, provides detailed evidence of the
compelling needs case for LRGC to relocate to safeguard the future viability of the Charity,
which can only be realised by the sale of their existing site for residential purposes and it is not
our intention to repeat such evidence here.

We will however reiterate that SGC needs to consider the future needs of valued existing sports
clubs, such as LRGC and their community sports club partners – Dings Crusaders Community
Sports Club and Dings Crusaders RFC, in order to secure their long term future within South
Gloucestershire. In line with NPPF, the new facility will increase the clubs’ ability to maximise
participation in sports and recreation in the local community with significant benefits.

By way of background, Dings Crusaders Community Sport Club has been in Lockleaze since
1949 and has physically outgrown the existing ground at Land at Landseer Avenue. Specific
constraints at the current site relate to pitch orientation being constrained by the site boundaries,
no bespoke junior provision on site and inadequate indoor facilities. None of the rugby pitches
comply with RFU full size recommended dimensions and none have drainage. In addition, the
levels of repair required to the
club house, as well as land available to bring the existing facilities up to modern standards, means
remaining in the existing location is unfortunately an unrealistic and unviable option. In this
regard, our
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clients consider it necessary to relocate from their existing ground in Lockleaze, to an alternative
site at Hillside Gardens in Frenchay. In order to fund this necessary relocation, the Club has
recently negotiated an agreement with Redrow Homes, whereby it is proposed that the existing
site will be developed for housing, with a view to re-investing the proceeds from this sale to
provide a larger and significantly improved community sports facility in Frenchay.

Whilst our client is generally supportive of Policy PSP2, the statement that ‘Development will
only be permitted if it conserves and enhances the quality, amenity, distinctiveness and character
of the landscape’ requires further clarification. The policy needs to be re-worded to recognise the
potential for planning applications to demonstrate that any adverse effects of development have
been reduced, minimised or mitigated. Furthermore, the policy needs to recognise the potential
for the benefits of the development to overcome any adverse or harmful effects to the landscape.

Policy PSP2 also states that “Landscape features which contribute to landscape character, quality,
amenity or local distinctiveness are to be retained, protected and managed in a manner which
ensures their long term health and viability.” This wording does not provide for any flexibility.
We recommend that the policy be re-worded, “…unless it can be demonstrated that adverse
impacts on contributing features have been considered as part of the development and reduced,
minimised or mitigated to an acceptable level…”.

Our client consider Policy PSP2 needs to be revised in order to recognise that landscapes do
change but that this change is properly considered and managed such that new development is
positively
integrated.

14386529 Policy PSP4
- Designated

Yes Yes We provide comments on behalf of our client, Lockleaze Recreation Ground Charity (LRGC) in
conjunction with Redrow Homes. Our client’s comments are with specific reference to the
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Local Green
Spaces

following sites:

a Land at Landseer Avenue, Lockleaze (subject of live planning application ref: PT15/0510/F);
and

b Land at Hillside Gardens, Frenchay (subject of live planning application ref: PT15/0493/F).

Two separate full planning applications have been submitted to South Gloucestershire Council
(SGC) in parallel to realise Lockleaze Recreation Ground Charity’s (LRGC) vision to deliver a
new community
sports facility for Dings Crusaders Rugby Football Club and its Community Sport Club in
Frenchay via the redevelopment of LRGC’s existing site for housing at Landseer Avenue in
Lockleaze:

a Planning application PT15/0510/F – the development of 149 residential dwellings (including 52
affordable homes), together with open space, sustainable urban drainage, accesses and
landscaping at Lockleaze Recreation Ground, Landseer Avenue, Lockleaze; and

b Planning application PT15/0493/F – the development of a new community sports facility for
Dings Crusaders RFC comprising an all-weather 3G sports pitch and grass rugby pitches,
clubhouse building (to include community sports hall, changing rooms, spectator seating/viewing
area, function/meeting rooms and club shop), car parking, accesses and landscaping at Frenchay
Park Road, Frenchay.

The planning submission for planning application PT15/0493/F, provides detailed evidence of the
compelling needs case for LRGC to relocate to safeguard the future viability of the Charity,
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which can only be realised by the sale of their existing site for residential purposes and it is not
our intention to repeat such evidence here.

We will however reiterate that SGC needs to consider the future needs of valued existing sports
clubs, such as LRGC and their community sports club partners – Dings Crusaders Community
Sports Club and Dings Crusaders RFC, in order to secure their long term future within South
Gloucestershire. In line with NPPF, the new facility will increase the clubs’ ability to maximise
participation in sports and recreation in the local community with significant benefits.

By way of background, Dings Crusaders Community Sport Club has been in Lockleaze since
1949 and has physically outgrown the existing ground at Land at Landseer Avenue. Specific
constraints at the current site relate to pitch orientation being constrained by the site boundaries,
no bespoke junior provision on site and inadequate indoor facilities. None of the rugby pitches
comply with RFU full size recommended dimensions and none have drainage. In addition, the
levels of repair required to the
club house, as well as land available to bring the existing facilities up to modern standards, means
remaining in the existing location is unfortunately an unrealistic and unviable option. In this
regard, our
clients consider it necessary to relocate from their existing ground in Lockleaze, to an alternative
site at Hillside Gardens in Frenchay. In order to fund this necessary relocation, the Club has
recently negotiated an agreement with Redrow Homes, whereby it is proposed that the existing
site will be developed for housing, with a view to re-investing the proceeds from this sale to
provide a larger and significantly improved community sports facility in Frenchay.

Our client considers Policy PSP4 acceptable in principle and representations will be made to the
proposed schedule of Local Green Spaces (LGS) which is subject to a separate public
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consultation in
due course. This is on the basis that Lockleaze Recreation Ground/Land at Landseer Avenue is
not designated as a Local Green Space.

14386529 Policy
PSP44 -
Private
Amenity
Space
Standards

Yes No We provide comments on behalf of our client, Lockleaze Recreation Ground Charity (LRGC) in
conjunction with Redrow Homes. Our client’s comments are with specific reference to the
following sites:

a Land at Landseer Avenue, Lockleaze (subject of live planning application ref: PT15/0510/F);
and

b Land at Hillside Gardens, Frenchay (subject of live planning application ref: PT15/0493/F).

Two separate full planning applications have been submitted to South Gloucestershire Council
(SGC) in parallel to realise Lockleaze Recreation Ground Charity’s (LRGC) vision to deliver a
new community
sports facility for Dings Crusaders Rugby Football Club and its Community Sport Club in
Frenchay via the redevelopment of LRGC’s existing site for housing at Landseer Avenue in
Lockleaze:

a Planning application PT15/0510/F – the development of 149 residential dwellings (including 52
affordable homes), together with open space, sustainable urban drainage, accesses and
landscaping at Lockleaze Recreation Ground, Landseer Avenue, Lockleaze; and

b Planning application PT15/0493/F – the development of a new community sports facility for
Dings Crusaders RFC comprising an all-weather 3G sports pitch and grass rugby pitches,
clubhouse building (to include community sports hall, changing rooms, spectator seating/viewing
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area, function/meeting rooms and club shop), car parking, accesses and landscaping at Frenchay
Park Road, Frenchay.

The planning submission for planning application PT15/0493/F, provides detailed evidence of the
compelling needs case for LRGC to relocate to safeguard the future viability of the Charity,
which can only be realised by the sale of their existing site for residential purposes and it is not
our intention to repeat such evidence here.

We will however reiterate that SGC needs to consider the future needs of valued existing sports
clubs, such as LRGC and their community sports club partners – Dings Crusaders Community
Sports Club and Dings Crusaders RFC, in order to secure their long term future within South
Gloucestershire. In line with NPPF, the new facility will increase the clubs’ ability to maximise
participation in sports and recreation in the local community with significant benefits.

By way of background, Dings Crusaders Community Sport Club has been in Lockleaze since
1949 and has physically outgrown the existing ground at Land at Landseer Avenue. Specific
constraints at the current site relate to pitch orientation being constrained by the site boundaries,
no bespoke junior provision on site and inadequate indoor facilities. None of the rugby pitches
comply with RFU full size recommended dimensions and none have drainage. In addition, the
levels of repair required to the
club house, as well as land available to bring the existing facilities up to modern standards, means
remaining in the existing location is unfortunately an unrealistic and unviable option. In this
regard, our
clients consider it necessary to relocate from their existing ground in Lockleaze, to an alternative
site at Hillside Gardens in Frenchay. In order to fund this necessary relocation, the Club has
recently negotiated an agreement with Redrow Homes, whereby it is proposed that the existing
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site will be developed for housing, with a view to re-investing the proceeds from this sale to
provide a larger and significantly improved community sports facility in Frenchay.

Emerging Policy PSP39 sets out minimum private amenity space standards according to the size
of housing constructed. This approach represents a change from the adopted South
Gloucestershire Local Plan which sets out minimum standards per 1,000 population. Our client,
however, queries the appropriateness of this approach and considers a minimum standards
approach does not provide adequate flexibility to cover different types of housing and
geographical contexts. Our client does not consider adequate evidence is provided to support the
minimum standards set out – it is overly prescriptive and the approach to this policy should be
revised.

14386529 Policy
PSP48 -
Outdoor
Sport and
Recreation
Outside
Settlement
Boundaries

Yes No We provide comments on behalf of our client, Lockleaze Recreation Ground Charity (LRGC) in
conjunction with Redrow Homes. Our client’s comments are with specific reference to the
following sites:

a Land at Landseer Avenue, Lockleaze (subject of live planning application ref: PT15/0510/F);
and

b Land at Hillside Gardens, Frenchay (subject of live planning application ref: PT15/0493/F).

Two separate full planning applications have been submitted to South Gloucestershire Council
(SGC) in parallel to realise Lockleaze Recreation Ground Charity’s (LRGC) vision to deliver a
new community
sports facility for Dings Crusaders Rugby Football Club and its Community Sport Club in
Frenchay via the redevelopment of LRGC’s existing site for housing at Landseer Avenue in
Lockleaze:
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a Planning application PT15/0510/F – the development of 149 residential dwellings (including 52
affordable homes), together with open space, sustainable urban drainage, accesses and
landscaping at Lockleaze Recreation Ground, Landseer Avenue, Lockleaze; and

b Planning application PT15/0493/F – the development of a new community sports facility for
Dings Crusaders RFC comprising an all-weather 3G sports pitch and grass rugby pitches,
clubhouse building (to include community sports hall, changing rooms, spectator seating/viewing
area, function/meeting rooms and club shop), car parking, accesses and landscaping at Frenchay
Park Road, Frenchay.

The planning submission for planning application PT15/0493/F, provides detailed evidence of the
compelling needs case for LRGC to relocate to safeguard the future viability of the Charity,
which can only be realised by the sale of their existing site for residential purposes and it is not
our intention to repeat such evidence here.

We will however reiterate that SGC needs to consider the future needs of valued existing sports
clubs, such as LRGC and their community sports club partners – Dings Crusaders Community
Sports Club and Dings Crusaders RFC, in order to secure their long term future within South
Gloucestershire. In line with NPPF, the new facility will increase the clubs’ ability to maximise
participation in sports and recreation in the local community with significant benefits.

By way of background, Dings Crusaders Community Sport Club has been in Lockleaze since
1949 and has physically outgrown the existing ground at Land at Landseer Avenue. Specific
constraints at the current site relate to pitch orientation being constrained by the site boundaries,
no bespoke junior provision on site and inadequate indoor facilities. None of the rugby pitches
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comply with RFU full size recommended dimensions and none have drainage. In addition, the
levels of repair required to the
club house, as well as land available to bring the existing facilities up to modern standards, means
remaining in the existing location is unfortunately an unrealistic and unviable option. In this
regard, our
clients consider it necessary to relocate from their existing ground in Lockleaze, to an alternative
site at Hillside Gardens in Frenchay. In order to fund this necessary relocation, the Club has
recently negotiated an agreement with Redrow Homes, whereby it is proposed that the existing
site will be developed for housing, with a view to re-investing the proceeds from this sale to
provide a larger and significantly improved community sports facility in Frenchay.

Our client is broadly supportive of Policy PSP42 which sets out the circumstances under which
such development for outdoor sport and recreation outside the urban and settlement boundaries
will be permitted. It is considered that the policy should go further however. NPPF (paragraph
70) emphasises that planning policies should plan positively for the provision and use of sports
venues to enhance the sustainability of communities and this needs to be reflected within the
policy.

Our client also considers the Policy should be revised to recognise the need to weigh any
potential perceived harm from outdoor sport and recreation proposals against the benefits in
terms of improved facilities, community provision and positive health benefits, when considering
any development proposals.

We consider that the wording of 2) should be amended to include ‘…unless proposals result in
public benefits that outweigh any perceived harm’.
Pl
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14386529 Policy PSP6
- Onsite
Renewable
& Low
Carbon
Energy

Yes No We provide comments on behalf of our client, Lockleaze Recreation Ground Charity (LRGC) in
conjunction with Redrow Homes. Our client’s comments are with specific reference to the
following sites:

a Land at Landseer Avenue, Lockleaze (subject of live planning application ref: PT15/0510/F);
and

b Land at Hillside Gardens, Frenchay (subject of live planning application ref: PT15/0493/F).

Two separate full planning applications have been submitted to South Gloucestershire Council
(SGC) in parallel to realise Lockleaze Recreation Ground Charity’s (LRGC) vision to deliver a
new community
sports facility for Dings Crusaders Rugby Football Club and its Community Sport Club in
Frenchay via the redevelopment of LRGC’s existing site for housing at Landseer Avenue in
Lockleaze:

a Planning application PT15/0510/F – the development of 149 residential dwellings (including 52
affordable homes), together with open space, sustainable urban drainage, accesses and
landscaping at Lockleaze Recreation Ground, Landseer Avenue, Lockleaze; and

b Planning application PT15/0493/F – the development of a new community sports facility for
Dings Crusaders RFC comprising an all-weather 3G sports pitch and grass rugby pitches,
clubhouse building (to include community sports hall, changing rooms, spectator seating/viewing
area, function/meeting rooms and club shop), car parking, accesses and landscaping at Frenchay
Park Road, Frenchay.
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The planning submission for planning application PT15/0493/F, provides detailed evidence of the
compelling needs case for LRGC to relocate to safeguard the future viability of the Charity,
which can only be realised by the sale of their existing site for residential purposes and it is not
our intention to repeat such evidence here.

We will however reiterate that SGC needs to consider the future needs of valued existing sports
clubs, such as LRGC and their community sports club partners – Dings Crusaders Community
Sports Club and Dings Crusaders RFC, in order to secure their long term future within South
Gloucestershire. In line with NPPF, the new facility will increase the clubs’ ability to maximise
participation in sports and recreation in the local community with significant benefits.

By way of background, Dings Crusaders Community Sport Club has been in Lockleaze since
1949 and has physically outgrown the existing ground at Land at Landseer Avenue. Specific
constraints at the current site relate to pitch orientation being constrained by the site boundaries,
no bespoke junior provision on site and inadequate indoor facilities. None of the rugby pitches
comply with RFU full size recommended dimensions and none have drainage. In addition, the
levels of repair required to the
club house, as well as land available to bring the existing facilities up to modern standards, means
remaining in the existing location is unfortunately an unrealistic and unviable option. In this
regard, our
clients consider it necessary to relocate from their existing ground in Lockleaze, to an alternative
site at Hillside Gardens in Frenchay. In order to fund this necessary relocation, the Club has
recently
negotiated an agreement with Redrow Homes, whereby it is proposed that the existing site will be
developed for housing, with a view to re-investing the proceeds from this sale to provide a larger
and significantly improved community sports facility in Frenchay.
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Whilst our client is broadly supportive of the objective of reducing carbon emissions the
application of this policy to all major development is impractical. There is a need to consider the
implications of local
requirements for decentralised energy supply in terms of feasibility and viability in line with
NPPF paragraph 96. Our client points out such requirements have particularly disproportionate
impact on the
viability of smaller schemes and this should be reflected in any emerging policy.

14386529 Policy PSP7
-
Development
in the Green
Belt

Yes No We provide comments on behalf of our client, Lockleaze Recreation Ground Charity (LRGC) in
conjunction with Redrow Homes. Our client’s comments are with specific reference to the
following sites:

a Land at Landseer Avenue, Lockleaze (subject of live planning application ref: PT15/0510/F);
and

b Land at Hillside Gardens, Frenchay (subject of live planning application ref: PT15/0493/F).

Two separate full planning applications have been submitted to South Gloucestershire Council
(SGC)in parallel to realise Lockleaze Recreation Ground Charity’s (LRGC) vision to deliver a
new community sports facility for Dings Crusaders Rugby Football Club and its Community
Sport Club in Frenchay via the redevelopment of LRGC’s existing site for housing at Landseer
Avenue in Lockleaze:

a Planning application PT15/0510/F – the development of 149 residential dwellings (including 52
affordable homes), together with open space, sustainable urban drainage, accesses and
landscaping at Lockleaze Recreation Ground, Landseer Avenue, Lockleaze; and

31054-06
South Glos
PSP Plan
Reps PSP7
Green Belt
26-06-15.pdf
(164 KB)
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b Planning application PT15/0493/F – the development of a new community sports facility for
Dings Crusaders RFC comprising an all-weather 3G sports pitch and grass rugby pitches,
clubhouse building (to include community sports hall, changing rooms, spectator seating/viewing
area, function/meeting rooms and club shop), car parking, accesses and landscaping at Frenchay
Park Road, Frenchay.

The planning submission for planning application PT15/0493/F, provides detailed evidence of the
compelling needs case for LRGC to relocate to safeguard the future viability of the Charity,
which can only be realised by the sale of their existing site for residential purposes and it is not
our intention to repeat such evidence here.

We will however reiterate that SGC needs to consider the future needs of valued existing sports
clubs, such as LRGC and their community sports club partners – Dings Crusaders Community
Sports Club and Dings Crusaders RFC, in order to secure their long term future within South
Gloucestershire. In line with NPPF, the new facility will increase the clubs’ ability to maximise
participation in sports and recreation in the local community with significant benefits.

By way of background, Dings Crusaders Community Sport Club has been in Lockleaze since
1949 and has physically outgrown the existing ground at Land at Landseer Avenue. Specific
constraints at the current site relate to pitch orientation being constrained by the site boundaries,
no bespoke junior provision on site and inadequate indoor facilities. None of the rugby pitches
comply with RFU full size recommended dimensions and none have drainage. In addition, the
levels of repair required to the
club house, as well as land available to bring the existing facilities up to modern standards, means
remaining in the existing location is unfortunately an unrealistic and unviable option. In this
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regard, our
clients consider it necessary to relocate from their existing ground in Lockleaze, to an alternative
site at Hillside Gardens in Frenchay. In order to fund this necessary relocation, the Club has
recently negotiated an agreement with Redrow Homes, whereby it is proposed that the existing
site will be developed for housing, with a view to re-investing the proceeds from this sale to
provide a larger and significantly improved community sports facility in Frenchay.

Emerging Policy PSP7 sets out the emerging Development Management Policy regarding Green
Belt land and aims to provide ‘additional clarification to two instances’ detailed in paragraph 89
of the NPPF. These relate to new buildings for outdoor sport and outdoor recreation, and for
proportionate additions to a building.

Previous representations made by NLP on behalf of our client requested that mention be given to
the need to plan positively to enhance the beneficial use of the Green Belt, including looking for
opportunities for sport and recreation (in accordance with para.81 of NPPF). Our client welcomes
the insertion of this consideration into the emerging policy.

Whilst reference is made in para.4.5 of the PS&P Plan, it needs to make further reference to the
need to plan positively to enhance the beneficial use of the Green Belt, such as looking for
opportunities to provide access; to provide opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation; to
retain and enhance landscapes, visual amenity and biodiversity; or to improve damaged and
derelict land, (as per para.81 of NPPF). This needs to be included in the policy itself in order to
ensure that Policy PSP7 is sound as it would be positively prepared and would be consistent with
national policy. Suggestions are made below in question 6.

Please see attached document for additional Comments relating to this question.
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14386529 Policy PSP8
- Settlement
Boundaries

Yes No We provide comments on behalf of our client, Lockleaze Recreation Ground Charity (LRGC) in
conjunction with Redrow Homes. Our client’s comments are with specific reference to the
following sites:

a Land at Landseer Avenue, Lockleaze (subject of live planning application ref: PT15/0510/F);
and

b Land at Hillside Gardens, Frenchay (subject of live planning application ref: PT15/0493/F).

Two separate full planning applications have been submitted to South Gloucestershire Council
(SGC) in parallel to realise Lockleaze Recreation Ground Charity’s (LRGC) vision to deliver a
new community
sports facility for Dings Crusaders Rugby Football Club and its Community Sport Club in
Frenchay via the redevelopment of LRGC’s existing site for housing at Landseer Avenue in
Lockleaze:

a Planning application PT15/0510/F – the development of 149 residential dwellings (including 52
affordable homes), together with open space, sustainable urban drainage, accesses and
landscaping at Lockleaze Recreation Ground, Landseer Avenue, Lockleaze; and

b Planning application PT15/0493/F – the development of a new community sports facility for
Dings Crusaders RFC comprising an all-weather 3G sports pitch and grass rugby pitches,
clubhouse building (to include community sports hall, changing rooms, spectator seating/viewing
area, function/meeting rooms and club shop), car parking, accesses and landscaping at Frenchay
Park Road, Frenchay.
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The planning submission for planning application PT15/0493/F, provides detailed evidence of the
compelling needs case for LRGC to relocate to safeguard the future viability of the Charity,
which can only be realised by the sale of their existing site for residential purposes and it is not
our intention to repeat such evidence here.

We will however reiterate that SGC needs to consider the future needs of valued existing sports
clubs, such as LRGC and their community sports club partners – Dings Crusaders Community
Sports Club and Dings Crusaders RFC, in order to secure their long term future within South
Gloucestershire. In line with NPPF, the new facility will increase the clubs’ ability to maximise
participation in sports and recreation in the local community with significant benefits.

By way of background, Dings Crusaders Community Sport Club has been in Lockleaze since
1949 and has physically outgrown the existing ground at Land at Landseer Avenue. Specific
constraints at the current site relate to pitch orientation being constrained by the site boundaries,
no bespoke junior provision on site and inadequate indoor facilities. None of the rugby pitches
comply with RFU full size recommended dimensions and none have drainage. In addition, the
levels of repair required to the
club house, as well as land available to bring the existing facilities up to modern standards, means
remaining in the existing location is unfortunately an unrealistic and unviable option. In this
regard, our
clients consider it necessary to relocate from their existing ground in Lockleaze, to an alternative
site at Hillside Gardens in Frenchay. In order to fund this necessary relocation, the Club has
recently negotiated an agreement with Redrow Homes, whereby it is proposed that the existing
site will be developed for housing, with a view to re-investing the proceeds from this sale to
provide a larger and significantly improved community sports facility in Frenchay.
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In line with representations made to Policy PSP53 in relation to safeguarding land at Frenchay
Park Road/Hillside Gardens for sports and leisure use, we believe that the settlement boundary
around Frenchay should be amended accordingly to include the proposed safeguarding/allocation
of land at Frenchay Park Road/Hillside Gardens for sports purposes.

14386529 PSP53 - Site
Allocations
and
Safeguarding

Yes No We provide comments on behalf of our client, Lockleaze Recreation Ground Charity (LRGC) in
conjunction with Redrow Homes. Our client’s comments are with specific reference to the
following sites:

a Land at Landseer Avenue, Lockleaze (subject of live planning application ref: PT15/0510/F);
and

b Land at Hillside Gardens, Frenchay (subject of live planning application ref: PT15/0493/F).

Two separate full planning applications have been submitted to South Gloucestershire Council
(SGC) in parallel to realise Lockleaze Recreation Ground Charity’s (LRGC) vision to deliver a
new community
sports facility for Dings Crusaders Rugby Football Club and its Community Sport Club in
Frenchay via the redevelopment of LRGC’s existing site for housing at Landseer Avenue in
Lockleaze:

a Planning application PT15/0510/F – the development of 149 residential dwellings (including 52
affordable homes), together with open space, sustainable urban drainage, accesses and
landscaping at Lockleaze Recreation Ground, Landseer Avenue, Lockleaze; and

b Planning application PT15/0493/F – the development of a new community sports facility for
Dings Crusaders RFC comprising an all-weather 3G sports pitch and grass rugby pitches,

31054-06
South Glos
PSP Plan
Reps PSP53
Site
Allocations
26-06-15.pdf
(144 KB)
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clubhouse building (to include community sports hall, changing rooms, spectator seating/viewing
area, function/meeting rooms and club shop), car parking, accesses and landscaping at Frenchay
Park Road, Frenchay.

The planning submission for planning application PT15/0493/F, provides detailed evidence of the
compelling needs case for LRGC to relocate to safeguard the future viability of the Charity,
which can only be realised by the sale of their existing site for residential purposes and it is not
our intention to repeat such evidence here.

We will however reiterate that SGC needs to consider the future needs of valued existing sports
clubs, such as LRGC and their community sports club partners – Dings Crusaders Community
Sports Club and Dings Crusaders RFC, in order to secure their long term future within South
Gloucestershire. In line with NPPF, the new facility will increase the clubs’ ability to maximise
participation in sports and recreation in the local community with significant benefits.

By way of background, Dings Crusaders Community Sport Club has been in Lockleaze since
1949 and has physically outgrown the existing ground at Land at Landseer Avenue. Specific
constraints at the current site relate to pitch orientation being constrained by the site boundaries,
no bespoke junior provision on site and inadequate indoor facilities. None of the rugby pitches
comply with RFU full size recommended dimensions and none have drainage. In addition, the
levels of repair required to the
club house, as well as land available to bring the existing facilities up to modern standards, means
remaining in the existing location is unfortunately an unrealistic and unviable option. In this
regard, our
clients consider it necessary to relocate from their existing ground in Lockleaze, to an alternative
site at Hillside Gardens in Frenchay. In order to fund this necessary relocation, the Club has
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recently negotiated an agreement with Redrow Homes, whereby it is proposed that the existing
site will be developed for housing, with a view to re-investing the proceeds from this sale to
provide a larger and significantly improved community sports facility in Frenchay.

Policy PSP53 provides a schedule of proposed site allocations which are predominantly derived
from specific emerging policies within the PS&P Plan. These include those previously contained
in the South Gloucestershire Local Plan (adopted 2006) and new allocations and safeguarding of
sites made by the PS&P Plan.

As highlighted in our previous representations, our client continues to be of the view that paras.
13.1 - 13.22 provides inadequate justification as to why allocations are simply being rolled over
from the saved Local Plan (2006) policies. These sites were not delivered under the 2006 Local
Plan (the plan period of which expired in 2011) or since, and there continues to be no evidence
that they will be delivered by 2027.

NLP previously submitted representations on behalf of our clients in response to the Call for
Sites in February 2014. In line with our client’s live planning application proposals (PT15/0510/F
and PT15/0493/F), Land at Landseer Avenue was submitted for residential use and Land at
Hillside Gardens (now known as Land at Frenchay Park Road) was submitted for sport and
leisure use.

Further representations were made to the Draft PS&P Plan during Summer 2014 noting that
greater justification was needed as to why the aforementioned sites have not been taken forward
for consideration in the Draft PS&P Plan, given that there was no fundamental policy objections
cited by the Council.
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Please see attached document for additional Comments relating to this question.

Respondent Name Stephen Harris
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10762369 PSP53 - Site
Allocations and
Safeguarding

Yes No Objection to Policy PSP53
by Land Planning Partnership
Ltd.pdf (112 KB)

Location Plan.pdf (600 KB)

Respondent Name Steve Benson
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14376097 Policy
PSP24 -
Mineral
Working
and
Restoration

Yes SUPPORT

I am writing to you to express my support of the proposed extension to extraction rights at Wickwar
quarry. I am currently employed by Cemex at the quarry as a supervisor and would like to emphasise
to you by not going ahead with the proposed extension would not only affect myself on a personal
note with the real possibility of becoming unemployed and losing my financial security having
worked for this company for over twenty five years, I am also responsible for seven other employees
on site with the majority of these persons living in the local area who would also be adversely
affected if the proposed extension was not to go ahead.

As well as persons directly employed by Cemex there are local Hauliers who distribute our finished
goods. Many of whom have worked out of the quarry in excess of fifteen years whose businesses and
livelihood could also potentially be affected. There are also several local businesses to take into
consideration who support our operations with the supply of spare parts, labour and repairs to our
equipment etc.

As you can see from the above, by not supporting this Application it would have a far reaching
impact to those not only employed directly at the quarry but also to those persons and local
businesses who rely on our operations for their livelihood. I can only urge you to give this
application your full consideration and approve the new extraction rights.

Respondent Name Steve Bezor
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12342017 Policy PSP24 -
Mineral Working
and Restoration

SUPPORT

I am employed by CEMEX UK Ltd at Wlckwar Querry as a driver, the closure
of the site within 8/10 year would have a significant impact on me and my
family, the wages I receive our spent within the local area
and contribute to the local economy.

I fully support the application to extend Wlckwar Quarry as It will give me
additional job security for the future.

Respondent Name Steven Pritchard
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14385825 Policy PSP24 -
Mineral
Working and
Restoration

SUPPORT

I am employed at Wickwar quarry as an operator for the last 15 years. My farther,
grandad, and great-grandad have all worked here since it opened. If the quarry was to
close, it would put a significant strain on my life, as I have three young kids to bring up
2,6,9.

If the extension was to go ahead, I will have a job till I retire and will not have to worry
about the future too much.
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As a local I fully support the Wickwar extension.

Respondent Name Susan Green - Home Builders Federation
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10761601 Policy
PSP17 -
Parking
Standards

No The HBF also suggest that the Council re-check Policy PSP17 for compliance with national policy as
set out in the Written Ministerial Statement dated 25th March 2015 which states "This government is
keen to ensure that there is adequate parking provision ... in new residential developments .... The
imposition of maximum parking standards under the last administration lead to blocked and
congested streets and pavement parking. Arbitrarily restricting new off-street parking spaces does not
reduce car use, it just leads to parking misery. It is for this reason that the government abolished
national maximum parking standards in 2011. The market is best placed to decide if additional
parking spaces should be provided. However, many councils have embedded the last administration's
revoked policies. Following a consultation, we are now amending national planning policy to further
support the provision of car parking spaces. Parking standards are covered in paragraph 39 of the
NPPF. The following text now needs to be read alongside that paragraph: "Local planning authorities
should only impose local parking standards for residential and non-residential development where
there is clear and compelling justification that it is necessary to manage their local road network."
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10761601 Policy
PSP38 -
Internal
Space
Standards
for
Affordable
Housing

No Policy PSP38 proposes to introduce the nationally described space standard for affordable housing
and for an unspecified percentage of dwellings the optional requirement M4(3) for wheelchair users
under Part M of the Building Regulations. However to do so the Council should provide supporting
evidence on need, viability, affordability and timing in order to assess the impact and effect of this
policy in the local area. The Written Ministerial Statement dated 25th March 2015 states that "the
optional new national technical standards should only be required through any new Local Plan
policies if they address a clearly evidenced need, and where their impact on viability has been
considered, in accordance with the NPPG".

Paragraph ID: 56-020-20150327 of the NPPG sets out "Where a need for internal space standards is
identified, local planning authorities should provide justification for requiring internal space policies.
Local planning authorities should take account of the following areas :-

• need - evidence should be provided on the size and type of dwellings currently being built in the
area, to ensure the impacts of adopting space standards can be properly assessed, for example, to
consider any potential impact on meeting demand for starter homes.

• viability - the impact of adopting the space standard should be considered as part of a plan's
viability assessment with account taken of the impact of potentially larger dwellings on land supply.
Local planning authorities will also need to consider impacts on affordability where a space standard
is to be adopted.

• timing - there may need to be a reasonable transitional period following adoption of a new policy on
space standards to enable developers to factor the cost of space standards into future land
acquisitions".
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The latest evidence on whole plan viability testing is contained in the document South
Gloucestershire Council Viability of Proposed Policies, Sites & Places DPD by Adams Integra dated
April 2015. In this document it is not obvious whether or not the cost of providing M4(3) wheelchair
standards to a percentage of affordable housing dwellings has been included. Under other
assumptions the allowance for overheads is also unclear. However Appendix 1 confirms that the
nationally described space standard has been applied to affordable housing as well as all other policy
requirements. In its conclusions Appendix 1 seems to demonstrate that sites of more than 14
dwellings are unviable except in the area of Value Point 5. Whilst sites of less than 9 dwellings are
unviable in the area of Value Point 2 but viable elsewhere. These conclusions suggest that the
Council should reconsider its proposed requirements as set out in Policy PSP38.

The Council should also re-check Policy PSP38 against the advice contained in the NPPG which
suggests that the Council should be specifying M4(2) rather than M4(3). Paragraph ID
56-009-20150327 clarifies that "Local Plan policies for wheelchair accessible homes should be
applied only to those dwellings where the local authority is responsible for allocating or nominating a
person to live in that dwelling".

10761601 Policy
PSP4 -
Designated
Local
Green
Spaces

No The HBF remains concerned about the number of proposed Designated Local Green Spaces as
previously set out in representations to the Draft DPD and whether or not all circa 560 spaces listed
in Appendix 2 of the Draft DPD comply with paragraphs 76 and 77 of the NPPF. As previously
stated the Council should bear in mind that "the Local Green Space designation will not be
appropriate for most green areas or open space" (our emphasis).

Until further work is carried out by the Council it is not possible to come to a definitive conclusion
on this matter suffice to say it is procedurally irregular for the Council to be undertaking this Pre
Submission consultation on the Policies, Sites and Places DPD including Policy PSP4 before
determining the sites to be included in Appendix 2. It is understood that an informal consultation on
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proposed Designated Local Green Spaces is occurring between 18 - 30 July 2015 whilst the final list
of spaces will be formally consulted upon in September / October 2015. Until this is undertaken and
finalised the Policies, Sites and Places DPD should not be submitted to the Secretary of State for
Examination.

10761601 Policy
PSP43 -
Custom
Build
Dwellings

No Policy PSP43 under Bullet Point (5) proposes that on sites over 100 dwellings at least 5% are offered
as serviced plots to custom builders. Whilst the HBF supports custom build in principle for its
potential contribution to overall housing supply the Council's approach to custom build should be
positively undertaken to increase the total amount of new housing developed rather than by a
restrictive policy requirement for inclusion of such housing on large development sites. Such a policy
approach only changes the house building delivery mechanism from one form of house building
company to another without any consequential additional contribution to boosting housing supply. If
these serviced plots are not developed by custom builders then the Council has effectively caused an
unnecessary delay to the delivery of these homes. Moreover Policy PSP43 provides no recourse for
the larger house builder to develop out these serviced plots if undeveloped by custom builders. The
Council should also give detailed consideration to the practicalities (for example health & safety
implications, working hours, length of build programme, etc.) of implementing any such policy.

If the Council wishes to promote custom build it should do so on the basis of evidence of such need.
It is not evident that the Council has assessed such housing needs in its SHMA work as set out in the
NPPG under 10 2a-021- 20140306 whereby the Council should collate from reliable local
information the local demand for people wishing to build their own homes.

As the size of unit built by a custom builder is restricted by Bullet Point (10) the Council should
confirm that this dwelling size restriction complies with national policy as set out in the Written
Ministerial Statement dated 25th March 2015.

Page 295 of 320
22 Jan 2016 21:06:08



ID Document
Part

Do you
consider
the
document
is Legally
Compliant

Do you
consider
the
document
is sound?

Please give details of why you consider the document is not legally compliant or is unsound.
Please be as precise as possible.

Attached
documents

Furthermore it is understood from the document South Gloucestershire Council Viability of Proposed
Policies, Sites & Places DPD by Adams Integra dated April 2015 that the impact of Policy PSP43 on
development of over 100 units has not been viability tested as it is judged to have a neutral effect on
viability. However unless this assumption is viability tested such a judgement has not been proven as
correct. It is thought unlikely that this assumption is correct due to the imposition of size restrictions
and no reduction in affordable housing contributions. The NPPG confirms that "different types of
residential development such as those wanting to build their own homes ... are funded and delivered
in different ways. This should be reflected in viability assessments" (ID 10-009-20140306).

It is recommended that Policy PSP43 is given further consideration by the Council. Perhaps it would
be most sensible to defer Policy PSP43 until the review of the adopted Core Strategy in 2018 by
which time the Self Build & Custom House Building Act 2015 will have bedded in.

10761601 Policy
PSP44 -
Private
Amenity
Space
Standards

No The Government wishes to streamline the planning system and to rationalise many differing existing
standards into a simpler system which will reduce policy burdens and deliver more much needed
housing. The Deregulation Bill 2015, which received Royal Assent in March 2015, specifies that
Councils should not set any additional local technical standards or requirements relating to the
construction, internal layout or performance of new dwellings. The only technical standards that can
now be considered and incorporated into DPDs are restricted to the nationally described space
standard, an optional requirement for water usage and optional requirements for adaptable /
accessible dwellings. The Council's proposals under Policy PSP44 for minimum private amenity
space standards are beyond these permissible standards. Moreover standards can only be opted into if
justified by evidence on need and viability. It is not obvious from the Council's supporting evidence
if the density of developments tested in the viability assessment is compatible with the requirements
of Policy PSP44. The Council should clarify that Policy PSP44 has been viability tested. Moreover
the Council has not demonstrated a justified need for minimum amenity space standards. In summary
it is contended that Policy PSP44 is in conflict with and therefore non-compliant with national policy.
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10761601 Policy
PSP6 -
Onsite
Renewable
& Low
Carbon
Energy

No The HBF suggests that the Council re-consider Policy PSP6 in view of the Written Ministerial
Statement dated 25th March 2015. Under clause 3.54 of the DPD the Council confirms that Policy
PSP6 may be subject to further amendment prior to its Examination as a consequence of future
announcements on this topic by the Government.

Respondent Name Suzanne Robson
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8820897 Policy PSP4
- Designated
Local Green
Spaces

Proposed submission PSP Plan draft Policies PSP4 and PSP5:

For the reasons set out above with regard to objectively assessed need, we do not consider that the
contents of draft policies PSP4 and PSP5 are appropriate at this time.

Draft Policy PSP4 (Designated Local Green Spaces) in the proposed submission PSP Plan states:
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"Inappropriate development within a designated Local Green Space, as shown on the Policies Map
and set out in Appendix 2, will not be permitted, except in very special circumstances. The
construction of new buildings on Local Green Spaces is inappropriate ..."

Draft Policy PSP5 (Undesignated Open Spaces within Urban Areas and Settlements) in the
proposed submission PSP Plan states:

"Development on undesignated open space within the urban areas and settlements defined on the
Policies Map, will only be permitted where it would not adversely affect the contribution that an
open area makes to the quality, character, biodiversity, sustainable water management, recreation
opportunities, heritage value, amenity or distinctiveness of the locality.

Where a site contributes to local character and distinctiveness, measures to enhance and manage
these areas will be negotiated."

We consider it premature to be designating LGSs and restricting development (draft Policy PSP4)
on land that could potentially deliver much needed housing for the local area. Restricting
development on undesignated open spaces within urban areas and settlements (draft Policy PSP5)
may be appropriate in the future once an up-to-date assessed housing target has been set and land
allocated accordingly.

In the absence of this assessment, we consider that draft policies PSP4 and PSP5 as well as the
proposed LGS designations do not constitute sustainable development in accordance with paragraph
7 of the NPPF which states that the planning system should provide a "supply of housing required to
meet the needs of present and future generations".
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8820897 Policy PSP5
-
Undesignated
Open Spaces
within Urban
Areas and
Settlements

Proposed submission PSP Plan draft Policies PSP4 and PSP5:

For the reasons set out above with regard to objectively assessed need, we do not consider that the
contents of draft policies PSP4 and PSP5 are appropriate at this time.

Draft Policy PSP4 (Designated Local Green Spaces) in the proposed submission PSP Plan states:

"Inappropriate development within a designated Local Green Space, as shown on the Policies Map
and set out in Appendix 2, will not be permitted, except in very special circumstances. The
construction of new buildings on Local Green Spaces is inappropriate ..."

Draft Policy PSP5 (Undesignated Open Spaces within Urban Areas and Settlements) in the
proposed submission PSP Plan states:

"Development on undesignated open space within the urban areas and settlements defined on the
Policies Map, will only be permitted where it would not adversely affect the contribution that an
open area makes to the quality, character, biodiversity, sustainable water management, recreation
opportunities, heritage value, amenity or distinctiveness of the locality.

Where a site contributes to local character and distinctiveness, measures to enhance and manage
these areas will be negotiated."

We consider it premature to be designating LGSs and restricting development (draft Policy PSP4)
on land that could potentially deliver much needed housing for the local area. Restricting
development on undesignated open spaces within urban areas and settlements (draft Policy PSP5)
may be appropriate in the future once an up-to-date assessed housing target has been set and land
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allocated accordingly.

In the absence of this assessment, we consider that draft policies PSP4 and PSP5 as well as the
proposed LGS designations do not constitute sustainable development in accordance with paragraph
7 of the NPPF which states that the planning system should provide a "supply of housing required to
meet the needs of present and future generations".

8820897 PSP53 - Site
Allocations
and
Safeguarding

Rural Housing Need:

The proposed submission PSP Plan states that there is "no need for additional allocations in rural
areas" (p 132). This has been determined following a Rural Housing Review, which we understand
has simply consisted of consultation with Parish and Town Councils and their communities,
including landowners and other stakeholders.

This has not been based on strategic assessment of housing need as the Council considers this to be
being met through Core Strategy allocations. We disagree with this approach to assessing housing
need because it does not comply with the NPPF (paragraph 159) nor the relevant section in the
National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) (Housing and economic development needs
assessments, 10: 2a).

Core Strategy Review and Review of Housing Targets:

The adopted Core Strategy (2013) sets a housing target of 28,355 new dwellings between 2006 and
2027 (a target of 22,545 additional new dwellings between 2013 and 2027). This is based on a
Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) undertaken in 2009 (including supplementary work
undertaken in 2011). During the Core Strategy Examination process, the Inspector considered
representations that the housing target was too low, and that it should be significantly raised (as the
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Inspector notes at para. 80 of the Inspector's Report, most participants regarded that the minimum
target should be at least 33,000 over the Plan period).

The Inspector concluded that the proposed housing target was acceptable in the short-term.
However, he noted that the SHMA was undertaken prior to the adoption of the National Planning
Policy Framework (NPPF). The Inspector accepted the proposed housing target "subject to the
Council undertaking an early review". This review is to include a revised SHMA to take into
account the NPPF. The Inspector concluded that a review/replacement Plan should be in place by
the end of 2018. This would allow sufficient time for the Council to take into account the
implications of the new SHMA, to assess its housing land supply and the success of the new
neighbourhoods in meeting strategic housing need.

Para. 158 of the NPPF states that Local Plans should be based on "adequate, up-to-date and relevant
evidence" about the local area. In order for local authorities to have a clear understanding of housing
need in their area, they should produce a SHMA and a Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment (SHLAA) in line with para. 159 of the NPPF.

Para 11.3 of the proposed submission PSP Plan states that South Gloucestershire Council, along
with Bristol City Council, Bath & North East Somerset Council and North Somerset Council
(collectively constituting the West of England) have commissioned a joint SHMA to assess future
housing need across the west of England for the period 2016 to 2036. We are aware of the progress
of the Strategy Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment and submitted the site to the
call for sites in this process in March 2015.

It is positive that the Council is seeking to update the SHMA but to this end, we would argue that
the allocation of residential sites through the PSP Plan should be postponed until the results of the
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SHMA are clear. Whilst the Core Strategy has allocated sites for development, it is clear from the
Inspector's report that this is based on old data and should be updated. If the new SHMA finds that
there should be additional housing coming forward within the District, then the Council must go
through a rigorous process to allocate housing sites to meet identified need. Allocating sites without
the knowledge and understanding of housing need in the local area would be premature.

If the new SHMA were to conclude that the District must increase its housing targets, we would
suggest that the village boundary of Yate be extended to include our client's site. Housing
development across the whole of our client's site (Option A) would not sprawl into the Common and
would retain the character of the village. Alternatively, development along North Road and/or
Mission Road (Options B, C and D) would be in-keeping with the scale of development in the area.

Respondent Name Tainton
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12328225 Policy PSP46 -
Allocated Gypsy/
Traveller Residential
Accommodation

Writing to submit my concern/objection to Henfield Paddock changing its status
from temporary to permanent.

How many special circumstances can be submitted.
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The government's planning policy is clear that both temporary and permanent
traveller sites are inappropriate development in the green belt and that planning
decisions should protect green belt land from such inappropriate development.

The secretary of state's policy position that any unmet need, whether for traveller
sites or for conventional housing, is unlikely to outweigh harm to the green belt and
other harm to constitute the "very special circumstances" justifying inappropriate
development in the green belt.

Respondent Name Taylor
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12327297 Policy
PSP51
Rural
Settlement
Boundaries

Yes No There are no known constraints to development insofar as ground conditions are
concerned.

The entire site and the access to it lies within an area that is not subject to flood
risk (i.e. it is in Flood Zone 1)

The site is not the subject of any environmental designations i.e. it is not situated

12327297 Brian
Taylor (Tytherington)
Stable Folly Supporting
Docs.pdf (70 KB)
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within a Conservation Area or an Area of outstanding Natural Beauty. Nor has it
any known special, archaeological, historic or nature conservation interest.

The site is not in the Green Belt whilst other areas in the village have been
allowed for residential purposes.

The site is Grade 3(c) or less Agricultural land.

The site abuts a public highway and is capable of being accessed directly and
safely with visibility splays to standard 2.4 x 43m.

The site is relatively flat and capable of delivering anywhere up to 10 dwellings
within the next 5 years.

The dwelling (known as Stable Folly) currently standing on this 2 acre site has
been allowed to stand empty for the last 23 years.

Additional development will help sustain the existing services in the village
(N.B. the village pub is currently being advertised for lease).

Tytherington Parish Council (at its meeting on 3rd November 2014) resolved to
support a relaxation of the village development boundary to accommodate
additional development over and above the very limited brownfield opportunities
remaining elsewhere in the village.
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1051777 Policy PSP19 -
Statutory Wildlife
Sites: European Sites
& Sites of Special
Scientific Interest
(SSSIs)

5. That the sanctity of specific, designated areas is observed and that the presumption
against development or very careful adverse effects consideration applies, e.g. in
respect of SSSI, SPA, SAC, Ramsar site, local Site of Nature Conservation Interest,
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and Green Belt (I have seen some erosion in the
last category).

Vitamin
G.pdf (269 KB)

South
Gloucestershire
Tree Planning
Guidance.pdf
(327 KB)

Green
Space
Guidelines.pdf
(962 KB)

Biodiversity
and the
Planning
Process.pdf
(849 KB)

1051777 Policy PSP3 - Trees
and Woodland

1. I would be grateful if the Council could please ensure that, as far as is practically
possible, that existing natural features of biodiversity importance such as hedges,
mature trees, ponds, etc. are preserved and incorporated into any new neighbourhood's
development (please see the council's own Biodiversity Planning Guide for more
information which is enclosed as an attachment).

2. When it comes to new estate planting schemes, that developers are encouraged to

Vitamin
G.pdf (269 KB)

South
Gloucestershire
Tree Planning
Guidance.pdf
(327 KB)
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use a significant component of native trees and shrubs in their planting schemes and
that the use of wildflower mixes that can tolerate regular mowing are also encouraged
(such mixes are good for wildlife and they are now increasingly commercially
available).

4. That when it comes to considering planning applications, that South Gloucestershire
Council's own internal best practice planning guidelines are actually adhered to. I came
across a case last year where the tree canopy-residential dwellings separation
guidelines were quite clearly ignored which could lead to future complications and
liabilities (legal and financial) for the Council.

Green
Space
Guidelines.pdf
(962 KB)

Biodiversity
and the
Planning
Process.pdf
(849 KB)

1051777 Policy PSP5 -
Undesignated Open
Spaces within Urban
Areas and
Settlements

3. In respect of both housing zone planning and individual planning applications, that
Natural England's green space guidelines as shown on page six of the enclosed A Place
for Nature publication* are adhered to as an ideal guideline. The beneficial effects of
the proximity of green space to human health is illustrated in the enclosed Vitamin G
paper.

*a) of at least 2 hectares in size, no more than 300 metres (5 minutes walk) from home;
b) at least one accessible 20 hectare site within two kilometres of home;
c) one accessible 100 hectare site within five kilometres of home; and
d) one accessible 500 hectare site within ten kilometres of home; plus
e) a minimum of one hectare of statutory Local Nature Reserves per thousand
population.

Vitamin
G.pdf (269 KB)

South
Gloucestershire
Tree Planning
Guidance.pdf
(327 KB)

Green
Space
Guidelines.pdf
(962 KB)

Biodiversity
and the
Planning
Process.pdf
(849 KB)
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10757793 PSP53 - Site
Allocations
and
Safeguarding

Yes No Policy PSP53 includes proposed site allocations and safeguarded sites. However, there is
inconsistency in the wording for the housing/mixed use allocations proposed in the policy, for
example 'mixed residential development’ ‘mixed-use site’ ‘mixed use development’. For clarity,
the wording should be amended to be consistent for each site.

The inclusion of site no.17 Intier Site at Bitton as a new allocation is highly supported. However, it
is considered that for the Policies, Sites and Places Plan to be sound the working of the proposed
allocation needs to be amended to accurately reflect the development proposals for the site in
accordance with the recent planning application which is awaiting determination.

Policy PSP53 includes the description of the proposed allocation as:
“17. Intier Site, Bitton (Mixed-use site comprising maximum of 130 dwellings, plus commercial
and community uses).”

Whilst supporting the planning application proposal, this implies that the site is proposed for a
mixused development rather than a housing-led development which is misleading. Whilst including
commercial/community use, the proposed development is largely a residential scheme.

As you are aware, the site was formerly Golden Valley Mill and the old factory buildings still exist.
Therefore, there are a number of constraints to be overcome, such as demolition, remediation, and
ground levelling, for the site to be suitable to be redeveloped for alternative uses. Due to the site
works required, non-residential uses impact significantly on viability. It has therefore been
determined, through technical assessments and a Viability Report submitted for the planning
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application, that the most appropriate use of the site is a residential-led scheme. This is not only a
more viable option, but would assist in delivering new homes to meet the Council’s housing needs.

As the site is brownfield land located within the village envelope, a residential-led development on
the site is considered to be entirely appropriate. Therefore, to more accurately reflect the
development
proposals, the wording of the allocation should be amended to state:

“17. Intier Site, Bitton (Residential-led development comprising maximum of 130 dwellings, plus
commercial and community uses).”

The Plan is considered to be sound with this amendment.

Respondent Name Tim Roberts - Tim Roberts Planning
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12500225 Policy
PSP51

Yes No Tytherington Parish Council (PC) supports an extension of the settlement boundary in order to
provide for approximately 25 houses (Ref Minute 125.14 dated 3rd November 2014). On two

Continuation
Sheet.pdf (376
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Rural
Settlement
Boundaries

occasions since then, we have raised with the PC the prospect of its objectives being fulfilled
through a change to the settlement boundary on land at Yew Tree Farm to the south west of
Stowell Hill Road. On the first occasion on 30th March 2015 the PC resolved to defer
discussion until the new PC was in place after 7th May elections (Ref: Minute 38.15 date 30th
March 2015). On the second occasion on 22nd June 2015, the PC was not quorate and therefore
unable to pass a resolution (Minutes not yet available). It is nevertheless understood that the PC
is to write to SGC to request, again, that consultation be undertaken in respect of a change to the
settlement boundary at Tytherington. We see no reason why this should not take place in
advance of the Examination of the PSP Plan.

Please see attached continuation sheet, and response to Sustainability Appraisal.

KB)
Continuation

Sheet 2.pdf (132
KB)

Respondent Name Tom Cole
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12281153 Policy PSP51
Rural Settlement
Boundaries

See Comments in the attached document PSP Plan
Representation
Letter.pdf (129 KB)
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10195809 Policy
PSP51
Rural
Settlement
Boundaries

No No TESTS OF SOUNDNESS:

NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK:

Examining Local Plans is the appropriate section of the NPPF that covers explicitly the four
tests of soundness that any examining inspector has to assess the submitted plan against. The
plan must be:

Positively Prepared – the plan should be based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively
assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from
neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent
with achieving sustainable development;

Justified – the plan should be the most appropriate strategy when considered against the
reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence;

Effective – the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working
on cross-boundary strategic priorities; and

Consistent with National Policy – the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable
development in accordance with the policies in the Framework.

In order for the plan to be positively prepared, policy should be prepared to support the

150629 Land
at Itchington Road
PSP
Representation.pdf
(647 KB)

Land at
Itchington Road
Tytherington.pdf
(238 KB)
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growth of settlements in sustainable locations such as Tytherington. With regards to Planning
Policy PSP 8 - Settlement Boundaries, which is illustrated on the Policies Map within the
Core Strategy, Colliers International propose that the settlement boundary around
Tytherington is increased to include land at Itchington Lane, Tytherington which would be
able to contribute up to 20 residential properties towards the shortfall of South
Gloucestershire’s 5 Year housing land supply.

These representations highlight that the Plan should be positively prepared, justified, effective
and consistent with National Policy by setting out the requirements and aligning the proposed
scope with these requirements.

Respondent Name Tony Chappell
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14376033 Policy
PSP24 -
Mineral
Working

SUPPORT

I am a retired employee of Cemex and fully support the application at Wickwar Quarry. Support
should be for families of existing workers as many have worked there for many years and would find
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and
Restoration

getting another job not easy. Wages earned go into the area economy and help local interests also.
There are many other workers who rely on the quarry such as outside contractors as well as your
council workforce who collect tarmac and aggregate as well. My son and son-in-law work at the
quarry and both have family and mortgages to fund and I wouldn't like to see them to lose their jobs.
I think extending the life of the quarry is in everyone's interest as many other businesses will rely on
the products mainly road and building in the areas. On a plus side other people will need jobs later on
in life so what more can be said the company can provide this and not forgetting it is a local place
with easy reach which in turn cut down on transport in our road systems.

Respondent Name Tony Harding
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1354785 Policy PSP26
-
Hydrocarbon
Extraction
(Inc.
Fracking)

No I am particularly concerned about PSP 26
The proposal is good as far as it goes but some major concepts, issues and responsibilities are
missing from PSP 26 and the discussion. These include Groundwater Protection, Atmospheric
Pollution & Climate Change, Well Integrity, Working Materials Management and Integration
with other Environmental & Health Services. See next section for suggested
improvements.
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12327553 Policy PSP46 -
Allocated
Gypsy/Traveller
Residential
Accommodation

We write with reference to traveller sites within the PSP Plan, and in particularly the proposals
to take Henfield Paddock out of the green belt and to create a permanent traveller site there.

The arguments regarding how this site surreptitiously became even a temporary traveller site in
the first place have been debated in public and expressed in print by many people over a
considerable period of time. Although it may not be the remit of this and other recent
submissions to the Council to go over these arguments again, the conclusion remains the same:
that is, that the Council has not listened to any of the views expressed forcibly by many local
residents and others in the process of making their decisions.

We refer to the e-mail sent to you today by Mr David Tooze, in which he submits a list of
technical and legal points of procedure that the Council appear to have acted contrary to in this
matter. We agree with every point that Mr Tooze has made, and he is aware of this, and we wish
to endorse them emphatically. However, there is still a feeling locally that no matter who
expresses their views, including a former government minister and a former local MP, that the
Council will continue to ride roughshod over them, and that the outcome of the matter has
become a foregone conclusion.

We await this outcome with great interest, and we would all love to discover that our concerns
have been taken into account and that democracy is alive and well after all.
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12274817 Introduction Yes Yes

12274817 Introduction to the
Development
Management policies

Yes Yes

Respondent Name Viggars
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12328577 Policy
PSP24 -
Mineral
Working
and
Restoration

SUPPORT

We understand that one of our major customers, Cemex UK Materials, has an application in hand for
an extension to Wickwar Quarry. As long term contractors to Cemex we have been engaged in
working at Wickwar for several years and look forward to continuing this relationship well into the
future.

Our operations rely on the employment of permanent staff on this site supported by our own
maintenance team on a year round basis, wages obviously contribute to the local economy as do
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other costs that are incurred as a direct result of these activities which again pass back into the
economy through local businesses.

Should the current application be rejected the forecast viability of this quarry would mean closure
within a 8 to 10 year period which would have an immediate impact in terms of our ability to offer
employment in the South Gloucestershire area but also in terms of lowered employment
opportunities, not only within the quarry itself, but associated businesses such as haulage contractors,
numerous suppliers etc. with a consequential impact over a much broader spectrum.

We support the current application which, if approved, would extend by around 25 years the viable
operation of this site thus protecting the economic benefits created for the community as a whole.

Respondent Name Will Collins - Pegasus Group
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12499201 1.
Introduction

A DPD is a Local Plan for the purposes of paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF), and as such it must be found sound, in that it must be:
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Positively prepared – the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet
objectively assessed development and infrastructure
requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to
do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development;

Justified – the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives, based on proportionate evidence;

Effective – the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on
cross-boundary strategic priorities; and

Consistent with national policy – the plan should enable the delivery of
sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the Framework.

It has been demonstrated that this remains the case where a DPD is brought forward after an adopted
Core Strategy, with Doncaster’s LDF Sites and Policies DPD found unsound in June 2014:

“neither the Core Strategy nor this DPD is supported by an up-to-date
SHMA which independently assesses the whole housing need.
Although the Core Strategy was adopted only 2 years ago, the
evidence base which informed the RS housing requirement was
collected in 2004 and the national housing market has changed
significantly during this period of recession”.
Paragraph 16, Interim Inspector’s Report (dated 03/06/2014)

This reflects the situation in South Gloucestershire closely, with the Core Strategy’s (adopted
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December 2013) housing requirement not being based on an NPPF compliant SHMA as confirmed
in paragraph 28 of the recent Charfield appeal decision ref: P0119/A/14/2220291. Notably, this
decision also concluded in paragraphs 146-147 that South Gloucestershire does not have a 5 year
housing land supply. Given, the lack of an up-to-date SHMA which independently assesses the
whole housing need concern is raised as to whether the PSP DPD is likely to be found sound by an
Inspector.

Conclusion:

For the South Gloucestershire Policies, Sites & Places DPD to be found sound under the four tests
of soundness as defined by paragraph 182 of the NPPF, the Plan must be positively prepared,
justified, effective and compliant with national policy. Unfortunately there are concerns about the
soundness of the PSP DPD with particular reference to the
lack of an up-to-date SHMA and Policy PSP4, as outlined above. Therefore the DPD has not been
positively prepared and properly justified and as such it is inconsistent with national policy.

12499201 Policy
PSP4 -
Designated
Local
Green
Spaces

PSP4 – Designated Local Green Spaces:

Firstly, we are concerned about the number of proposed Designated Local Green Spaces. Paragraph
77 of the NPPF clearly states that “the Local Green Space designation will not be appropriate for
most green areas or open space” (our emphasis). Approximately 560 green spaces are listed in
Appendix 2 of the Draft DPD and we raise concern that not all
of these spaces are able to comply with the strict criteria outlined in paragraphs 76 and 77 of the
NPPF. Until further work is carried out by the Council it is not possible to come to a conclusion on
this matter.

Our second point concerns paragraph 76 of the NPPF which states “Identifying land as Local Green
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Space should therefore be consistent with the local planning of sustainable development and
complement investment in sufficient homes (our emphasis), jobs and
other essential services”. As concluded by the Charfield appeal Inspector South Gloucestershire is
currently not delivering enough homes. It therefore seems folly to be designating approximately 560
green spaces across the district, where development of housing will be precluded. Of particular
concern to us is the designation of Local Green Spaces within settlement boundaries, where the
principle of development of housing is
supported under (saved) policy H4 of the South Gloucestershire Local Plan 2006 and policy PSP5 of
the emerging PSP DPD, especially given that South Gloucestershire needs a boost in housing
numbers to meet unmet need.

Conclusion:

For the South Gloucestershire Policies, Sites & Places DPD to be found sound under the four tests
of soundness as defined by paragraph 182 of the NPPF, the Plan must be positively prepared,
justified, effective and compliant with national policy. Unfortunately there are concerns about the
soundness of the PSP DPD with particular reference to the lack of an up-to-date SHMA and Policy
PSP4, as outlined above. Therefore the DPD has not been positively prepared and properly justified
and as such it is inconsistent with national policy.

Respondent Name William Mitchell
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12341825 Policy PSP24 -
Mineral
Working and
Restoration

SUPPORT

I am employed by CEMEX UK Ltd at WickwarQuarry as a driver, the closure of the
site within 8/10 year would have a significant impact on me and my family, the wages
I receive our spent within the local area and contribute to the local economy.

I fully support the application to extend Wickwar Quarry as it will give me additional
job security for the future.

Respondent Name Wills
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12328289 Policy
PSP24 -
Mineral
Working
and
Restoration

SUPPORT

As a South Gloucestershire resident and employee of CEMEX based at Wickwar quarry; I would
like to express my full support for the application to extend Wickwar quarry.

I have worked for CEMEX for 23 years since leaving Brimsham Green school which has provided
the financial and educational foundations for me to bring up my family with the knowledge of
having secure employment. The extension approval will ensure I can continue to provide this
stable base for my 2 children as they continue their education and develop into young adults.
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CEMEX provides employment for many local people like myself whom are the main or sole
contributor to the family finances on which the family rely; whether directly employed or
contractors.
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