Ref:

Draft Policies Sites and Places Plan
Response Form
June 2014

Charfield Parish

(For official use only)

Please return to: Strategic Planning Policy and Specialist Advice Team, South
Gloucestershire Council, Department for Environment and Community Services
PO Box 299, Civic Centre, High Street, Kingswood, Bristol, BS15 0DR
or if in electronic form by email to planningLDF@southglos.gov.uk
Responses must be received by Thursday 28th August 2014
The Draft Policies Sites and Places Plan is available at www.southglos.gov.uk/policiessitesandplaces
1. Personal Details (or client details if applicable)
Title
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Please note that responses received, including personal details, cannot be kept confidential. From
time to time we may contact you to seek your views about other planning consultations and projects.
Periodically, you may also be invited to give us your views about our service.
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Part 1 - Consultation Questions:
Do you have any comments on the draft development management policies or the policy for
Oldbury New Nuclear Build (Part 1 of the Draft PSP Plan)? (Please indicate which policy you
are commenting on):
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Consultation questions 1-8 below are policy specific, please refer to the relevant page in the
Draft PSP Plan.
POLICY PSP6 - ONSITE RENEWABLE & LOW CARBON ENERGY
Consultation Question 1: (See page 14) The Council would therefore like to invite
representations about whether there is the need or scope within the current allowable
solutions (AS) proposals for an allowable solutions policy to assist direct payments to local
CO2 reduction projects and if so whether such a policy could require that a specified % of
allowable solutions payments is utilised within the district?

POLICY PSP23 – MINERAL WORKING AND RESTORATION
Consultation Question 2: (See page 48) We welcome your views on the options and
recommendation in Appendix 3 for further minerals working at Wickwar Quarry.

POLICY PSP26 - ENTERPRISE AREAS
Consultation Question(s): (See page 54)

3. Would you like to see further refinement of this policy to specifically address the individual
Enterprise Areas?

4. If yes, what specifically would you like to addressed in each Enterprise Area?
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POLICY PSP38 - CUSTOM BUILD DWELLINGS
Consultation Question 5: (See page 74) If you are a land owner with a potential site for self
build housing which may be available (and you have not already submitted a site in the Call
for Sites consultation) please provide us with your contact details and a plan of the available
land.

POLICY PSP40: GYPSY/TRAVELLER RESIDENTIAL PROVISION
Consultation Question 6: (See page 81) Do you agree with the proposed identification of
the above, existing sites as suitable for intensification and allocation in the PSP?

Consultation Question 7: (See page 83) Do you agree with the above approach in respect
of those Gypsy/Traveller sites which currently benefit from temporary planning permission
being allocated for permanent Gypsy/Traveller use?

Oldbury New Nuclear Build Consultation Question:
POLICY PSP44 – OLDBURY NEW NUCLEAR BUILD (NNB)
Consultation Question 8: (See page 97) Do you have any comments on the draft policy
and/or the themes and how the objectives and mitigation, as set out in the table above, will
be delivered?
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Part 2 – Charfield Parish Consultation Questions:
The questions below have been set out in Part 2 of the Draft PSP Plan, relevant to Charfield
Parish.
Q Do you agree with the Parish Council’s conclusion that the amount, size and type of
additional housing to be provided in Charfield village, over and above that allowed by current
planning policies, should accord with the findings of the Charfield Housing Needs Survey
(May 2014)? If not, why?
No. We feel there is room in the village for small further development of housing of a
different nature, be it self build, eco houses or houses of special architectural quality which
would enhance the village.
Q Of the 3 options presented which option do you prefer and why?
None of them. We see a different picture, particularly with regard to self build - an option
that would enable some people in the lower income bracket to achieve good quality housing
at affordable prices through their own effort and hard work.

Q Taking into consideration the information provide on the Constraints Map, together with the
key issues for each Area of Search and your own local knowledge which Area of Search do
you consider to be preferable for new homes to meet the needs identified by the Charfield
Housing Needs Survey? Please provide reasons for your response.
Area 6. Any aerial photograph shows that Charfield has been developed in a strange
manner. The estates behind New Street are oddly out on a limb and to develop area 6
would round out the village, not extend the boundaries, and give it heart.
Q If you are a landowner and you wish your site to be considered for development (and you
have not already provided details to South Gloucestershire) please provide details now.
We own approximately half site 6. At the moment we have no plans to apply to develop this
space (which would not include the triple SI) but would want to reserve the right to do so
should village needs arise and interesting and appropriate ideas are put forward.
Q Do you have further evidence to support the proposed Local Green Space(s)?
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No. There are reasons listed below why we believe that Warners Court (area 6) should not
be designated as Local Green Space.
We believe the area has been nominated purely to stop any future development without
real consideration of the criteria laid down.
The site is only in momentary vision of either walkers or drivers being a flat field with no
particular features. However, the hedge on the road boundary is attractive as a village
feature and would remain so (though it is a nightmare to cut!) whatever happened to the
land.
There is no public access to the site or to the triple SI which lies in the field behind (and can
only be seen by invitation or trespass) therefore there can be no significant benefit to the
local population. It has no recreational benefit.
It can hardly be described as tranquil bounded as it on one side by the railway line and
another by a busy main road.
In the 34 years we have lived here we have spotted no wildlife of any significance. The
field is not a haven for interesting fauna. We don’t even have many rabbits.
Neither is the plant life extraordinary. The land has been used for many years to graze
sheep although this will almost certainly stop in the reasonably near future as our age
increases. The apple trees on the site are sadly coming to the end of their lives. They are
hollow and rotting and it is a continual surprise to us that they survive winter storms. To
describe them as ‘ancient semi-natural woodland’ or ‘veteran trees’ is somewhat fanciful.
The field is not a wildlife corridor. This is provided by the banks of the adjacent railway line.
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Q Do you wish to propose any other specific spaces for designation as Local Green
Space(s)?
2a & 2b. This area, lying as it does adjacent to the hill out of the village is prominent and
well used by villagers. If it was to be developed it would cast a heavy and inappropriate
presence.
Q. In no particular order please indicate 5 community aspirations from the list which you feel
are most important, as set out in the Draft Policies, Sites & Places Development Plan
document
1 and 10. The youth of the village are being well provided for and the other options are
inappropriate for the village.

Q Do you have any further aspirations for development to improve the facilities within your
parish?
We would like to see the railway station reopened.
Q Do you have any further comments on the Draft PSP Plan?
(If you are commenting on another area/parish in Part 2 of the Draft PSP Plan please
indicate which area/parish you are commenting on)
It is evident to everyone that our actions and involvement in village life clearly demonstrates
maintaining the well being of our village is very important to us.

I am using this space to answer the questions below as my ticks don’t appear to be
registering.
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About You
If you are responding as an individual, please answer the following optional questions
about yourself. The information you supply will help us to analyse the results of this
survey and to ensure we understand the views of different people. Responses to
these questions will remain confidential; individuals will not be identified and personal
details will not be published.
How old are you?
 18 and under
 19 - 24
 25 – 44
 45 - 64
 65 - 74
 75 and over
 Prefer not to say
Are you?
 Female
 Male
 Prefer not to say
Please tell us your ethnic origin:
 Arab
 Asian/Asian British – Bangladeshi
 Asian/Asian British – Indian
 Asian/Asian British – Pakistani
 Asian/Asian British – Chinese
 Asian/Asian British – Other (please state)
 Black/African/Caribbean/Black British – African
 Black/African/Caribbean/Black British – Caribbean
 Black/African/Caribbean/Black British – Other (please state)
 Gypsy or Traveller
 Mixed/Multiple Ethnic Groups – White & Asian
 Mixed/Multiple Ethnic Groups – White & Black African
 Mixed/Multiple Ethnic Groups – White & Black Caribbean
 Mixed/Multiple Ethnic Groups – Other (please state)
 White – English/Welsh/Scottish/Northern Irish/British
 White – Irish
 White – Other (please state)
 Other ethnic group (please state)
 Prefer not to say
Other, please specify:
Do you consider yourself to be disabled?
 Yes
 No
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to time we may contact you to seek your views about other planning consultations and projects.
Periodically, you may also be invited to give us your views about our service.
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Part 1 - Consultation Questions:
Do you have any comments on the draft development management policies or the policy for
Oldbury New Nuclear Build (Part 1 of the Draft PSP Plan)? (Please indicate which policy you
are commenting on):
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Consultation questions 1-8 below are policy specific, please refer to the relevant page in the
Draft PSP Plan.
POLICY PSP6 - ONSITE RENEWABLE & LOW CARBON ENERGY
Consultation Question 1: (See page 14) The Council would therefore like to invite
representations about whether there is the need or scope within the current allowable
solutions (AS) proposals for an allowable solutions policy to assist direct payments to local
CO2 reduction projects and if so whether such a policy could require that a specified % of
allowable solutions payments is utilised within the district?

POLICY PSP23 – MINERAL WORKING AND RESTORATION
Consultation Question 2: (See page 48) We welcome your views on the options and
recommendation in Appendix 3 for further minerals working at Wickwar Quarry.

The Northern Expansion of Wickwar Quarry is of some concern. In the stillness of the early
morning when sounds are amplified we occasionally get a rumble as of a distant large
diesel engine or crusher. Yes, we can hear the motorway at times but this is different. Not
sure whether it is the quarry.
The dust that settles very quickly around the house, especially on upstairs window cills in
the summer when windows are open, is quite “gritty” in character and one can’t help but
wonder whether this is windborne dust. If the northern expansion goes ahead both of these
aspects will be closer to the village. Hopefully planning and controls will mitigate the effects
of this.

POLICY PSP26 - ENTERPRISE AREAS
Consultation Question(s): (See page 54)
3. Would you like to see further refinement of this policy to specifically address the individual
Enterprise Areas?

4. If yes, what specifically would you like to addressed in each Enterprise Area?
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POLICY PSP38 - CUSTOM BUILD DWELLINGS
Consultation Question 5: (See page 74) If you are a land owner with a potential site for self
build housing which may be available (and you have not already submitted a site in the Call
for Sites consultation) please provide us with your contact details and a plan of the available
land.

POLICY PSP40: GYPSY/TRAVELLER RESIDENTIAL PROVISION
Consultation Question 6: (See page 81) Do you agree with the proposed identification of
the above, existing sites as suitable for intensification and allocation in the PSP?

Consultation Question 7: (See page 83) Do you agree with the above approach in respect
of those Gypsy/Traveller sites which currently benefit from temporary planning permission
being allocated for permanent Gypsy/Traveller use?

Oldbury New Nuclear Build Consultation Question:
POLICY PSP44 – OLDBURY NEW NUCLEAR BUILD (NNB)
Consultation Question 8: (See page 97) Do you have any comments on the draft policy
and/or the themes and how the objectives and mitigation, as set out in the table above, will
be delivered?
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Part 2 – Charfield Parish Consultation Questions:
The questions below have been set out in Part 2 of the Draft PSP Plan, relevant to Charfield
Parish.
Q Do you agree with the Parish Council’s conclusion that the amount, size and type of
additional housing to be provided in Charfield village, over and above that allowed by current
planning policies, should accord with the findings of the Charfield Housing Needs Survey
(May 2014)? If not, why?

Yes I agree with it. A village can only grow slowly. Having an increase of some 160
houses foisted on it represents a 15% increase

Q Of the 3 options presented which option do you prefer and why?
I would agree with option 1 but only for the small scale development i.e. 24 houses
proposed.
I am against option 2 and would only consider changing my views if the village
infrastructure was improved AND it was well integrated with the existing village. (The
Woodlands estate is an example of a non-integrated estate)

Q Taking into consideration the information provide on the Constraints Map, together with the
key issues for each Area of Search and your own local knowledge which Area of Search do
you consider to be preferable for new homes to meet the needs identified by the Charfield
Housing Needs Survey? Please provide reasons for your response.
As I have said, I am against any large scale developments. Having said this, area 6
would be my least offensive development as it would “square” up the village but
traversing the busy road through the village would need addressing.

Q If you are a landowner and you wish your site to be considered for development (and you
have not already provided details to South Gloucestershire) please provide details now.
It would seem that there are a lot of speculative landowners hovering around
Charfield trying to make a quick buck with no consideration of the needs of the
village or the cohesiveness of its population.

Q Do you have further evidence to support the proposed Local Green Space(s)?
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Items 1-4 are existing public access places and should be protected from building
encroachment. The school playing fields (5) should likewise be protected. Items 5 &
6 are, to the best of my knowledge, privately owned. Park farm can be easily viewed
from the road and gives a sense of space. However, very little of Warners Court is
visible from the Road, how does this green space engage the public?
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Q Do you wish to propose any other specific spaces for designation as Local Green
Space(s)?
The fields behind Manor Lane and Hawthorne Close and crossed by Public rights of
way OCH14 & OCH16 are widely used by the public and if private land can be
designated as green spaces these would be obvious candidates.

Q. In no particular order please indicate 5 community aspirations from the list which you feel
are most important, as set out in the Draft Policies, Sites & Places Development Plan
document

9, 8, 5, 4, 3

Q Do you have any further aspirations for development to improve the facilities within your
parish?
As long as Charfield grows slowly the pressure for such infrastructure as Doctor’s
surgeries, retail units, libraries etc. is reduced. With rapid expansion the clamour for
these will grow, as will the double-edged sword of reopening the railway station.
It is accepted that villages will grow but I will point you to HRH Princess Anne’s
recent statement expressing a preference for many villages to have small
developments than large “solve the problem at once” developments

Q Do you have any further comments on the Draft PSP Plan?
(If you are commenting on another area/parish in Part 2 of the Draft PSP Plan please
indicate which area/parish you are commenting on)
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About You
If you are responding as an individual, please answer the following optional questions
about yourself. The information you supply will help us to analyse the results of this
survey and to ensure we understand the views of different people. Responses to
these questions will remain confidential; individuals will not be identified and personal
details will not be published.
How old are you?
 18 and under
 19 - 24
 25 – 44
 45 - 64
 65 - 74
 75 and over
 Prefer not to say
Are you?
 Female
 Male
 Prefer not to say
Please tell us your ethnic origin:
 Arab
 Asian/Asian British – Bangladeshi
 Asian/Asian British – Indian
 Asian/Asian British – Pakistani
 Asian/Asian British – Chinese
 Asian/Asian British – Other (please state)
 Black/African/Caribbean/Black British – African
 Black/African/Caribbean/Black British – Caribbean
 Black/African/Caribbean/Black British – Other (please state)
 Gypsy or Traveller
 Mixed/Multiple Ethnic Groups – White & Asian
 Mixed/Multiple Ethnic Groups – White & Black African
 Mixed/Multiple Ethnic Groups – White & Black Caribbean
 Mixed/Multiple Ethnic Groups – Other (please state)
 White – English/Welsh/Scottish/Northern Irish/British
 White – Irish
 White – Other (please state)
 Other ethnic group (please state)
 Prefer not to say
Other, please specify:
Do you consider yourself to be disabled?
 Yes
 No
 Prefer not to say
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Sent:
To:
Subject:

27 August 2014 21:21
Planning LDF
Consultation Comment on Draft PSP Summer 2014

Please find my response to:

Draft Policies, Sites & Places Plan Part 2 – June 2014 Charfield Parish

Q Do you agree with the Parish Council’s conclusion that the amount, size and type of additional housing to be provided in Charfield
village, over and above that allowed by current planning policies, should accord with the findings of the Charfield Housing Needs
Survey (May 2014)? If not, why?

I agree with the number but disagree with the type. Affordable housing is not suitable for Charfield as the distance of the village
from amenities and centres of work and the lack of an appropriate public transport system means families in this group would find
Charfield an isolating and expensive place to live.

Q Which option do you prefer and why?

I would prefer a search for infill sites rather than any of the options.

Q Taking into consideration the information provided on the Constraints Map, together with the key issues for each Area of Search
and your own local knowledge which Area of Search do you consider to be preferable for new homes to meet the needs identified
by the Charfield Housing Needs Survey? Please provide reasons for your response.

Area 6 is best placed. It is central to the existing village development and so would enhance a village identity particular if the
development were of a sympathetic and an outstanding design. 20 houses would not impact on the constraints identified in the list.
A safe crossing point would be beneficial to a wider group of the village than just the new residents.

Area 4 would be the least suitable area followed closely by area 3. I am proposing these as green spaces. Arguments to support this
position are given in the answer to green space question.

Q Do you have further evidence to support the proposed Local Green Space(s)?

1

I am really puzzled by the inclusion of Warner’s Court as a green space. Villages normally grow from the centre out – the fields
either side of the house itself are ideally placed to provide sustainable development in the future. It is a small farm, which as
Charfield expands will became useless for its original purpose. I do not see how it adds to the amenity of Charfield’s residents
other than “an eccentric oddity out of place” and only emphasises what has been lost in the village. It is difficult to access across
the busy road, it is a private home so provides no public amenity and which will if development occurs to the south of it become a
country house out of place. It is bounded by the railway which could detract from ideal green space. A really odd piece of land to
select here.

Do you wish to propose any other specific spaces for designation as Local Green Spaces?

I would like to propose Area 4 as a Local Green Space. I thought the description of Area 4 was a negative one compared to how I
view this area and how it is viewed and used in conjunction with Area 3 by village residents. The footpaths up to Churchend both
from the Wotton Road and Woodlands are widely used by walkers and runners to do a country walk around the village. The arable
and pasture fields are typical of good open countryside. There is a roman road known to run through Area 4. These 2 areas are
significant amenity assets to the village. They are accessible, attractive and offer a varied walk both by the diverse scenery, gradient,
seasonal interest and numerous sub-routes that these areas offer to village and visitors. Access to this circular walk is probably the
main reason that attracts people to the village itself. It provides the local amenity that is expected from living out in the country.
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Sent:
To:
Subject:

28 August 2014 10:36
Planning LDF
Response to Public Consultation on PSP Plan - Part 2 - Charfield Parish

Draft Policies, Sites & Places Plan Part 2 – June 2014
Charfield Parish

Please find my responses to the questions asked regarding Charfield Parish.

Q Do you agree with the Parish Council’s conclusion that the amount, size and type of additional housing to be provided in Charfield
village, over and above that allowed by current planning policies, should accord with the findings of the Charfield Housing Needs
Survey (May 2014)? If not, why?

Generally the scale of development would seem acceptable for Charfield.

Q Which option do you prefer and why?

Given the numbers of houses proposed a series of smaller sites within the settlement boundary would be better than any one of the
options. Of the options given Option 2 is preferred as it appears more flexible on the type of housing and I believe that the ‘market’
for the affordable homes will be less than expected.

Q Taking into consideration the information provided on the Constraints Map, together with the key issues for each Area of Search
and your own local knowledge which Area of Search do you consider to be preferable for new homes to meet the needs identified
by the Charfield Housing Needs Survey? Please provide reasons for your response.

Area 6 would seem to offer the best position for the housing needs identified being central to the village and close to the school.

Area 7 seems to be ruled out due to possible needs for future opening of the railway station or employment opportunities. Are these
fixed forever or at some time is a decision made to possibly release the area for other development?

All the other areas are more remote, used for walking etc.

1

Q Do you have further evidence to support the proposed Local Green Space(s)?

I do not support the proposed designation of green spaces as indicated. No evidence is given for why these should be chosen over
other areas of green space in and around Charfield.

Do you wish to propose any other specific spaces for designation as Local Green Spaces?

Given the activities of walking, exercising dogs etc. that I see in the area south of the main village (part of areas 4 and 3 in the
development section) this would be more appropriate to be designated a green space. If a path was established from the gate just
SW of the Pear Tree (area 4) through to the field access from the estate in area 3, along the existing hedge row, this would enable
better use of the route for all.
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28 August 2014
Delivered by email and post

Strategic Planning Policy and Specialist Advice Team
South Gloucestershire Council
Environment and Community Services Department
PO Box 299 - Civic Centre
High Street
Kingswood
Bristol BS15 0DR

Dear Sirs
Draft Policies, Sites and Places Plan DPD Consultation
We write in respect of the above consultation on behalf of Taylor Wimpey, who own land at Cossham
Street, Mangotsfield (“the site”). This land is known to the Council as it was previously the subject of an
application for Outline Planning Permission (ref.PK09/5811/O), and was assessed as part of the Council‟s
February 2013 SHLAA (ref.SHLAA099).
The site is suitable and available for residential development (about 100-150 dwellings) and could be
brought forward during the next five years to help the Council ensure sufficient delivery of housing in its
area (including affordable homes).

Site Context and Green Belt
The site comprises c.5ha of undeveloped land located adjacent to Mangotsfield School, Cleve RFC and
the Mangotsfield Local Centre. The site is currently enclosed by security fencing, to prevent trespass and
ensure the integrity of the land, and there is therefore no authorised public access or use possible, other
than that associated with specific defined pedestrian routes.
The site is located in the Bath/Bristol Green Belt, a designation that has been maintained by the 2013
Core Strategy, where only a small number of changes to the Green Belt have been proposed. Any further
alterations to the Green Belt (such as would be possible through this DPD) need to comply with the policy
contained in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), which includes for the review of boundaries
to promote sustainable patterns of development.
At this point it is worth noting that the „policy context‟ for the Mangotsfield Parish in the consultation
document suggests that there „are areas [outside of the urban development boundary] ….. which are open
countryside within the Green Belt”. Whilst it is true to say that there are areas of the Parish which are
outside of the existing urban development boundary, and would therefore generally be considered to be
„countryside‟ these are not areas of typical countryside, of the type that would be expected around and
between towns and cities. The main area currently outside of the urban development boundary is the
current Green Belt to the south of the Parish, where the majority of that land is enclosed by the A4174
10 Queen Square
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Link Road to the West. As well as the site (which is enclosed by fencing) this area comprises a
Secondary School and sports grounds (pitches and buildings), including Mangotsfield Football Club and
Cleve Rugby Club. It is not an area of typical „open countryside‟. Rodway Common, to the South West,
which is a significant existing area of publically accessible open space, is in fact within the defined Urban
Area. This provides important context for the further consideration of land within Mangotsfield Parish,
including the status of the existing Green Belt.
National Planning Policy (the NPPF) sets out the government‟s approach to Green Belts and there remain
five purposes of including land within Green Belts (as set out at Paragraph 80 of the NPPF), which are
duplicated below:
•

to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas;

•

to prevent neighboring towns merging into one another;

•

to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;

•

to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and

•

to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban
land.

The issues and arguments associated with the Green Belt at the site were partly rehearsed as part of the
previous planning application on the site, and are summarised further below:
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•

Given the specific location and characteristics of the site, residential development in this
location will have only a very limited impact on the overall “openness” of the Green Belt;

•

The site is physically well connected to the existing urban area of greater Bristol and is well
contained with strong physical boundaries and is surrounded by other existing
development, it does not exhibit the usual characteristics of „open countryside‟. This
includes the construction of the A4174 Ring Road to the East, after the designation of the
current detailed Green Belt boundary. In this case the proposed development would not
contribute to perceived or actual „urban sprawl‟;

•

Given the specific location and scale of the site, residential development would not
prejudice the setting or special character of either Bath or Bristol as historic towns (cities).
In the context of the whole of the City of Bristol, the proposed development will have no
significant impact on the overall setting of the City or any of its special historic
characteristics;

•

Whilst the site remains in the Green Belt, “intrinsic” harm will occur as a result of any
development and there will technically be encroachment into the „countryside‟ (although as
stated above the site and area do not exhibit the usual characteristics of open
countryside), the actual level of harm to overall openness and the purposes of the Green
Belt will be minimal;

•

Conversely, development has the ability to provide ecological and landscape
enhancements as part of delivering significant new formal public open space (or other
amenity land), which would help the Council to plan positively for this area, and ensure the
beneficial future use of the land.

Proposed Development
As evidenced through the previous planning application submission at the site and detailed discussions
that took place (in respect of the withdrawn planning appeal) the site is suitable for residential
development. There are no technical reasons why suitable (sustainable) development could not be
achieved.
As suggested within the previous application proposals the site offers the potential to significantly enhance
the local area through the provision of formal public open space, potentially including children‟s play
equipment, or other local amenity land such as allotments, as well as new and enhanced public routes
that will improve the connectivity and permeability of the area. Such enhancements would be achieved
alongside residential development which can occur without significant detriment to the purposes of the
Green Belt in this location and would help to meet local needs and demands for housing, including
affordable housing.
There are a range of possible options for the future use and development of the land including around
100-150 dwellings and associated areas for public amenity/open space. The actual capacity of the site for
housing is greater than this, although reducing the overall quantum of development would best ensure that
local green space objectives are met. Future proposals for the site would be subject to further direct
community engagement, including as part of the preparation of this DPD.

Proposed Local Green Space
Although the specific area proposed is not clear, as no specific plans are provided within or alongside the
consultation document, Mangotsfield Site 31 (Taylor Wimpey Field off Cossham Street) appears to relate
to the land owned by Taylor Wimpey, and is proposed as a „designated local green space‟. No specific
reasons have been given for the proposed designation of this, or any other, area within the Mangotsfield
Parish.
Such a designation for this land is inappropriate and unjustified as it currently has little local value, given
its complete enclosure and the fact that no authorised public access is possible. Furthermore the land is
already part of the Green Belt and as such (currently) benefits from special protection. The National
Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG) specifically advises that consideration should be given to “whether any
additional local benefit would be gained by designation as Local Green Space” (Reference ID: 37-01020140306).
The Council will also be aware that the requirements of Paragraph 77 of the NPPF need to be met in
respect of any (and all) areas proposed for local green space designation. In particular it is necessary for
evidence to be produced to show why the area is demonstrably special to a local community and holds
particular local significance (for example because of its beauty, historic significance, recreational value,
tranquility or richness of its wildlife). As has already been noted, no reasons have been given for the
proposed designation of this site as a local green space. Given the existing fencing around the land and
as no authorised public access is possible, it is not clear how these requirements would be met.
In summary:

3

•

The formal designation of this site as a Local Green Space (as part of this DPD or other
means) is not justified or necessary, as the site does not have any special, beauty,
recreation or wildlife value, and in any event such a proposal would duplicate control
already in place by virtue of the (current) location of site within the Bath/Bristol Green Belt.

•

The objective of delivering additional attractive local public open space could be achieved
in association with the development of the site.

Draft Policies Sites and Places Plan
Response Form
June 2014

Ref:
Winterboourne Parish

(For official use only)

Please return to: Strategic Planning Policy and Specialist Advice Team, South
Gloucestershire Council, Department for Environment and Community Services
PO Box 299, Civic Centre, High Street, Kingswood, Bristol, BS15 0DR
or if in electronic form by email to planningLDF@southglos.gov.uk

Responses must be received by Thursday 28th August 2014
The Draft Policies Sites and Places Plan is available at www.southglos.gov.uk/policiessitesandplaces
2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)
1. Personal Details (or client details if applicable)
Title

First Name

Andy

Last Name

Cockett

Job Title

Planning Director

(where relevant)

Organisation

Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners On
Behalf of Lockleaze Recreation
Ground Charity in Conjunction with
Redrow Homes

(where relevant)

Address Line 1

Helmont House

Line 2

Churchill Way

Line 3

Cardiff

Post Code

CF10 2HE

Telephone Number

E-mail Address

Ref Number (if known)
(IF YOU PROVIDE AN EMAIL ADDRESS WE WILL USE THIS TO CONTACT YOU)

Please note that responses received, including personal details, cannot be kept confidential. From time
to time we may contact you to seek your views about other planning consultations and projects.
Periodically, you may also be invited to give us your views about our service.

Draft Policies, Sites and Places Plan Response Form – June 2014

Part 1 - Consultation Questions:
Do you have any comments on the draft development management policies or the policy for
Oldbury New Nuclear Build (Part 1 of the Draft PSP Plan)? (Please indicate which policy you
are commenting on):

Please see attached letter

Draft Policies, Sites and Places Plan Response Form – June 2014

Consultation questions 1-8 below are policy specific, please refer to the relevant page in the
Draft PSP Plan.
POLICY PSP6 - ONSITE RENEWABLE & LOW CARBON ENERGY
Consultation Question 1: (See page 14) The Council would therefore like to invite
representations about whether there is the need or scope within the current allowable
solutions (AS) proposals for an allowable solutions policy to assist direct payments to local
CO2 reduction projects and if so whether such a policy could require that a specified % of
allowable solutions payments is utilised within the district?

Please see attached letter

POLICY PSP23 – MINERAL WORKING AND RESTORATION
Consultation Question 2: (See page 48) We welcome your views on the options and
recommendation in Appendix 3 for further minerals working at Wickwar Quarry.

Please see attached letter

POLICY PSP26 - ENTERPRISE AREAS
Consultation Question(s): (See page 54)
3. Would you like to see further refinement of this policy to specifically address the individual
Enterprise Areas?

Please see attached letter

4. If yes, what specifically would you like to addressed in each Enterprise Area?

Please see attached letter
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POLICY PSP38 - CUSTOM BUILD DWELLINGS
Consultation Question 5: (See page 74) If you are a land owner with a potential site for self
build housing which may be available (and you have not already submitted a site in the Call
for Sites consultation) please provide us with your contact details and a plan of the available
land.

Please see attached letter

POLICY PSP40: GYPSY/TRAVELLER RESIDENTIAL PROVISION
Consultation Question 6: (See page 81) Do you agree with the proposed identification of
the above, existing sites as suitable for intensification and allocation in the PSP?

Please see attached letter

Consultation Question 7: (See page 83) Do you agree with the above approach in respect
of those Gypsy/Traveller sites which currently benefit from temporary planning permission
being allocated for permanent Gypsy/Traveller use?

Please see attached letter

Oldbury New Nuclear Build Consultation Question:
POLICY PSP44 – OLDBURY NEW NUCLEAR BUILD (NNB)
Consultation Question 8: (See page 97) Do you have any comments on the draft policy
and/or the themes and how the objectives and mitigation, as set out in the table above, will
be delivered?

Please see attached letter

Draft Policies, Sites and Places Plan Response Form – June 2014

Part 2 – Winterbourne Parish Consultation Questions
The questions below have been set out in Part 2 of the Draft PSP Plan, relevant to
Winterbourne Parish.
Q Do you agree with the Parish Council’s conclusion that there is no need for additional
housing over and above that allowed by existing planning policies in the rural parts of their
area? If not, why?

Please see attached letter

Q Do you agree that there should be separate settlement boundaries for Winterbourne,
Frampton Cotterell and Coalpit Heath? If not, why?

Please see attached letter

Q Do you have further evidence to support the proposed Local Green Space(s)?

Please see attached letter

Q Do you wish to propose any other specific spaces for designation as Local Green
Space(s)?

Please see attached letter

Q. In no particular order please indicate 3 community aspirations from the list which you feel
are most important, as set out in the Draft Policies, Sites & Places Development Plan
document

Please see attached letter

Draft Policies, Sites and Places Plan Response Form – June 2014

Q Do you have any further aspirations for development to improve the facilities within your
parish?

Please see attached letter

Q Do you have any further comments on the Draft PSP Plan?
(If you are commenting on another area/parish in Part 2 of the Draft PSP Plan please
indicate which area/parish you are commenting on)

Please see attached letter

Draft Policies, Sites and Places Plan Response Form – June 2014

About You
If you are responding as an individual, please answer the following optional questions
about yourself. The information you supply will help us to analyse the results of this
survey and to ensure we understand the views of different people. Responses to
these questions will remain confidential; individuals will not be identified and personal
details will not be published.
How old are you?
18 and under
19 - 24
25 – 44
45 - 64
65 - 74
75 and over
Prefer not to say
Are you?
Female
Male
Prefer not to say
Please tell us your ethnic origin:
Arab
Asian/Asian British – Bangladeshi
Asian/Asian British – Indian
Asian/Asian British – Pakistani
Asian/Asian British – Chinese
Asian/Asian British – Other (please state)
Black/African/Caribbean/Black British – African
Black/African/Caribbean/Black British – Caribbean
Black/African/Caribbean/Black British – Other (please state)
Gypsy or Traveller
Mixed/Multiple Ethnic Groups – White & Asian
Mixed/Multiple Ethnic Groups – White & Black African
Mixed/Multiple Ethnic Groups – White & Black Caribbean
Mixed/Multiple Ethnic Groups – Other (please state)
White – English/Welsh/Scottish/Northern Irish/British
White – Irish
White – Other (please state)
Other ethnic group (please state)
Prefer not to say
Other, please specify:
Do you consider yourself to be disabled?
Yes
No
Prefer not to say

Strategic Planning Policy and Specialist Advice Team
South Gloucestershire Council
Environment and Community Services
PO Box 299
Civic Centre
High Street
Kingswood, Bristol
BS15 0DR
Date
Our ref
Your ref

Helmont House
Churchill Way
Cardiff CF10 2HE

nlpplanning.com

28 August 2014
31054/GW/7336546v4

Dear Sir/ Madam

South Gloucestershire Local Plan - Draft Policies, Sites, & Places DPD
Representations
On behalf of our client, Lockleaze Recreation Ground Charity (LRGC) in conjunction with Redrow
Homes, we write in response to the Council’s consultation on the Draft Policies, Sites & Places
Plan (PS&PP).
Our clients’ comments which are attached at Appendix 1 relate to both emerging Development
Management Policies (Part 1), as well as the Sites and Places allocations (Part 2) with specific
reference to the following sites:
a

Land at Landseer Avenue, Lockleaze; and

b

Land at Hillside Gardens, Frenchay.

The Context & Background
South Gloucestershire Council (SGC) is aware of emerging proposals to relocate Lockleaze
Recreation Ground (LRG) to Frenchay and provide a new home for Dings Crusaders RFC.
Detailed pre-application discussions with SGC are underway as well as key stakeholders including
the local communities.
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
Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners Limited
14 Regent’s Wharf
All Saints Street
London N1 9RL

Registered in England No. 2778116
Regulated by the RICS

Offices also in
Leeds
London
Manchester
Newcastle

Appendix 1
Part 1 – Development Management Policies
We provide comments to a number of the policies as currently drafted in this appendix.
Policy PSP1 – Local Distinctiveness
Our client considers that, whilst acceptable in principle, Policy PSP1 (Local Distinctiveness) is not
sufficiently detailed and could therefore result in inconsistencies in interpretation. Whilst Policy
CS1 of the Core Strategy provides further clarification of what constitutes ‘high quality design’ no
such clarification is provided regarding how a development would make ‘a positive contribution to
the distinctiveness of that particular area/locality.’
Policy PSP2 – Landscape
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.
Policy PSP4 – Designated Local Green Spaces
Our client considers that the list of proposed spaces for designation under Policy PSP4 (Local
Green Space) have not been adequately assessed against the criteria set out in NPPF and NPPG.
The Schedule at Appendix 2 provides inconsistent information as to the proximity of individual
proposed sites to the community and reasons for their proposed designation, furthermore no
justification is provided for many sites. SGC states that ‘Pending further assessment taking
account of national and local guidance the council is minded to safeguard the spaces proposed
and therefore those proposed spaces would form the schedule referenced in the policy below’.
However, it is apparent that the Council has undertaken little interrogation as to the
appropriateness of designating these sites to date and our clients therefore question the inclusion
of the Schedule as ‘proposed’ designations at such an early stage. Please refer to our clients’
comments relating to specific sites in Part 2.
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Policy PSP6 – Onsite Renewable & Low Carbon Energy
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.
Policy PSP7 – Development in the Green Belt
Emerging Policy PSP7 sets out the emerging Development Management Policy regarding Green
Belt land and aims to provide ‘more guidance on particular points of the national policy and doesn’t
repeat what’s covered in Core Strategy Policy CS5.’
However, our client is concerned about the lack of consistency between emerging policy PSP7 and
the NPPF. Adopted Policy CS5 refers to the need for proposals for development in the Green Belt
to comply with the provisions in the NPPF. Emerging Policy PSP7, however, appears to
selectively choose what it considers could be ‘appropriate development’ from a list of exceptions
provided in NPPF (paragraph 89).
It is unclear whether ‘provision of appropriate facilities for outdoor sport, outdoor recreation and for
cemeteries…’ has been omitted deliberately or because amplification is only being provided on
particular types of development. Our client considers this approach is confusing and the policy
should either be amended to include all the exceptions listed in NPPF or remove the selection as
currently listed and simply refer to the NPPF.
Our client is extremely concerned that Policy PSP7 does not give any mention to the need to plan
positively to enhance the beneficial use of Green Belt, such as looking for opportunities to provide
opportunities for sport and recreation (NPPF Paragraph 81). We request that this should be
included in the next draft version of the policy.
Whilst emerging Policy PSP7 refers to the need for ‘very special circumstances’ to justify
development in the Green Belt, the Policy needs to be amended to also refer to paragraph 81 and
88 of NPPF and the need to balance any harm to the Green Belt against other considerations in
assessing whether ‘very special circumstances’ exist.
The final paragraph of the policy also does not accord with NPPF Green Belt policy and should be
omitted.
Policy PSP9 – Health Impact Assessments
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.
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Policy PSP39 – Private Amenity Space Standards
Emerging Policy PSP39 sets out minimum amenity space standards (which can be provided as
external private and/or communal amenity space) 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.
Policy PSP42 – Outdoor Sport & Recreation Outside Settlement Boundaries
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 draft policy.
Our client also considers the Policy should be revised to recognise the need to weigh any potential
perceived harm from outdoor and recreation proposals against the benefits in terms of improved
facilities, community provision and positive health benefits, when considering any development
proposals.
It is considered that accessibility by public transport, on foot and by bicycle may be impractical for
certain types of development. For example, motorised and noisy sports would, by necessity, be
positioned some distance from local residences and therefore be more difficult to access on foot.
Our client considers the policy should be revised to read ‘highly accessible by public transport, on
foot and/or by bicycle’ in order to allow greater flexibility.

Part 2 – Sites and Places
The Approach to Part 2
The Council has provided information on emerging site allocations and designations in a very
fragmented format, making it difficult to get an overview of what is being proposed. Chapter 3 sets
out community aspirations on an area by area basis, including proposed allocations and
designations; these have been developed through consultation with the Parish and Town Councils,
as well as representatives from unparished areas and other members of the community. Chapter 4
provides a schedule of proposed Site Allocations which are predominantly derived from specific
emerging policies within the PS&PP such as PSP40 (Gypsy & Traveller sites) and a review of
Saved Local Plan Policies (provided in Appendix 1). Our client does not consider that Appendix 1
provides adequate justification as to why allocations are being rolled over from the saved Local
Plan policies. If these sites have not been delivered over the adopted Local Plan period to date,
what evidence is there they will be delivered by 2027?
Chapter 4 makes it clear that ‘further allocations may be brought forward following the summer
2014 consultation..’ If this is the case why are sites brought forward by the Call for Sites which are

P5/9

7336546v4

acceptable in terms of policy compliance not included in the PS&PP? Indeed, why have such sites
not been assessed against saved Local Plan policy sites in order to provide for consistency in
assessment?
Review of Call for Sites Representations
NLP submitted representations on behalf of our clients in response to the Call for Sites in February
2014. In line with our client’s evolving proposals for these two sites, Land at Landseer Avenue was
submitted for residential use and Land at Hillside Gardens was submitted for sport and leisure use.
The Schedule of Submitted Sites, which summarises the responses and sets out how the Council
proposes to take the sites forward was published by SGC in June 2014. The Schedule states:
1 Land at Landseer Avenue - No need to be specifically identified, as housing requirement met
on already identified sites.
2 Land West of Frenchay Park Road (Hillside Gardens) - Site is not required to be
safeguarded, delivery of the site/proposal can be pursued through the normal planning
application process.
Importantly, whilst many other sites in the Schedule are dismissed as being contrary to Core
Strategy Policy, these two sites are not.
Page 2 of the PS&PP states that rural parishes which have expressed a local need for additional
housing have been identified and the policy options available to meet this need are set out.
However, the PS&PP itself does not set out any new allocations specifically relating to housing. In
addition, whilst community aspirations for additional facilities has been emphasised in
representations from the parishes, no specific allocations relating to leisure and recreation use are
identified either.
Given the preliminary nature of the PS&PP at this stage, our client considers greater justification is
needed as to why the two sites above have not been taken forward for consideration in the Draft
Policies, Sites and Places DPD given there are no fundamental policy objections cited by SGC.
Housing Delivery
Policy CS15 of the adopted Core Strategy sets out the Distribution of Housing proposed for South
Gloucestershire. New housing will predominantly be delivered in the North & East Bristol Fringe
through Existing Local Plan allocations and the proposed New Neighbourhoods of East of Harry
Stoke and Cribbs/ Patchway. The PS&PP states that ‘Within the urban areas new housing will be
delivered through Core Strategy allocations in new neighbourhoods…within the existing urban
areas, further opportunities for residential development will come forward through infill,
redevelopment or conversion of existing sites in line with national and local planning policy.’
(P.100)
Overall it is generally considered that Part 2 does not do far enough particularly in providing clarity
as to how a five year supply of housing land will be maintained and monitored alongside the
strategic allocations included within the Core Strategy. Only three sites are identified for further
housing in the whole DPD two of which are former Local Plan allocations being rolled forward
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which did not come forward in the previous plan period. We do not consider that the draft plan is
‘effective’ in its current form and requires greater consideration in this respect.
Our client welcomes the recognition in Part 2 (P. 245) of the Draft Plan that given the level of
existing development in the Parish of Stoke Gifford, ‘further opportunities for development are
likely to be limited except (our emphasis) where there is scope for infill, redevelopment or
conversion of existing sites in line with national and local planning policy.
Development options in the Parish are limited and therefore it will be difficult to meet housing
needs in this area in the immediate future. However, the relocation of the existing Recreation
Ground to Frenchay and subsequent redevelopment of the existing site for residential use will
deliver approximately 160 dwellings. Therefore, given that the new neighbourhood of East of Harry
Stoke will take time to come forward, development of Land at Landseer Avenue could assist to
meet housing need within the Parish in the short term. Our client considers that there is scope to
allocate this site in order to help deliver housing in the short term within the North Bristol Fringe
Area.
Proposed Local Green Space
NPPF provides local communities with the right to identify Local Green Space which is of
importance to them, for consideration for designation through the plan-making or plan review
process (Paragraph 76). SGC provides a Guidance Note on what should be considered Local
Green Space. Local Green Spaces which have been identified to date are identified in the PS&PP
setting out an 8 step process for designation, starting with the submission of representations to this
consultation.
The Draft PS&PP proposes the ‘Trust Recreation Ground’ as a Local Green Space (List of
Proposed Local Green Space – Stoke Gifford – Site 3) stating ‘Pending further assessment taking
account of national and local guidance the council is minded to safeguard the spaces proposed’.
NLP has contacted SGC who has confirmed that the site was proposed by Stoke Gifford Parish
Council, however, a map of the area proposed for designation has not been provided to date, with
the Council advising that the extent of the area proposed will be verified with the Parish Council at
a later date.
Whilst still unconfirmed whether our client’s site is proposed as a Local Green Space, our client
categorically objects to the designation of any of the area comprising the Lockleaze Recreation
Ground as a Local Green Space. Such an allocation would completely undermine the Charity’s
relocation plans. If the charity is unable to move from the current site hindered by such a potential
designation the Charity will undoubtedly cease to exist.
NPPF Paragraph 77 states that ‘The Local Green Space designation will not be appropriate for
most green areas or open space. The designation should only be used:
•

where the green space is in reasonably close proximity to the community it serves;

•

where the green area is demonstrably special to a local community and holds a particular
local significance, for example because of its beauty, historic significance, recreational value
(including as a playing field), tranquillity or richness of its wildlife; and

•

where the green area concerned is local in character and is not an extensive tract of land.’
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The published SGC guidance note indicates that evidence to support Local Green Space
designations may be provided as part of the current consultation process although no such
evidence has been provided to date to support the designation. However, the guidance provides a
list of five criteria (criteria 1-5) which every proposed space must meet, along with a further six
criteria (6-11), against which all sites must meet at least one.
Criteria 1-5 are broadly considered below:
3

Criteria 1: It will rarely be appropriate to designate spaces that are the subject of a
planning permission for development - whilst the space is not currently subject to a
planning permission, a planning application is expected in late 2014. Furthermore, the site
has been ‘developed’ as a private sports club for over 60 years.

4

Criteria 2: It will not be appropriate to designate spaces that are allocated or proposed
for development in the Local or Neighbourhood Plan, unless it can be shown that the
Local Green Space could be incorporated within the site as part of the allocated
development - whilst no currently proposed for allocation, it must be recognised that the
proposals seek to increase the level of outdoor sports and recreation within the ward and
should thus should be viewed as a gain for the community.

5

Criteria 3: The space must not be an extensive tract of land and must be local in
character- without access to a plan of the area proposed, it is impossible for us to comment
on this.

6

The space must be within close proximity to the community it serves – The site is more
than just a facility for the immediate locality - it draws members from a very wide area, across
both South Gloucestershire and Bristol. As such, a potential move to Frenchay will make
limited difference to the wide catchment it currently serves.

7

The space must be demonstrably special to the local community – as stated, what
makes the site special is largely the tenant clubs, such as Dings Crusaders RFC. However,
the proposals will ensure that the clubs stay within the ward and thus there will be limited
impact on the local community.

In summary, any designation which prevents LRGC’s relocation from Lockleaze to Frenchay will
be strongly resisted by our clients. LRGC remaining in situ is likely to result in a facility which is no
longer financially viable and will ultimately cease to exist unless urgent action is taken. As a result
LRGC and its tenant clubs would no longer be an asset to SGC making the designation pointless
and LRGC’s existence beyond the end of the plan period very uncertain.
NPPG indicates that in order to be designated a Local Green Space, a site does not have to be in
public ownership or accessible to the public. However, neither does designation convey any rights
of access. Thus, whilst LRGC provides a recreational facility for the local community it is not an
open access playing field but rather provides private training pitches and facilities for Dings
Crusaders RFC and other tenant clubs. Fundamental to the assessment must be the fact that our
client’s proposals are looking to move the facility elsewhere within the local area in order to ensure
that it is not lost altogether and recreation provision maintained and therefore it is difficult to see
how local criteria 8 (‘the proposed space is of particular local significance because of its
recreational value’) could be triggered (the only one of the six additional criteria of possible
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relevance to the proposals). It is our view that LRGC’s determination to keep the facility within the
local area, demonstrated through a 10 year site search process, should be both commended and
supported by the Council.
Proposed Community Aspirations – Stoke Gifford & Winterbourne Parishes
Our client notes aspirations identified by the Stoke Gifford Parish Council to ‘enhance and improve
the range and availability of community/sports facilities across the parish’. The Winterbourne
Parish Council also has aspirations for the ‘provision and improvement of public open space for
informal leisure and community activities as well as formal open space and facilities for outdoor
sport’. Our client strongly supports these aspirations as improved sports provision is required
within both parishes.
Our client considers that the proposed relocation of LRGC and its tenant clubs from Lockleaze to
Frenchay would help deliver the community aspirations of both Parish Councils alongside the
complimentary proposals by the Bristol Combination Club. In situ improvements to the Lockleaze
Recreation Ground are not financially viable. Whilst it is proposed to relocate the Club to a new
ground in the Winterbourne rather than Stoke Gifford Parish, it would still deliver improved sports
and community facilities within the North Bristol Area and within the local ward. The proposed new
site in Frenchay would deliver new modern facilities for outdoor sport as well as improving public
open space for informal leisure and community activities.
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Stoke Gifford is a highly sustainable location for residential development as it lies within the existing
urban area and offers employment opportunities, easy access to shops and services and is served by
extensive and high quality public transport links. Accordingly it is one of the most sustainable
locations in South Gloucestershire’s administrative area for both residential and commercial
development. In light of this we consider that consideration needs to be given to allocating other
housing sites following a more robust review of the potential of this area.
In light of this we object to the current draft of the PSP on this basis because it has not considered
the alternatives to the development options proposed. Specifically it has not tested the capacity of
this area and its decision to restrict development, other than the two larger strategic sites identified,
is not based on any robust evidence.
Allocation of Local Greenspace
The text relating to this Parish refers to a range of sites that are to be designated as Local
Greenspace as part of policy PSP4. The sites listed include No.3 ‘Trust Recreation Ground’ although
no detailed description or plan defining this area is included in the draft PSP.
Policy PSP4 seeks to restrict development in Local Greenspaces by defining that, with some
exceptions, development of them is inappropriate unless very special circumstances, the benefits of
which outweigh the harm, exist to warrant it.
The Lockleaze border between South Gloucestershire and Bristol City contains two parcels of land
that are currently in use as sports fields. The first consists of the Dings Crusaders RFC site which is
owned and operated by the Lockleaze Recreation Ground Charity. The second is the Bristol
Combination Ground which is currently owned and operated by the Bristol and District Rugby Football
Combination. It is this land that is about to be leased to our client, the newly formed Lockleaze
Ground Charitable Trust.
Therefore it is unclear as to which of these sites, or both, are proposed to be designated in this
regard. Therefore the plan as current drafted is unclear and we would welcome further clarity,
preferably with each site being defined on a plan, in order for us to respond properly in relation to
this matter.
As a result we must currently offer a holding objection in relation to this designation, and if it
transpires that the Bristol Combination Ground is to be allocated as Local Greenspace we will wish to
object strongly to this designation because the NPF states that such designation should only be used
in the following circumstances:




where the green space is in reasonably close proximity to the community it serves;
where the green area is demonstrably special to a local community and holds a particular
local significance, for example because of its beauty, historic significance, recreational value
(including as a playing field), tranquillity or richness of its wildlife; and
where the green area concerned is local in character and is not an extensive tract of land.

In relation to the Bonnington Walk Playing Fields no such special characteristics exist, in particular its
value as playing pitches is severely inhibited by the substandard facilities (particularly changing
rooms) that serve it and it is not of special value in relation to tranquillity, ecology, landscape value
etc. Furthermore the playing pitches as a whole are an extensive tract of land.
The NPPF also makes it clear that such designations need to be consistent with the principles of
sustainable development, including the delivery of housing. It is our view that the extensive list of
areas proposed for designation would not be consistent in this regard because it would severely
inhibit development options within the existing urban area, where residential development could
potentially be highly sustainable, and would accordingly restrict the flexibility required to allow the
council to react to rapid change, including meeting future five year land supply deficits.

PSP representations
Page | 2

The Current Planning Application
Recently a planning application for the Bonnington Walk Playing Fields has been submitted to both
South Gloucestershire and Bristol City Council’s as the site as defined on the enclosed site plan
straddles both areas. The relevant South Gloucestershire application reference is PT14/2938/F.
Currently the application site consists of 13.36 hectares of underused and partly derelict playing fields
which accommodate two tenant clubs, Ashley Down Old Boys and Bishopston RFC’s. Other users of
the site include Lockleaze Community FC and Fairfield High School. Usage of the site is approximately
25-30% of its potential even on weekends (in the week it is even lower).
Primarily this is a result of poor facilities, particularly changing rooms, which mean that only a small
number of teams can use the site at any one time and when adult male teams are using them no
youth or female teams can. This low site usage has resulted a number of anti-social activities being
undertaken on the site including late night drinking, fly tipping, cars driving on the playing fields and
being abandoned etc.
It is proposed to develop 3.5 hectares of the playing fields for residential development with
associated public open space and highways infrastructure. The remainder of the playing pitches are
to be drastically improved through the opening up of currently unusable parts of the site,
improvements to existing pitches, the provision of all weather surfaces and the erection of a sports
pavilion that will provide high quality changing rooms, a gym, squash courts, a four court sports hall,
social spaces and meeting rooms and other ancillary facilities. This will provide a high quality sport
centre that will be financially sustainable in the long term. The housing development provides the
funding to deliver the key sporting facilities.
This application is submitted on behalf of the Lockleaze Ground Charitable Trust. The Bristol and
District Rugby Football Combination and Bristol City Council are joint owners of the site and once
permission is granted the new charity will lease and operate the land.
The charity’s mission statement includes the following core aims and objectives:










Provide top quality facilities to allow the playing fields to be effectively used for both sport
and recreation;
Expand the scope of sports offered on the site;
Promote participation in sport throughout the local area with a strong focus on disabled
access and youth activities;
Attract youth and female sections to the existing clubs that use the site;
Accommodate local clubs that currently do not use the site and do not have a permanent and
suitable home;
Deliver a community hub that can also host children’s holiday activities and camps,
community events, meetings and regular groups;
Provide a facility that effectively manages the site for the benefit of all and provides a
management focus that can clean up the site, maintain it as an attractive sporting and
recreational environment and eliminate current anti-social behaviour issues that occur on it;
Deliver training and educational courses which will include coordination with local GPs and
the NHS to promote health and wellbeing; and
Be financially self sufficient with all profits being reinvested in the site for the benefit of sport
and recreation and the local community in general whilst also providing for the maintenance
and care of the site in perpetuity.

We have shown that the only way of meeting these aims and objectives is to develop part of the
existing site for residential use. In the current economic climate this is the only viable option to
access the funds that will deliver the sports facilities required to deliver the charity’s mandate.
The proposed facility is a multi-function sports centre with Rugby at its heart. The provision of these
high quality facilities, including an all weather rugby surface, is a key requirement of the Bristol
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Combination, their affiliated clubs and the Gloucestershire RFU. The delivery of this is enshrined in
the 2015 Rugby Legacy Project document produced by the County RFU. The application site has long
been earmarked as the preferred location for this facility because of its central location to many of
the combination clubs and its situation within the urban area of Bristol, being well served by bus and
rail links.
The additional, non-rugby facilities, proposed have been included to broaden the appeal of the facility
and create a truly community focused hub that will act as a catalyst for regeneration in the area. By
providing a broad scope of sports and recreational offerings you create the necessary long term
revenues to make the site self-financing, which also allows for the site to be managed and operated 7
days a week, which again improves the offer to the local community and also ensures the
management and surveillance of the site (to eliminate anti social behaviour issues) in the long term.
The planning policy framework that applies to the consideration of the proposals requires that any
loss of playing fields is only acceptable if a replacement facility, that provides equivalent or better
provision in terms of quantity and quality in a sustainable location, is delivered alongside it. The
proposed development provides a vastly improved sporting and recreational facility on the application
site, furthermore it also provides additional recreational land in South Gloucestershire though the
improvement of the existing site and the provision of a new pitch in an off-site location which will
help address the pitch needs of the area and a specific club based in South Gloucestershire (the DRG
Football Club). In light of this the proposed development meets favourably with the policies of the
NPPF and policy LC9 of the South Gloucestershire Local Plan.
In light of this we consider that the development plan and national planning policy indicates that the
application should only be refused if the adverse affects of granting planning permission significantly
and demonstrably outweigh the benefits.
We have identified that the proposed development will bring a range of significant benefits to the
local and wider area, including:
1. It will assist the existing tenant clubs, and Lockleaze Community FC in becoming more
successful by expanding their teams to included more junior and ladies teams, and
consequently secure their long term futures;
2. Its delivery will provide the sporting facilities to allow the more intensive and effective use of
the site for sporting and recreational purposes for the wider community;
3. It will act as a catalyst for regeneration in the local area and employment will be provided
both in construction and in long term management roles associated with the sports centre;
4. They will provide a centralised community hub that will mean that the site becomes well
managed and supervised. This will eliminate many of the antisocial behaviour issues that the
site currently experiences;
5. Much needed open market and affordable housing will be provided in a mix of dwelling types
and tenures;
6. The energy usage of the sports site will be minimised through the provision of a highly
energy efficient building that will generate a significant amount of its own energy;
7. The cycleway through the site and its connectivity with the surrounding area will be
improved; and
8. Management of diverse proposed habitats will enhance the ecological value of the site and
these areas will be opened up for educational and community benefit.
We have also assessed the potential adverse effects of the proposed development in relation to
issues such as Ecology, Transport, Built Heritage etc and technical consultants were instructed at an
early stage in the formulation of the current application to assess these issues. Neither these
assessments nor our interpretation of their results in respect to planning policy has identified any
adverse effects that would significantly and demonstrably outweigh these benefits.
In light of the large benefits that the proposed development will bring to sport, which will rehabilitate
playing fields that are currently not fit for purpose while also providing a broader range of high
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SOUTH GLOUCESTERSHIRE DRAFT POLICIES, SITES AND PLACES
DEVELOPMENT PLAN DOCUMENT – COMMENTS ON BEHALF OF
PERSIMMON HOMES SEVERN VALLEY
The following comments are submitted on behalf of Persimmon Homes Severn Valley
(PHSV) to the South Gloucestershire Draft Policies, Sites and Places Development
Plan Document. The comments are set out in Policy order for Part 1 and in Parish
Order for Part 2 of the document.
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 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 of a development rather than to isolate one factor,
distinctiveness, for particular consideration. 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 phrased as a positive obligation and not “development will only be
permitted” as the policy places the onus on the applicant to justify their approach
through a design and access statement.
3. There is insufficient clarity on distinctiveness and in particular the difference
between distinctiveness and character.
4. It is unclear how a positive contribution will be assessed.
POLICY PSP3 – TREES AND WOODLAND
The policy is unclear and would benefit from redrafting to take account of the
following points:1. Bullet point 2 effectively says “development will only be permitted where new
planting is included, to retain and integrate healthy, mature trees and
hedgerows”. As worded this only allows new development if new trees are
provided.
2. In our view policies relating to the removal of trees should make some reference
to their condition.
3. Bullet point 4 should protect “existing” trees in gardens which are in ‘good
condition and of landscape value’.

Notwithstanding the above, the establishment of a numerical standard for
replacement trees is too rigid. The approach takes no account of design, quality and
the landscape design proposals for the development, which is the appropriate vehicle
for assessing proposals for replacement of trees. It is more important to respond to
the particular characteristics of the site on its merits. In our view the tree
compensation standard should be deleted and the following should be added to the
policy: ‘Where trees are necessarily lost to development suitable replacements
should be provided as part of the overall landscaping scheme for the site’.
POLICY PSP4 – DESIGNATED LOCAL GREEN SPACES
PHSV have a number of concerns regarding this policy:1. It is framed negatively and should be phrased as a positive obligation.
2. Secondly the policy is applied too widely as it refers to development “affecting” a
designated local green space rather than development “in” a local green space.
NPPG paragraph 78 is clear that “local policy for managing development within a
local green space should be consistent with policy for green belts” (our
emphasis). Therefore, the policy should be reworded to read “inappropriate
development in …..”
3. Bullet point 2 refers to provision of “appropriate” facilities. There is no guidance
within the context section on the interpretation of appropriate. For example, if
provision for outdoor sport is acceptable, would this include provision of
floodlights for tennis and football facilities?
4. Appendix 2 includes over 500 proposed Local Green Spaces. NPPF 77 advises
that ‘the Local Green Space designation will not be appropriate for most green
areas of open space’. There is no evidence to support the designation of these
Local Green Spaces and in our view it is inconceivable that this number of
designations would pass the paragraph 77 test.
5. In addition NPPG ID 37-007-20140306 says ‘Designating Local Green Space will
need to be consistent with local planning for sustainable development in the area’
and that ‘Local Green Space designation should not be used in a way that
undermines this aim of plan making’.
Comments in relation to specific local green space designations are included in the
comments on Part 2 of the plan under each parish.

POLICY PSP 5 – UNDESIGNATED OPEN SPACES WITHIN URBAN AREAS
AND SETTLEMENTS
The policy is worded negatively and should be reworded to read “where
development is permitted on undesignated open spaces within urban areas …” and
then identify the special circumstances as they are set out in the sustainability
assessment.
There is inconsistency between the heading which refers to undesignated open
“areas” and the policy, which refers to undesignated open “space”.
The relationship between the two paragraphs of the policy is not clear. How will the
second paragraph be implemented on sites which contribute to local character where
no development comes forward or development is not permitted?
POLICY PSP6 – ON SITE RENEWABLE AND LOW CARBON ENERGY
PHSV support use of allowable solutions
POLICY PSP7 – DEVELOPMENT IN THE GREEN BELT
The value of the policy in the context of the guidance set out in Core Strategy Policy
CS5 is marginal and we do not consider the lack of a policy will cause uncertainty
which is the justification for including it as set out in the SA. Without rigid guidance
on proportionate additions, each case would be more appropriately treated on its
merits.
The policy should refer to “extension or alterations to buildings”. The green belt test
is then that the extension should not harm the openness of the green belt which
could be followed by the additional character test and finally if these two tests are
met finally to refer to the volume criteria. However, we consider the general
character test the policy applies is not appropriate in the green belt, which is not a
landscape character designation. The only reference to character in NPPF is at
paragraph 86 which refers to the open character a village makes to the openness of
the green belt and to whether the character of the village needs to be protected for
other reasons. Therefore, the appropriate reference would be to the protection of
the character of the village.
Finally we object to the last paragraph of the policy which should be deleted. Green
belt is not a landscape protection designation as set out in the five green belt
purposes in paragraph 80 of the NPPF. The only reference to protecting character is
in relation to the setting and special character of historic towns. In addition the
policy seeks to apply the restrictions beyond the designated Green Belt which is
totally unjustified and goes well beyond national policy guidance.

POLICY PSP9 – HEALTH IMPACT ASSESSMENTS
PHSV do not consider the policy meets the SA objective to make it easy to
systematically quantify the health needs of a proposed development. Effectively the
policy requires a HIA for all new development proposals. In any event the
construction of the policy is unclear and confusing. It is clear that very major
developments (as defined) will need an HIA, but how will “developments that may
have a significant impact on health and wellbeing” be assessed to decide whether an
HIA is necessary without actually producing the HIA itself?
POLICY PSP12 – SAFEGUARDING STRATEGIC TRANSPORT SCHEMES AND
INFRASTRUCTURE
As the purpose of the policy is to update Core Strategy policy CS7, it is not necessary
to refer to the CPNN transport package, which is already covered in policy CS7. Also,
the reference in the policy to the CPNN SPD should be deleted. It is inappropriate to
attempt to apply statutory policy support for guidance in a SPD, which removes
flexibility due to changes in circumstances and is contrary to the NPPF definition of
SPDs set out in the Glossary, that SPDs ‘are not part of the development plan’.
POLICY PSP13 – SAFEGUARDING RAIL SCHEMES AND INFRASTRUCTURE
PHSV support Policy PSP12, including the protection it gives to sustainable rail based
transport solutions at Severn Beach and Charfield.

POLICY PSP17 – HERITAGE ASSETS AND THE HISTORIC ENVIRONMENT
The wording of the last paragraph of the policy is unclear. Our interpretation of it is
that we think that it is trying to prevent the loss of the asset until development
commences. If so, it should say so. However, we are not clear whether this is
appropriate as a condition or whether it could only be imposed through a Section
106 agreement.
POLICY PSP18 – SITES OF SPECIAL SCIENTIFIC INTEREST
The negative wording, that development will not be permitted is inappropriate. The
policy should be reworded to say “development which would directly or indirectly
have an adverse effect on the nature conservation or geological interests of an SSSI
will be permitted where the benefits of the development at that location clearly
outweigh the impact on the site”. In addition to removing the negative construction
of the policy, we also suggest deleting “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
4100 SSSIs which all have their own individual characteristics.

POLICY PSP19 – WIDER BIODIVERSITY
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 of the effects of not having
the policy, which is said to be needed “to clearly indicate to developers that the
council will require development to proactively benefit local diversity” rather than
establish a blanket refusal of planning permission.
POLICY PSP38 – CUSTOM BUILD DWELLINGS
The NPPF and NPPG provides guidance on the need to assess demand for custom
build housing and it is less clear on how that need should be met. The NPPG
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 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 housing and compile a local list or register
of people who want to build their own homes.” We consider that such a survey
should be a prerequisite evidence base requirement for any DPD policy. In the
absence of such a survey we therefore object to this policy. However, in addition in
respect of the policy as currently drafted we have the following comments:1. Part A of the policy is incomplete and fails to provide guidance on the number of
custom build sites required. However, subject to that amendment, Part A
appears to be a realistic response to providing custom built housing in South
Gloucestershire and on its own would meet the aim of SA Objective 2.
2. In respect of Part B, we do not consider it is appropriate to provide self build
plots on sites of more than 100 dwellings where this could impact on:

Design and layout and the requirements of the Design and Access
Statement



Phasing and the completion of the site



Section 106 contributions due to the exemption that applies to custom 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.

3. In respect of Part C of the policy, as worded, it is not clear how viability would be
improved by providing custom built plots as distinct from affordable housing. At
the very least if the policy continues in this form, it should refer to “providing
dwellings as serviced plots for sale to customer builders as in Part B, rather than
simply “provide” which implies developers have to make plots available without
any reference to compensation.
4. We note that NPPG guidance refers to (ID2a-021 20140306)



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 as envisaged in Part A of the policy and should not be
accommodated on allocated residential and mixed use sites.
5. In our view sites delivered through Parts B and C of the policy could only be
delivered through a Section 106 Agreement, which will impact on the length of
Section 106 negotiations and ultimately on delivery of housing sites.
6. Part D of the policy effectively establishes the provision of market housing as a
rural exception. That being the case the same principle should be applied to all
market housing on all rural exception sites where the market housing element
could provide a subsidy for appropriate local needs housing.

POLICY PSP40 – GYPSY/TRAVELLER RESIDENTIAL PROVISION
PHSV have no comments on the specific policy or the identification of the specific
sites. In relation to the section on new neighbourhoods, we agree that the likelihood
of securing gypsy/traveller pitches within the strategic sites is unrealistic due to the
reasons we have previously expressed in relation to the promotion of land at
Fishpool Hill and the planning application on that land. We accept the principle of
offsite contributions to be agreed through Section 106 negotiations.

GENERAL COMMENTS ON PART 2 – SITES AND PLACES
The DPD recognises that the Adopted Core Strategy requires a rural housing and
settlement boundary review. We accept that it is appropriate to undertake a two
stage process but question the comprehensiveness of the stage one process included
within the consultation draft DPD for the following reasons:1. Whilst the document identifies those settlements that have been identified by
local councils for additional housing provision, there is no analysis of whether
these are realistic nor any analysis of whether there are needs/opportunities in
other villages. It is not appropriate to rely entirely on the views of parish and

town councils for this exercise and it is disappointing that the council has not
contributed its own assessment.
2. Whilst there is a full assessment of development constraints and consideration of
areas of search for Charfield, no other villages where parish councils have
identified a need for new housing have been similarly assessed.
3. Two villages identified for additional development (Iron Acton and Wick and
Abson) would require a green belt review. In addition we note that the parish
councils in Frampton Cottrell, Winterbourne and Westerleigh have also suggested
a green belt review to establish separate village boundaries. We consider it
would be inappropriate to carry out a selective green belt review of these villages
at stage 2 in isolation. Only a comprehensive review of all green belt villages will
identify the most appropriate places to consider green belt releases, which would
then be subject to identifying the very special circumstances necessary for the
release of such green belt land and other changes to the green belt boundary.
However, in our view opportunities exist in settlements outside the green belt
without needing to consider less sustainable locations within the green belt and it
is important that all allocations for additional housing in villages are assessed
against sustainability criteria and sequentially between green belt and non-green
belt villages.
4. Part 2 of the plan and Appendix 2 describes land to be identified as Local Green
Space, but no plans of each designated area are included. This means the plan
is unclear and it would be inappropriate for the council to formally safeguard
these spaces until a full consultation including plans of the precise areas has
been undertaken, so that a proper assessment of whether each space meets the
criteria set out in paragraph 77 of the NPPF can be made.
CHARFIELD PARISH
Charfield is a sustainable village outside the Green Belt with a good range of primary
services. It is largely unconstrained, as demonstrated by the constraints plan in the
DPD. Therefore, we do not agree that additional housing numbers should be limited
to the numbers identified by the parish council. Due to constraints in other villages,
Charfield is capable of accommodating greater numbers to meet the housing
requirements set out in the adopted core strategy, based on an NPPF compliant
objectively assessed housing need for the whole district.
We commend the council on the comprehensive assessment of constraints and areas
of search for Charfield, but a similar assessment is required for other settlements
where additional development is suggested.
PHSV support Option 2 to extend the settlement boundary and enable a meaningful
allocation to be made.
PHSV also favour area of search 4 for the following reasons:1. Notwithstanding the relatively unconstrained nature of Charfield, it is the least
constrained area in the village itself, with no local landscape, ecology and
archaeology constraints.

2. It is in a sustainable location close to the main concentration of village shops and
the primary school.
3. It has good access to bus links.
4. There are opportunities to provide sustainable footpath and cycle links to Manor
Lane with separate vehicular access which would encourage cycling and walking
to the village and other facilities.
5. It provides other opportunities to improve the urban edge to the west of the
village.
We also support proposals elsewhere to reopen Charfield station which would further
improve the sustainability credentials of the village.
CROMHALL PARISH
PHSV support Option 1 for Cromhall to allocate additional development to enable
enhanced village facilities. However, there is no evidence in the DPD to show that
50/100 dwellings will support the level of facilities suggested by the parish council
and the viability of these proposals need to be fully tested.
FALFIELD PARISH
We note that the parish council have identified aspirations for development to
improve facilities in the parish, one of which includes accommodation for smaller
households and older people. This will require the allocation of a specific site, which
subject to assessment of viability to establish the appropriate number of units could
then meet the parish council’s other aspirations.
FRAMPTON COTTERELL PARISH
PHSV support the proposal to create a separate boundary for Frampton Cottrell but
this should be in the context of a comprehensive review of the Green Belt.
MARSHFIELD PARISH
PHSV note that the parish council have indicated it would like to identify a rural
exceptions site, but we note that the housing needs survey identified a need for 37
households. We consider this is too large to justify a rural exception site and
particularly a rural exception site in the Green Belt. Therefore, given that Marshfield
is a very sustainable village with a full range of facilities, we consider the DPD should
identify a specific housing allocation. Given the constraint of the very firm boundary
provided by the A420 to the north of the village this may require release of land from
the Green Belt, but opportunities outside of the Green Belt, but with other
constraints should also be investigated. In that respect the justification for the
proposed local green space north of the Alms Houses needs to be properly assessed
as to whether it meets the criteria for Local Green Space set out in the NPPF.

SODBURY PARISH
Firstly, it is important that land at Hatters Lane should continue to be protected for
employment use to retain the balance between employment and housing at Chipping
Sodbury. This will also help maintain the sustainability of the town and potentially
reduce the need for additional out commuting.
Secondly, PHSV object to the proposed designation of land at Park Farm, Off St
John’s Way, as Local Green Space. Firstly, as set out above, the DPD does not
include a plan outlining the proposed designation, which means the proposal is
imprecise.
Thirdly, the proposal does not meet guidance set out in the NPPF and the NPPG for
the following reasons:1. Notwithstanding the lack of a plan, the area of land is described as Park Farm.
The agricultural holding of Park Farm is an extensive tract of land and, therefore,
it fails to meet the criteria for designation of local green space in NPPF paragraph
77.
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 John’s Way.
4. The land is in active 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 for
management and development within a Local Green Space should be consistent
with the policy for green belts.
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
is therefore adequately protected by Policy PSP8.
8. The effect of attempting to safeguard Park Farm as LGS is to prevent
development to the east of Chipping Sodbury, which contravenes NPPG guidance
that ‘designation should not be prepared as a ‘back door’ way to try to achieve
what would amount to a new area of Green Belt by another name’. (ID 37-01520140306)
Fourthly, we understand that the owners were not consulted prior to the
identification of this land, introduced into the DPD through the errata note of the 9th
July 2014 which is contrary to the guidance set out in the NPPG for consulting land
owners prior to proposed designation (ID 37-019-20140306).

THORNBURY PARISH
PHSV object to the proposed Local Green Spaces 1 and 2 in the schedule comprising
of land surrounding Thornbury Castle, Thornbury Church and the parkland to the
rear of the Castle, including the area locally known as Pithy and all land to the north
and east of the Park Farm development site. Whilst some of this land may be
appropriately designated Local Green Space, the two areas together effectively form
a very extensive tract which would be contrary to the principles for designating local
green space set out in the NPPF (as set out above). The area needs to be properly
and fully assessed to ensure that only those parts which genuinely constitute Local
Green Space are designated.
WESTERLEIGH PARISH
PHSV support the proposal to create separate village boundaries for Coalpit Heath,
Frampton Cottrell and Winterbourne but this should be in the context of a
comprehensive review of the Green Belt. We note that in addition this will require an
amendment to the green belt boundary to accommodate the new dwellings for
market and shared ownership which are needed to meet housing needs in the
parish.
WICKWAR PARISH
PHSV do not agree with the parish council’s conclusion that there is no need for
additional housing over and above that allowed by existing planning policies in
Wickwar. Wickwar is a relatively unconstrained village outside the green belt with a
good range of facilities. Due to the constraints in other villages, Wickwar is capable
of accommodating housing numbers to help meet the housing requirement set out in
the adopted core strategy, which is based on an NPPF compliant objectively assessed
housing need for the whole district. There is a need to assess opportunities
particularly to the west and south of the village for potential development.

WINTERBOURNE PARISH
PHSV support the proposal to create separate settlement boundaries for
Winterbourne, Frampton Cottrell and Coalpit Heath, but this should be undertaken in
the context of a comprehensive review of the Green Belt.
Paul Davis
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space’s contribution to a range of criterion. The “context” text makes it clear that this policy would
also apply to wholly private land. We consider that, to accord with Annex 2 NPPF and the PPG, the
definition of open space should be clarified so that the policy only applied to open space of public
value. Without this clarification, the proposed policy is unduly restrictive of development within
urban areas and would undermine the delivery of the windfall assumptions made in the Council’s
housing land calculations.
Part 2: Frampton Cotterell Parish Proposed Local Green Space, Westerleigh Parish
Proposed Local Green Space, Appendix 2 (List of Proposed Local Green Space)
As Woodlands Farm is proposed as a local green space designation for both Frampton Cotterell and
Westerleigh parishes, these representations apply equally to both parishes.
Paragraph 77 of the NPPF states that the Local Green Space designation should only be used:
●

where the green space is in reasonably close proximity to the community it serves;

●

where the green area is demonstrably special to a local community and holds a particular local
significance, for example because of its beauty, historic significance, recreational value
(including as a playing field), tranquillity or richness of its wildlife; and

●

where the green area concerned is local in character and is not an extensive tract of land.

We accept that the Woodlands Farm site to be in reasonably close proximity to the community of
Frampton Cotterell. We do not, however, consider that the site meets either of the other two
criteria for designation. In the following sections we set out our comments on the application of
those criteria to Woodlands Farm, beginning by considering the final criterion.

Local in character and not an extensive tract of land
Unhelpfully, the draft Policies, Sites and Places Plan consultation does not include a plan showing
the site proposed to be designated as Local Green Space. In the absence of such a plan, we
presume that “Woodlands Farm” refers to the land bordered to the west by Park Lane; to the south
by the railway line; to the east by the A432 and properties on Vicarage Road; and to the north by
recent development on Walter Road, St Saviour’s Rise and Blackberry Drive.
The total area of that site is approximately 26.5 hectares.
boundaries are each approximately 600 metres in length.

The site’s northern and western

Our assessment is that a site of this size is an extensive tract of land and it would therefore be
inappropriate to designate it as Local Green Space.
South Somerset District Council proposed the designation of an area of land at East Coker and
North Coker, to the south of Yeovil but subsequently deleted the designation (Proposed Submission
South Somerset Local Plan 2006-2028 Main Modifications August 2014) “ …in recognition of the fact

that the Local Green Space designation should not be used to protect large tracts of land”.

Furthermore, an examination of the Local Plan proposals map shows that Woodlands Farm is
exceptional in that it is the only area of land surrounding Frampton Cotterell which does not fall
within the Green Belt. In this context, designation of the site as Local Green Space would serve as
a de facto Green Belt extension. In relation to this, the Planning Practice Guidance states
(Paragraph: 016 Reference ID: 37-016-20140306):

“In particular, designation should not be proposed as a ‘back door’ way to try to
achieve what would amount to a new area of Green Belt by another name.”
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The inappropriateness of the use of the Local Green Space designation to achieve a de facto Green
Belt extension was acknowledged by Croydon LBC in Appendix 8 to its Local Plan: Detailed Policies
and Proposals, which was published for consultation between from 25 th October 2013 to 6 th
December 2013 and states:
“ This appendix lists and maps minor extensions to the Metropolitan Green Belt
which are proposed to ensure continued protection of these areas of land. All of the
sites were designated as Local Open Land in the Replacement Unitary Development
Plan and were considered as Local Green Space designations but did not meet the
criteria that Local Green Space must be local in character and not part of an
extensive tract of land as they are contiguous with an adjacent area of Metropolitan
Green Belt. ”
It is considered that a similar reasoning would apply here. This view is also supported by the
comments on the Woodlands Farm site made in the Inspector’s report on the South Gloucestershire
Core Strategy examination, where he stated:

“65. …I understand the Council’s position in looking to defend this site but it
seems to me that it had an opportunity to re-assess its role and, if justified,
include it in the Green Belt as part of its CS proposals. It chose not to do so,
reinforcing my view that its Green Belt needs to be reviewed as part of the
review of the CS.” (our emphasis)
We agree with the Inspector that, if the Council wishes to re-asses the land’s role, then the correct
forum in which to do so would be a comprehensive Green Belt review. We consider that it would
be an abuse of power for the Council to seek to designate Woodlands Farm as Local Green Space
(and contrary to the PPG) in order to create a de facto and ad hoc extension to the Green Belt
outside of a comprehensive Green Belt review.
The designation of this extensive tract of land as Local Green Space would pre-empt and prejudice
the outcome of any future comprehensive Green Belt review in that it would rule out any further
southern expansion of Coalpit Heath/Frampton Cotterell and potentially necessitate the removal of
other areas currently within the Green Belt to allow the designation of sites to meet Frampton
Cotterell’s future housing need.

Demonstrably special to a local community and holds a particular local significance
Appendix 2 to the draft Policies, Sites and Places Plan lists the following reasons for the proposed
designation:
“ Valuable habitat for flora and fauna. Foraging site for birds. Literary links to Dick
King-Smith. Very important recreational area for local residents and visitors ”.
This raises three separate reasons why the land is considered, by those proposing it, to be special
and hold local significance:




Wildlife value;
Recreational value; and
Connections with Dick King-Smith.

When making such assessments it must be borne in mind that the Woodlands Farm site comprises
agricultural land which has been intensively farmed for arable use. As such, opportunities for
wildlife and recreation are limited.
In relation to wildlife value, an ecological appraisal dated 19 th December 2012 (copy enclosed) was
submitted as part of our clients’ previous planning application (ref.PT13/0028). This evidence does
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not support the view that the holds a “ particular local significance ” because of its wildlife. It
should also be noted that the Council’s ecologist did not object to that application. It is also
relevant to note that the area of woodland on the western boundary of the site is not within our
clients’ control and was not proposed to form part of the development of the site.
In terms of recreational value, the only public access to the land is a public right of way which runs
north to south across the land. The remainder of the land is in active agricultural use and any
access by the public to this area is not permitted. The PPG advises that: “ There is no need to

designate linear corridors as Local Green Space simply to protect rights of way, which are already
protected under other legislation ” (Paragraph: 019 Reference ID: 37-019-20140306).

The retention of the land under its current designation, or indeed the proposed development of the
land, would not interrupt the use of that footpath. Furthermore, the development of the land
within our clients’ control would in reality significantly increase public access to the land and its
recreational value through the provision of public open space and recreational facilities.
In relation to the connection with Dick King-Smith, it should be noted that Woodlands Farm itself is
not within our clients’ control and so would not form part of any development proposal.
Furthermore, the connection with Dick King-Smith was not noted and did not form a material
consideration in the assessment of our clients’ aforementioned planning application. This suggests
a low level of local awareness of the historic connection. In any event, if it is considered that its
historic connection with Dick King-Smith lends Woodlands Farm special historic interest then it is
suggested that the appropriate route would be to nominate that building for consideration for
addition Statutory List of Buildings of Special Architectural or Historic Interest. Alternatively,
perhaps the building could be added to South Gloucestershire’s list of locally listed buildings. We do
not, however, consider that the designation as de facto Green Belt of an extensive tract of land
adjacent to that farm is justified by the historic connection.
Finally, it should also be noted that neither recreational value, wildlife value or connections with
Dick King-Smith was considered to be a reason to refuse planning permission for residential
development on land immediately to the north of our clients’ site in the 16 November 2009 appeal
decision (ref APP/P0119/A/09/2105293). The proposed designation of the land is therefore clearly
to frustrate development rather than owing to the intrinsic value that the land holds for any of the
identified reasons.

Conclusions on the proposed Local Green Space designation
For these reasons, we consider that the proposed designation of Woodlands farm as Local Green
Space would not be in accordance with the NPPF or the PPG. The PPG requires that designations
for “ Local Green Space will need to be consistent with local planning for sustainable development

in the area. In particular, plans must identify sufficient land in suitable locations to meet identified
development needs and the Local Green Space designation should not be used in a way that
undermines this aim of plan making” (Paragraph: 007 Reference ID: 37-007-20140306).
By designating this land as Local Green Space, it would fail to take account of the future housing
needs of South Gloucestershire, which following the upcoming review of the Core Strategy is
considered likely to identify a significantly higher housing requirement than the current Core
Strategy makes provision for.
The proposed designation would therefore conflict with the above requirement for Local Green
Spaces; and instead, its designation would act as a de facto Green Belt extension which would preempt and prejudice the spatial strategy and outcome of a comprehensive Green Belt review which
is likely to be required as part of the Local Plan review process.
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Furthermore, paragraph 76 of the NPPF states that the Local Green Space designation should be
capable of enduring beyond the end of the plan period. We do not consider that the proposed
designation of Woodlands Farm would satisfy that test.
In light of the fact that other larger settlements have already seen significant amounts of growth,
and that Frampton Cotterell has been found at appeal to be a sustainable location (ref
APP/P0119/A/09/2105293), it would be appropriate for such the review of the Core Strategy to
consider the suitability for Frampton Cotterell to contribute towards meeting any increased housing
requirement that may arise from the review. As the only area of land surrounding Frampton
Cotterell that lies outside the Green Belt, designation of Woodlands Farm as a Local Green Space
could prejudice the delivery of any future spatial strategy arising from the new West of England
SHMA.
We appreciate that this is an initial stage of consultation, but if the Council were to advance the
plan with the current proposed Local Green Space designations it would not be justified and as
such would be unsound.
Part 2: Section 4 Site Allocations/Policy PSP45
Whilst we acknowledge that there is no requirement for a DPD to identify sites above and beyond
those required in order to satisfy the requirements of the Core Strategy, the South Gloucestershire
Core Strategy makes allowance for additional allocations to be identified through the PSP DPD and
we consider that the Council should be proactive in taking this opportunity to bolster its housing
land supply.
The only proposed housing allocations listed in the draft plan are of two sites in Kingswood which
are retained from South Gloucestershire Local Plan (adopted 2006). The text states that further
allocations may be brought forward following the summer 2014 consultation, including any sites
proposed to be allocated as part of the rural housing review.
To meet the adopted Core Strategy’s housing requirement, 1,610 dwellings per year would need to
be completed in the remainder of the plan period. The Core Strategy also requires that a 20%
buffer for persistent under delivery should be applied in the current 5 year period, moved forward
from later in the plan.
An Annual Monitoring Report to an April 2014 base date has not yet been published, so the most
up to date AMR is prepared up to April 2013. The April 2013 AMR (prepared October 2013)
appears to post date the trajectory information contained in the Core Strategy which was based on
an April 2013 updated to the 2012 AMR (prepared June 2013). Appendix A of the 2013 AMR
document contains a list of actual and expected house completions. The publication of the 2014
Residential Land Survey allows actual completions to be compared with the projections made in the
2013 AMR. As seen in the table below, that comparison shows a significant shortfall compared to
the Core Strategy annualised requirement.
Annualised
requirement
as per Core
Strategy para
10.8

Projection
1314 completions
as
per
2013
AMR

Actual
13-14
completions as
per residential
land survey

Difference
between actual
completions
and projected
completions
from 2013 AMR

1,610

1,221

1,095

- 126

Difference
between
actual
completions
and
annualised
requirement
-515

More tellingly, the 2014 Residential Land Survey highlights the beginning of the unravelling of
Council’s over optimistic land supply (on which we commented at length during the examination of
the Core Strategy). For example, the 2013 AMR projected that:
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Sites with the 0134 code (New Neighbourhood - Cribbs/Patchway), which were at that point
categorised as “ Sites awaiting the completion of a S106 agreement, allocated in the South
Gloucestershire Local Plan, or identified in the Core Strategy ” would begin delivering
completions in 2014/15 (90 completions projected) and would rapidly ramp up annual
completions thereafter (305 completions projected in 15/16). In view of the fact that those
sites are listed, a year later, in the 2014 Survey as still without planning permission, the
prospects of rapid delivery commencing in line with the Council’s assumptions appear remote;



Site 0011 (Land east of Coldharbour Lane, Stoke Gifford) would deliver 81 completions in
2014/15 and 213 in 2015/16. That site also remains listed as a site in respect of which
permission has not been granted;



Site codes 036 (GHQ Emersons Green) would begin delivering in 2013/14 (54 completions
projected) but no completions were in fact recorded on these sites;



Site 0132 (Park Farm Thornbury) would deliver 125 dwellings in 2014/2015. Reserved Matters
have only recently been granted for the first phase of development and development has not
yet commenced. It is unlikely that any dwellings will have been completed and occupied by
April 2015;



Site 0113 (North Yate New Neighbourhood) would achieve the first sales on Peg Hill in the first
quarter of 2014. Now in the third quarter of 2014, development has only just commenced.
Furthermore, for the reserved matters for the first phase of the Heron land was anticipated in
October 2013. The outline permission has not yet been issued, let alone reserved matters
which are only likely to come forward once the site has been sold by Heron to a housebuilder.

In our letter of 7 February 2014 we expressed concerns that the projected rate of delivery on large
sites was overly optimistic. The latest evidence reinforces those concerns.
Completions for the most recent monitoring year have been below expectations and the 2013 AMR’s
projected trajectories on a number of key strategic sites now appear increasingly unrealistic.
Paragraph 10.9 of the Core Strategy states that: “ It is important housing land supply is monitored
in order to ensure that there remains a flexible supply of deliverable and developable land for
housing ”. Each year that the delivery on the strategic sites slips backwards and completions fall

short of the requirement contributes to the accumulated backlog and decreases the prospects of
delivering the minimum requirement of 28,355 dwellings over the plan period. This position may
be exacerbated further if, as we expect, the early review of the plan following publication of the
West of England SHMA results in an increase in the dwelling requirement.
Paragraph 1.6 of the Core Strategy states that the Policies, Sites and Places Development Plan
Document (PSP DPD) will contain non-strategic site allocations. We consider that this document
therefore presents an ideal opportunity for the Council to take proactive steps to respond to the
evidence that delivery rates are not meeting expectations by allocating further sites for residential
development.
In the circumstances our clients’ land at Woodlands Farm, Frampton Cotterell presents an ideal
opportunity for a non-strategic allocation. The site was submitted to the call for sites on 7
February 2014 and, as identified in that submission, is a sustainable location for residential
development which:
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is not in the Green Belt or of high landscape value;



is supported by a comprehensive range of technical studies (submitted with our clients’
previous application) that demonstrate there are no technical constraints to development of
the site; and



could bring significant benefits including improved local bus services, increased biodiversity,
financial contributions to local schools and community facilities, provision of new public open
space and new healthy walking and cycling routes encouraging healthy living.

Furthermore, the Inspector in his report on the Core Strategy stated that “ a site on the edge of

Frampton Cotterell had been regarded as a sustainable location for development and one which
was supported on appeal ”.

As previously stated, should officers consider the scale of development previously proposed for the
site to be too significant for Frampton Cotterell/Coalpit Heath, we would be open to dialogue with
officers to explore the Council’s views on the scale or phasing of development that it would
consider sustainable and possible timetables for delivery.
In addition, there are a number of community aspirations listed within the draft PSP DPD for both
Westerleigh and Frampton Cotterell Parish that could be delivered through new development,
making a positive contribution to the community. This includes:


improved health facilities – development at Woodlands Farm could include space for a new and
enlarged GP surgery;



safe cyclist and pedestrian routes – the design of the development could include a series of
circular pedestrian and cycle routes;



small scale employment workshop units – the development of the site could include a some
small start-up employment workshops to provide additional opportunities for employment in
the settlement;



provision of additional playing fields – the development could include a formal playing pitch to
provide additional recreational facilities for the settlement;



provision of facilities and activities for young people – play areas, a Multi Use Games Area and
a youth shelter could be provided as part of the development to address the need for
additional facilities for young people;



accommodation for smaller households, starter homes and self build – the development of land
at Woodlands Farm would include a range of types and sizes of housing, including small and
starter homes;



provision of allotments – the development could include provision of allotments; and



improvements in public transport – the development could help to fund additional bus services
to create a more frequent and useable bus service which would be of benefit to the whole
community.

Many of these community aspirations were included as part of the previous planning application
submitted for the development of the site and could be incorporated within an allocation for the
site and delivered as part of any subsequent development.
Our clients’ site is suitable for allocation and would contribute to meeting housing needs and
demands within the area, including unmet need from neighbouring authorities, now rather than
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delaying this until the Core Strategy review. For these reasons the Coalpit Heath settlement
boundary should be altered to encompass our clients’ site which should be allocated for residential
development.
If officers would like to discuss any of the points raised in this letter or our previous letter we
would be pleased to arrange a meeting.
Yours faithfully

PETER ROBERTS
Associate
encl

Ref:

Draft Policies Sites and Places Plan
Response Form
June 2014

Yate Parish

(For official use only)

Please return to: Strategic Planning Policy and Specialist Advice Team, South
Gloucestershire Council, Department for Environment and Community Services
PO Box 299, Civic Centre, High Street, Kingswood, Bristol, BS15 0DR
or if in electronic form by email to planningLDF@southglos.gov.uk
Responses must be received by Thursday 28th August 2014
The Draft Policies Sites and Places Plan is available at www.southglos.gov.uk/policiessitesandplaces
1. Personal Details (or client details if applicable)
2. Agent’s Details (if applicable)
Title
Mrs
First Name

Claire

Last Name

Stephenson
Associate

Job Title
(where relevant)

Organisation

Beaupre Castle Developments

Pegasus Planning Group

c/o Agent

First Floor, South Wing

(where relevant)

Address Line 1
Line 2

Equinox North, Great Park Road

Line 3

Almondsbury, Bristol

Post Code

BS32 4QL

Telephone Number
E-mail Address
Ref Number (if known)
(IF YOU PROVIDE AN EMAIL ADDRESS WE WILL USE THIS TO CONTACT YOU)

Please note that responses received, including personal details, cannot be kept confidential. From time to
time we may contact you to seek your views about other planning consultations and projects. Periodically,
you may also be invited to give us your views about our service.

Draft Policies, Sites and Places Plan Response Form

June 2014

Part 1 - Consultation Questions:
Do you have any comments on the draft development management policies or the policy for
Oldbury New Nuclear Build (Part 1 of the Draft PSP Plan)? (Please indicate which policy you
are commenting on):
We object to the following Policies on grounds of soundness:
•
•

PSP4 – Designated Local Green Spaces;
PSP5 – Undesignated Open Spaces within Urban Areas and Settlements

We hereby request that Policy PSP4 is amended and PSP5 is deleted.
PSP4
Policy PSP4 does not provide the necessary clarity with regard to the sites proposed
to be allocated as Local Green Spaces.
The schedule accompanying the policy (Part 2, Appendix 2) states that; “all larger
parcels of land in Yate which are currently undeveloped” would be subject to PSP4.
This does not comply with the tests of soundness.
We object to the Councils approach to Local Green Space Designations as it does not
accord with para. 113 of the NPPF which states that local planning authorities should
set criteria based policies against which proposals for any development on or
affecting landscape will be judged. NPPF goes not to state that distinctions should be
made between the hierarchy of international, national and locally designated sites so
that protection is commensurate with their status.
Policy PSP4, as it currently stands, affords LGS designations, the same status as
Green Belts by stating that; “development will not be permitted, except in very special
circumstances”. This approach does not comply with NPPF and therefore fails the test
of soundness.
We also object to this policy as it does not accord with NPPF which states LPA
policies should follow the approach of the presumption in favour of sustainable
development or indeed Core Strategy Policy CS4A – Presumption in Favour of
Sustainable Development. This approach does not comply with NPPF or indeed CS4A
and therefore fails the test of soundness.
The policy does not comply with CS15 – Distribution of Housing. Policy CS15 has a
requirement to provide a minimum of 965 new homes on infill development in South
Gloucestershire. Policy CS15 does not exclude Yate from providing a proportion of
these units however, Policy PSP4 would prevent any larger, suitable and sustainable
sites in Yate from assisting in meeting this requirement.
PSP4 also fails to comply with PSP8 – Settlement Boundaries. PSP8 states that
development is acceptable in principle within the settlement boundary.
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PSP5 – Undesignated open areas within urban areas and settlements
We object in principle the inclusion of this policy and believe it is superfluous. We
believe that there are sufficient and strong enough policies within the Core Strategy
and Emerging PSPP to assess any development proposals that come forward on white
land within the settlement boundary. This approach does not comply with NPPF and
therefore fails the test of soundness.
We object to this policy as it does not accord with para. 113 of the NPPF which states
that local planning authorities should set criteria based policies against which
proposals for any development on or affecting landscape will be judged. NPPF goes
not to state that distinctions should be made between the hierarchy of international,
national and locally designated sites so that protection is commensurate with their
status.
We also object to this policy as it does not accord with NPPF which states LPA
policies should follow the approach of the presumption in favour of sustainable
development or indeed Core Strategy Policy CS4A – Presumption in Favour of
Sustainable Development. The policy is a blanket approach that applies to all land
within existing urban areas. It is not positively framed to enable development within
existing urban areas which is a fundamental requirement of NPPF in terms of
delivering sustainable development. This approach does not comply with NPPF or
indeed CS4A and therefore fails the test of soundness.
The policy does not comply with CS15 – Distribution of Housing. Policy CS15 has a
requirement to provide a minimum of 965 new homes on infill development in South
Gloucestershire. Policy CS15 does not exclude Yate from providing a proportion of
these units however Policy PSP5 would prevent any sites coming forward for
development to meet this requirement.
PSP5 also fails to comply with PSP8 – Settlement Boundaries. PSP8 states that
development is acceptable in principle within the settlement boundary.
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Consultation questions 1-8 below are policy specific; please refer to the relevant page in the
Draft PSP Plan.
POLICY PSP6 - ONSITE RENEWABLE & LOW CARBON ENERGY
Consultation Question 1: (See page 14) The Council would therefore like to invite
representations about whether there is the need or scope within the current allowable
solutions (AS) proposals for an allowable solutions policy to assist direct payments to local
CO2 reduction projects and if so whether such a policy could require that a specified % of
allowable solutions payments is utilised within the district?

N/A

POLICY PSP23 – MINERAL WORKING AND RESTORATION
Consultation Question 2: (See page 48) We welcome your views on the options and
recommendation in Appendix 3 for further minerals working at Wickwar Quarry.

N/A

POLICY PSP26 - ENTERPRISE AREAS
Consultation Question(s): (See page 54)
3. Would you like to see further refinement of this policy to specifically address the individual
Enterprise Areas?

N/A

4. If yes, what specifically would you like to addressed in each Enterprise Area?

N/A
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POLICY PSP38 - CUSTOM BUILD DWELLINGS
Consultation Question 5: (See page 74) If you are a land owner with a potential site for self
build housing which may be available (and you have not already submitted a site in the Call
for Sites consultation) please provide us with your contact details and a plan of the available
land.

N/A

POLICY PSP40: GYPSY/TRAVELLER RESIDENTIAL PROVISION
Consultation Question 6: (See page 81) Do you agree with the proposed identification of
the above, existing sites as suitable for intensification and allocation in the PSP?

N/A

Consultation Question 7: (See page 83) Do you agree with the above approach in respect
of those Gypsy/Traveller sites which currently benefit from temporary planning permission
being allocated for permanent Gypsy/Traveller use?
N/A

Oldbury New Nuclear Build Consultation Question:
POLICY PSP44 – OLDBURY NEW NUCLEAR BUILD (NNB)
Consultation Question 8: (See page 97) Do you have any comments on the draft policy
and/or the themes and how the objectives and mitigation, as set out in the table above, will
be delivered?

N/A
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Part 2 - Yate Parish Consultation Questions:
The questions below have been set out in Part 2 of the Draft PSP Plan, relevant to Yate
Parish.
Q Do you agree with Town Council’s conclusion that there is no need for additional housing
over and above that allowed by existing planning policies in the rural parts of their area? If
not, why?
The question is flawed. Yate includes urban areas as well as rural areas. We object to
the Councils stance in respect of provision of additional housing within the urban
area.
Please see objections to PSP4 and PSP5.

Q. Do you have any comment to make on the town centre proposals and policy areas as set
out in the Draft Policies, Sites and Places Plan document – if so please identify what change
you would like to see made?

N/A

Q Do you have further evidence to support the proposed Local Green Space(s)?

N/A

Q Do you wish to propose any other specific spaces for designation as Local Green
Space(s)?

Fundamentally object to the Local Green Space designations within Yate. Please see
objections to PSP4 and PSP5.
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Q. In no particular order please indicate 5 community aspirations from the list which you feel
are most important, as set out in the Draft Policies, Sites & Places Development Plan
document

Q Do you have any further aspirations for development to improve the facilities within your
parish?

Q Do you have any further comments on the Draft PSP Plan?
(If you are commenting on another area/parish in Part 2 of the Draft PSP Plan please
indicate which area/parish you are commenting on)

We object to the exclusion of our client’s site (ref no. 347) from a residential
allocation.
Availability
The site is available now and is capable of delivery within 5 years.
Suitability
- Located within the Settlement Boundary of Yate, within easy access of community
facilities
- Not designated as public open space. The land is privately owned and the site is
fenced, preventing public access;
- Enclosed by existing development on three sides. Views of the site are restricted to
adjacent houses only;
- The site makes a limited contribution to the landscape and amenity of the local
area;
- Meets market and affordable housing needs.
Achievability
- Access can be delivered from Cambrian Drive via the demolition of an existing unit;
- Not located within a Flood Zone;
- Not covered by any environmental or landscape designations (locally or nationally);
- Development provides an opportunity to increase surveillance of the footpaths to
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the south and west, and open space to the north;
- Development provides the opportunity to provide a public access directly from
Cambrian to the public open space to the north;
- Acceptable separation distances can be achieved between existing and proposed
houses.
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About You
If you are responding as an individual, please answer the following optional questions
about yourself. The information you supply will help us to analyse the results of this
survey and to ensure we understand the views of different people. Responses to
these questions will remain confidential; individuals will not be identified and personal
details will not be published.
How old are you?
 18 and under
 19 - 24
 25 – 44
 45 - 64
 65 - 74
 75 and over
 Prefer not to say
Are you?
 Female
 Male
 Prefer not to say
Please tell us your ethnic origin:
 Arab
 Asian/Asian British – Bangladeshi
 Asian/Asian British – Indian
 Asian/Asian British – Pakistani
 Asian/Asian British – Chinese
 Asian/Asian British – Other (please state)
 Black/African/Caribbean/Black British – African
 Black/African/Caribbean/Black British – Caribbean
 Black/African/Caribbean/Black British – Other (please state)
 Gypsy or Traveller
 Mixed/Multiple Ethnic Groups – White & Asian
 Mixed/Multiple Ethnic Groups – White & Black African
 Mixed/Multiple Ethnic Groups – White & Black Caribbean
 Mixed/Multiple Ethnic Groups – Other (please state)
 White – English/Welsh/Scottish/Northern Irish/British
 White – Irish
 White – Other (please state)
 Other ethnic group (please state)
 Prefer not to say
Other, please specify:
Do you consider yourself to be disabled?
 Yes
 No
 Prefer not to say

