Maximus

January 2016

London Road, Warmley
South Gloucestershire Policies, Sites & Places DPD
Regulation 18 Consultation

savills.co.uk

London Road, Warmley
Policies, Sites and Places Regulation 18 Representations on behalf of Maximus

Contents
Introduction

3

Question 1: If commenting on a particular site, location, rural village or settlement please state
which.

4

Question 2: It is considered that the development industry’s ability to deliver an annual supply of
2,100 homes per year is not feasible or practical, therefore do you support the
council’s approach to calculating the 5 year housing requirement?

10

Question 3: We are keen to understand what growth can be delivered in locations, such as Yate,
Chipping Sodbury and Thornbury where allocations are already in place and are
being constructed. Can the market support additional site allocations in these
towns?

15

Question 4: We are keen to understand what growth can be delivered in locations, such as Yate,
Chipping Sodbury and Thornbury where allocations are already in place and are
being constructed. Will additional allocations impact on the planned construction
rates of existing allocated sites in these towns?

17

Question 5: What comment do you have on the Council’s approach to ensuring it conforms with
the Duty to Co-operate (DTC)?

18

Question 6: To ensure delivery within a 5 year timescale, do you agree with the 150 dwelling limit
and the basis for how the Council has arrived at this?

20

Question 7: Do you have any comments on the soundness of this sequential approach for
assessing potential housing sites?

21

Question 9: Do you agree with the range of key services and facilities used for the assessment of
sustainable access?

24

Summary and Conclusions

26

Appendix 1
Appendix 2
Appendix 3

Maximus

Site Plan
Completed Site Proforma
Accessibility Plan

January 2016

2

London Road, Warmley
Policies, Sites and Places Regulation 18 Representations on behalf of Maximus

Introduction
These representations are submitted by Savills on behalf of Maximus, a privately owned development and
investment property company established in 2001. Maximus has a proud track record of promoting strategic land
opportunities through the planning process and delivering residential consents to the development industry.
These representations are provided in response to the South Gloucestershire consultation on its Policies, Sites and
Places (PSP) Development Plan Document (DPD).
We very much welcome, in principle, the proactive approach that the Council has adopted to tackling the land
supply issues in advance of the PSP Examination. It is in no-ones interests for an Inspector to conclude that the
DPD is unsound due to an inability to demonstrate a five year housing land supply and increasing land supply at
this stage will considerably reduce this risk.
Notwithstanding, the Council should in our view adopt a more positive approach to tackling the housing land supply
shortfall through the allocation of additional suitable sites. There are a number of changes proposed within these
representations with this objective in mind.
The site promoted through this submission, referred to as land north of London Road, Warmley, is also being
promoted as part of a larger strategic allocation through the Joint Spatial Plan (JSP). The site is a discrete,
accessible parcel of land which could come forward either independently or as part of the wider allocation being
promoted by Bloor Homes and Barratt Homes. If the site was allocated through the PSP, its development would not
however prejudice the delivery of a larger strategic development.
Structure of these representations
These representations address the relevant consultation questions in turn. We respond to the questions regarding
the development strategy and delivery capacity across South Gloucestershire. An assessment of the London Road,
Warmley site is provided which highlights its sustainability credentials, accompanied by appendices which include
the completed site proforma.
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Question 1:

If commenting on a particular site, location, rural
village or settlement please state which.

1.1.

These representations relate to the land north of London Road, Warmley. A site location plan attached at
Appendix 1 which shows the boundaries of the proposed allocation.

1.2.

In addition to the representations made in this Statement, a ‘Policies, Sites and Places Plan – Call for
Sites Response Form’ has been completed. A copy of this has been provided at Appendix 2.

Site and Surroundings
1.3.

The site (see Image 1 below) comprises approximately 5.6 hectares of greenfield land and is currently
undeveloped. It is relatively flat with a gentle incline close to the northern and eastern boundaries. The
site is bounded by pronounced hedges and tree lines along its western, northern, eastern and southern
boundaries. The southwest boundary also comprises a stone wall which runs along most of the London
Road (A420) boundary.
Image 1: Aerial view of land north of London Road, Warmley
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1.4.

The site adjoins Warmley, a settlement classed as part of the communities of the Bristol East Fringe. The
site is well maintained with existing residential development immediately adjacent to the western
boundary. Agricultural land adjoins the northern and eastern boundary of the site. The majority of the
southern boundary sits adjacent to existing residential development. London Road is immediately
adjacent to the southwest boundary of the site, with further existing residential development on the other
site of the road.
Accessibility

1.5.

The site is well related to the existing settlement pattern, accessible to the highways network and well
placed to deliver housing in close proximity to a range of services and facilities.

1.6.

Access to the site is currently achieved through an adjacent field located to the east of the site via a gate.
Pedestrian and vehicular access to any proposed development on the site would be achieved via London
Road (A420).

1.7.

An accessibility analysis has been prepared to demonstrate the site’s proximity to key facilities and
services. This analysis is shown in the table below and illustrated by the accessibility plan attached at
Appendix 3.
Table 1: Accessibility Analysis
Type

Details

Walking
Distance (based
on Google
Mapping)

Distance
from
Site (km)

Map
position

Grocery Shops

Warmley Post Office

8 minutes

0.6

1

Tesco Warmley, Deanery Road, Esso Express

11 minutes

0.8

2

Sainsbury’s, Kings Chase Shopping Centre

34 minutes

2.9

3

Asda Longwell Green Supercentre

27 minutes

3.1

4

Post Office

Warmley Post Office

8 minutes

0.6

1

Doctors Surgeries

Close Farm Surgery

17 minutes

1.4

5

Kingswood Health Centre

26 minutes

2.3

6

Cadbury Heath Healthcare

33 minutes

2.7

7

Dentists Surgeries

Phoenix Dental Kingswood

28 minutes

2.4

8

Pharmacy

Ideal Pharmacy

9 minutes

0.6

9

Community
Facilities

Warmley War Memorial Hall & Community
Centre Association

10 minutes

0.8

10

Public Houses

The Midland Spinner

3 minutes

0.3

11

Griffin

6 minutes

0.5

12

Library

Kingswood Library

29 minutes

2.1

13

Nurseries

Warmley Pre School

9 minutes

0.8

14

Supermarkets
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The Rocking Horse Day Nursery

11 minutes

1.0

15

Saint Barnabas CoE Primary School

17 minutes

1.4

16

Acorn, King’s Oak Academy

18 minutes

1.4

17

Cadbury Heath Primary School

21 minutes

1.8

18

Courtney Primary School

29 minutes

2.3

19

The Park Primary School

31 minutes

2.4

20

Secondary
Schools

The Grange School and Sports College

11 minutes

1.0

21

King’s Oak Academy

18 minutes

1.4

22

Specialist Schools

Warmley Park School

8 minutes

0.6

23

Employment

Corum Office Park

9 minutes

1.0

24

Broadband

Available based on BT Broadband Check

NA

NA

NA

Primary Schools

1.8.

The closest bus stops are located along London Road (A420) which is adjacent to the southwest
boundary of the site. The Church Avenue bus stop is a 1 minute walk west of the site and the Station
Road bus stop is a 6 minute walk east of the site. Approximate times to key destinations are provided in
Table 2 below:
Table 2: Bus services to key destinations
Destination

Bus Routes
(direct only)

Number of Daily Services
Mon-Fri (based on Traveline
South West)

Average frequency
per hourly Mon Fri

35, 43

53 (inc 14 before 9am)

3.5

Bristol Parkway

319

27 (inc 7 services before 9am)

2

Bristol Bus Station

43

45 (inc 12 services before 9am)

3

Broadmead and Cabot Circus

35, 43

53 (inc 14 before 9am)

3.5

The Centre (Broad Quay)

35, 43

53 (inc 14 before 9am)

3.5

Cribbs Causeway

319

27 (inc 7 services before 9am)

2

Bath

319

28 (inc 4 services before 9am)

2

Bristol Temple Meads

1.9.

Table 2 demonstrates the accessibility of the site by public transport. There are a large number of
services available from bus stops in close proximity to the site providing frequent access to key
destinations in Bristol.

1.10.

The site is well served by both local cycling routes and the National Cycle Network with Regional Route
16 located 1 km to the west of the site. The map in Image 2 below illustrates the key cycle routes close to
the site. The Bristol and Bath Railway Path is also located 500 m to the west of the site. The path is a 13
mile route between Bristol and Bath open to walkers and cyclists. This is well used by cycling
commuters, providing off carriage-way access to Bristol City Centre. As well as leisure use, the path also
provides connectivity to a range of other paths and trails, including the River Avon Trail and the Colliers
Way.
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Image 2: Cycle Routes (Source: Sustrans)

1.11.

The site is well served by footpaths along London Road (A420). In addition to the Bristol and Bath Cycle
Path there are several Public Rights of Way located nearby including the Dramway Foot Path which is
400 m to the west of the site.

1.12.

The Bath Road Park and Ride is located 7.5km from the site which is a 10 minute car journey. This
provides a bus service to Bristol Temple Meads, Broadmead and The Centre with an average frequency
of 4 buses per hour (Mon – Fri).

1.13.

In addition to a large number of individual employers, there are a wide range of employment sites located
within 7km of the site, including the Tower Road Industrial Area in Warmley, Southway Drive Employment
Area, Corum Office Park, Moravian Road Business Park, Hanham Business Park, Anglo Office Park,
Avon Business Park, Station Road Workshops, Eclipse Office Park and the Bristol and Bath Science Park

1.14.

Overall the site is extremely accessible and well connected both locally and to the wider range of
employment and education opportunities, services and facilities within the city of Bristol.

Suitability
1.15.

Other than the Green Belt designation, the site is not subject to any restrictive local or national
designations.

1.16.

There are no heritage or archaeological constraints related to the site itself. There is a Grade II listed
building within 150 m of the site along London Road, at the Milestone opposite the Church Avenue
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junction. This is some distance from the site and located beyond the housing fronting onto the southern
boundary of London Road.
1.17.

The site is outside of designated ecological areas for habitats and species. It falls within Agricultural Land
Classification Grade 3b, of moderate land quality.

1.18.

The site is outside of Flood Zones 2 and 3. This is illustrated by the Environmental Agency Flood Map
reproduced in Image 3 below.
Image 3: Environmental Agency Flood Map for land north of London Road

1.19.

There are no landscape designations related to the site or the immediate surrounding area. The site is
very typical of the Bristol urban fringe in character. It is well related to the settlement boundary, and is
largely contained on three sides by built development. Development would therefore represent a well
contained and unobtrusive extension of the existing urban area.

1.20.

There are no known environmental health and safety issues that would affect would be occupiers and
neighbouring areas. The existing and previous land uses have been agricultural and hence there is little
prospect of there being any unexpected issues relating to the ground conditions.
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Achievability
1.21.

The southwest boundary of the site runs adjacent to London Road (A420), which would provide the new
highways access to connect the site to the existing network. This has been tested by highways engineers
on behalf the landowner and a safe, vehicular junction achievable within highways land and the land
under control.

1.22.

Existing residential development immediately to the West, South and East of the site indicates that the
site should be readily serviceable without the need for significant new on or offsite infrastructure that
would threaten the viability of the site.

1.23.

The site is clear of pylons and strategic sewers. There are no major obstacles to the delivery of the
development and the site is not known to require remediation or decontamination prior to the construction
of residential dwellings.

Community
1.24.

With regard to the community aspirations set out in Appendix 2 of the PSP consultation document,
residential development at London Road could contribute to the following community aspirations in Siston
Parish:
·

Contribution towards the provision of additional allotments

·

Contribution towards the provision of a multi-use sports facility

·

Contribution towards the provision of a range of residential accommodation.

The precise measures for contributing towards meeting these aspirations would be subject to discussion
with the Council and the community.
Summary
1.25.

The site assessment of land north of London Road has demonstrated the sustainability, suitability and
achievability of this available site.

1.26.

The accessibility analysis and plan demonstrate that the site is in a highly sustainable location with
comprehensive access to key services and facilities, excellent access to cycle routes and public
transportation to Bristol and Bath, and it is in close proximity to a range of key employment sites.

1.27.

The assessment has indicated how the site is free from constraints, making it suitable for development in
the short-term. The site is also immediately adjacent to London Road (A420) and existing residential
development, which makes it achievable in terms of access to highways, services and utilities.

1.28.

The site could be made available to provide an important contribution to the housing land supply in South
Gloucestershire in the next five years.
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Question 2:

It is considered that the development industry’s
ability to deliver an annual supply of 2,100 homes
per year is not feasible or practical, therefore do
you support the council’s approach to calculating
the 5 year housing requirement?

2.1.

Whilst we have some sympathy with the Council over the slower than anticipated delivery of dwellings on
the large strategic allocations in the Core Strategy, we disagree with the conclusion that the delivery of
2,100 homes per annum within South Gloucestershire is not feasible or practical.

2.2.

There is significant demand for new housing within the Bristol Housing Market Area, of which South
Gloucestershire is a part. The overall rate of development has not kept pace with demand over many
years and, as a consequence, affordability has significantly worsened and the average house price to
earnings ratio has increased. There is a need for a step change in housing delivery in order to tackle the
1
supply shortfall and address, what the Bristol Homes Commission described as a ‘serious housing crisis’.

2.3.

The fact that housing delivery rates in South Gloucestershire have not exceeded the current annual
requirement since 1989 is no reason in itself to limit development going forward. Indeed, given the failings
in recent years to deliver sufficient housing, limiting the scale of future development to that which has
been achieved would further perpetuate the housing crisis and go no way to tackling the pent up demand.

2.4.

It is in this context that we consider the Council has no option but to plan for the full housing backlog in
the first five years and, in so doing, allocate additional land through the changes to the PSP DPD in order
to ensure the full requirement is met.

2.5.

There are two further reasons why we consider that the Council has no other option:
·

National Policy and Guidance; and

·

The emerging housing needs of the Bristol Housing Market Area.

National Policy and Guidance
2.6.

1
2

2

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) advocates a ‘boost’ to housing delivery . To achieve this
boost will require all parties involved in the housing sector to identify and deliver sufficient opportunities to

Bristol Homes Commission Final Report (27 June 2014).
Paragraph 47.
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meet future needs. Whilst the Council has pointed to the development industry's failure to deliver housing
on the larger allocated sites, it is also incumbent upon the local planning authority to ensure that sufficient
land is made available which can be delivered in a timely manner. It is for precisely this reason that the
NPPF contains the requirement to demonstrate a five year housing land supply and that the Planning
Practice Guidance (PPG) confirms that the Sedgefield methodology should be adopted in calculating this
requirement. Indeed, the PPG states that:
“Local planning authorities should aim to deal with any undersupply within the first 5 years of the
3
plan period where possible.”
2.7.

This guidance is clear and unequivocal. We are aware of no exceptional circumstances which would
justify a departure from the guidance, nor any specific circumstances within South Gloucestershire which
indicate that this is not possible provided the right supply of land is available through the planning
process.

2.8.

The process that the local authority are currently pursing through the additional sites consultation is
entirely necessary and supported. However, in going through this process, it is essential that the Council
adopt a positive response to the needs of the authority area in a manner consistent with national policy
and guidance. It would be extremely regrettable if the Council went through the time and resource
consuming process of allocating additional sites to meet the acknowledged housing land supply shortfall,
yet did not allocate sufficient land to comply with the requirements of the NPPF and PPG. The effect of
this would be the inevitable failure of the PSP DPD to accord with the requirements of national policy,
rendering it unsound in accordance with the provisions of paragraph 183 of the NPPF. A failure to
allocate sufficient additional sites would also likely lead to the loss of further planning appeals where the
presumption in favour of sustainable development is engaged by virtue of paragraph 49 and 14 of the
NPPF.

2.9.

We therefore urge the Council to accept the housing requirements in full and to address the shortfall
within the next five years.
Housing Needs of the West of England Area

2.10.

Notwithstanding the current housing land supply position and the requirements of the adopted South
Gloucestershire Core Strategy, it is important to also consider the current consultation in the context of
the updated evidence of housing need within the wider Bristol Housing Market Area and the emerging
West of England Joint Spatial Plan (JSP).

2.11.

The adopted housing requirement in the Core Strategy was based upon the evidence available to the
examination. This did not include any evidence on the needs of the wider Bristol HMA and as such, the
Inspector supported a review clause in the Core Strategy which requires the plan review to take place in
conjunction with the assessment of needs and future planning for the wider West of England area.

2.12.

A Bristol HMA-wide Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) has now been published. This
concludes (based upon certain assumptions) that the objectively assessed need (OAN) is 85,000

3

Paragraph: 035 Reference ID: 3-035-20140306 ‘How should local planning authorities deal with past under-supply?’
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dwellings during the period 2016-36 within the three authorities of Bristol City, South Gloucestershire and
North Somerset. The SHMA has not yet been independently tested and there are outstanding objections
from the business community and development industry that the findings do not represent a robust
interpretation of the OAN. Estimates from other studies for the West of England area indicate that the
OAN is in fact closer to 125,000 dwellings.
2.13.

Whilst there is no agreed distribution between the four West of England authorities as yet, it is highly
probable that, even based upon the joint authorities own OAN of 85,000 dwellings, the annual housing
requirement for South Gloucestershire will increase above the current level within the adopted Core
Strategy. In this context, it is in our view essential that South Gloucestershire Council address the current
backlog now before a further step change increase in housing delivery is required through the JSP.

2.14.

The North Somerset Inspector took exactly this position following his examination of the remitted Core
Strategy Policy CP13. In so doing he concluded that.
“The NPPG advises that local authorities should aim to deal with backlogs over the first 5 years
of the plan period. I am not persuaded that the Council’s arguments before me justify an
approach which diverges from clear national guidance. As a general point, should the delivery
trajectory for housing include clearing any accrued backlogs over the first few years, the delivery
rates in the period up to the adoption of the JSPS [now known as the JSP] and the review of
Policy CS13 will be increased above the 1,049 per annum set by the MD6/6(a) housing
requirement thereby reducing the potential for significant further backlogs to arise and achieving
4
an additional boost in provision over the short-term.”

2.15.

It is within a very similar context that the Secretary of State commented upon the North Somerset Core
Strategy housing requirement. Following his called in consideration of the housing target within the Core
Strategy, the Secretary of State concluded that:
“The Government has undertaken a thorough review of the conclusions of the Inspector
appointed to examine the policy. I am satisfied that the inspector’s recommendations, set out in
his report of 11 March 2015, apply and reflect national policy correctly. I am satisfied that the
inspector has taken a pragmatic approach to establishing the housing requirement for North
Somerset in the context of national planning policy as a whole and I agree with his
recommendations, chiefly that the a housing target of 20,985 over the plan period is
5
appropriate.”

2.16.

In endorsing the conclusions of the Inspector, the Secretary of State also supported the recommendation
that the Council should address the backlog within the next five years (i.e. the Sedgefield methodology).
The same circumstances apply in South Gloucestershire and hence the same approach should be
adopted.

2.17.

For the reasons set out above, we firmly believe that the housing requirement must positively respond to
the current needs. We now turn to the issue of practicality and feasibility.

4
5

North Somerset Council Core Strategy Development Plan Document, Inspector’s Report March 2015, Paragraph 60
Letter from Brandon Lewis MP to Cllr Nigel Ashton (Leader of North Somerset Council) dated 18 September 2015
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Practicality and Feasibility
2.18.

The Council has expressed concern that it is neither feasible nor practicable for the development industry
to deliver an annual supply of 2,100 homes per year. We do not agree with this conclusion.

2.19.

Provided that the right type and location of sites is identified and that the cumulative burden of local and
national policy requirements does not preclude development, we do not believe that there is any reason
why 2,100 dwellings per annum could not be delivered. The key caveat in the preceding sentence is that
the right type and location of sites must be identified and this should have a bearing on the choice of
allocated sites proposed through the PSP.

2.20.

It is entirely logical that housing delivery will be quicker where there are the strongest housing markets
with high demand from purchasers. Strong markets with high demand increase sales rates and provide
developers with the greatest certainty regarding the timescales for completion of a site or phase of
development. In contrast, weaker markets are much riskier for developers and, very importantly in the
current funding climate, will take longer to sell, therefore tying up capital for a longer period of time.

2.21.

There are variations in market conditions within South Gloucestershire which will have a bearing on
housing delivery volumes and rates. Whilst we do not have evidence for South Gloucestershire as a
whole, there are generally strong market conditions in good locations on the edge of Bristol. The city of
Bristol is the driving force behind housing demand and there is therefore a clear logic to providing housing
where it is best placed to meet this demand – on the edge of the city.

2.22.

The key question is how to go about doing this.
paragraphs.

2.23.

The Council clearly recognise the potential for smaller (<150 dwellings) sites to contribute towards the
housing requirement within the next five years. We provide our views on this threshold later in the
representations, but in principle we agree that sites of up to 150 dwellings are generally self-contained,
have limited infrastructure needs and are deliverable within short timeframes.

2.24.

We therefore believe that the Council is adopting the right approach in its attempt to boost housing supply
in the short term through additional allocations. In order to further increase housing delivery within the
next five years and address the backlog as required by the PPG, the Council should increase the number
of sites allocated through the current consultation. If this were done, and these sites were to be focused
on those parts of South Gloucestershire with strong market conditions, we see no reason why it could not
feasibly result in the delivery of the housing requirement needed to address the current shortfall and
housing supply backlog.

A point that we now tackle in the subsequent

Conclusion
2.25.

In summary, we do consider that 2,100 dwellings per annum is achievable and indeed, it is essential that
the Council proactively and positively seek to meet the increased requirement in full through the current
consultation on the PSP DPD. Failure to do so could result in:
i.

Maximus

the PSP being found unsound by the future examining Inspector;
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2.26.

Maximus

ii.

an even greater step change in the near future in order to meet the emerging Bristol HMA
requirement through the JSP; and,

iii.

the continued application of the presumption in favour of sustainable development due to a housing
land supply shortfall.

The mechanism for increasing land supply is already in place. All that needs to be done is that further
land should be allocated to meet the short term housing need in places where the market demand exists,
principally, the edge of Bristol.
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Question 3:

We are keen to understand what growth can be
delivered in locations, such as Yate, Chipping
Sodbury and Thornbury where allocations are
already in place and are being constructed. Can
the market support additional site allocations in
these towns?

3.1.

There is undoubtedly demand for some housing at the larger settlements within the authority area. What
we do not know is:
i.

the strength of this demand;

ii.

whether sufficient demand exists to deliver additional housing to that is required in the short-term;

iii.

whether the sales rates of these towns would enable the full delivery of sites within the next five
years in accordance with the criteria set out in the consultation document; and

iv.

whether demand arises from a particular desire to live in these settlements or as a result of intense
pressure on the Bristol HMA and insufficient supply across enough sites within or on the edge of
the city.

3.2.

We are looking into this matter but, at this moment in time, we do not have evidence to directly answer
the question posed. In the meantime we have considered this issue from an alternative and equally
important perspective – whether these town are the most appropriate and sustainable locations to
accommodate further growth.

3.3.

The larger settlements of Thornbury, Yate and Chipping Sodbury have an inherent need for new housing
in order to accommodate population growth and there own economic expansion. The question for the
local planning authority must be whether the provision of additional housing, above and beyond that
required to meet the needs of these towns, can be delivered most sustainability through a strategy which
locates housing need arising from Bristol within the larger towns beyond the Green Belt or on the edge of
the city.

3.4.

It is our view that the greatest focus should be on the edge of the city of Bristol in order to provide housing
closest to where the demand arises. The delivery of sustainable development is at the heart of the NPPF
and should form the overriding consideration for the Council in determining the most appropriate spatial
strategy for the PSP. A key tenet of sustainability, and arguably the most important for the plan-making
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process, is locating housing where future residents can access employment opportunities, education,
services and facilities via sustainable, non-car modes of transport. Indeed, the NPPF states that:
“Plans and decisions should ensure developments that generate significant movement are
located where the need to travel will be minimised and the use of sustainable transport modes
6
can be maximised”.
3.5.

6

For these reasons, we firmly believe that the current need for housing is best and most sustainability
delivered through development on the edge of the Bristol area. The land North of London Road, Warmley
is in a highly sustainable location with many services and facilities within walking and/or cycling distance.
Furthermore, and what sets it apart from the towns of Thornbury, Yate and Chipping Sodbury is its
proximity to the wide range of employment and education opportunities, services and facilities within the
Bristol urban area and the opportunities available to access those opportunities by non-car modes of
travel. Further details on the suitability and sustainability of the site are provided in the second section of
these representations and on the completed site form attached at Appendix 2.

NPPF, paragraph 34
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Question 4:

We are keen to understand what growth can be
delivered in locations, such as Yate, Chipping
Sodbury and Thornbury where allocations are
already in place and are being constructed. Will
additional allocations impact on the planned
construction rates of existing allocated sites in
these towns?

4.1.

As explained in response to the previous question, we do not have any up to date empirical evidence on
housing demand at the main settlements in South Gloucestershire. Nor do we any specific evidence on
housing delivery / absorption rates at the major allocations.

4.2.

It is reasonable to assume that further housing development at Yate, Chipping Sodbury and Thornbury
would increase supply in the market and absorb some of the demand for new housing but, without
detailed evidence, we cannot comment with any certainty on the effect of this on the strategic allocations.
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Question 5:

What comment do you have on the Council’s
approach to ensuring it conforms with the Duty to
Co-operate (DTC)?

5.1.

The legal obligation placed on local planning authorities by the duty to cooperate is extremely important in
fulfilling the plan-making function. It is the only mechanism through which plan-making responds to the
wider strategic context in the absence of higher level plans and it is therefore essential to ensure that all
development needs, including housing, are delivered in the most appropriate and sustainable locations.

5.2.

We are pleased to see that South Gloucestershire Council is working with its neighbouring authorities
within the West of England area to produce a Joint Spatial Plan (JSP). This is the most effective means of
engaging with other authorities within the same functional economic and housing market areas in order to
manage growth and, in so doing, fulfil the duty to cooperate. Whilst the JSP is in its infancy it has the
potential to positively and proactively address the long-term growth needs of the West of England area.

5.3.

Whilst the duty to cooperate is an essential ingredient of the JSP, we do not consider that it has any
relevance to the current consultation on the PSP DPD.

5.4.

The current consultation is focused exclusively on the allocation of further land required to meet the
existing housing land supply shortfall. To achieve a ‘planned’ response requires immediate action with a
clear focus on sites which are capable of delivering in the next five years. To satisfy this objective it is our
view that the sites allocated to meet the shortfall can only be located within the South Gloucestershire
administrative area. We explain why this is the case below.

5.5.

In accordance with the NPPF, the assessment of housing land supply is based upon an authority-wide
area. The relevant paragraph states that:
“Housing applications should be considered in the context of the presumption in favour of
sustainable development. Relevant policies for the supply of housing should not be considered
up-to-date if the local planning authority cannot demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable
7
housing sites.” [our emphasis]

5.6.

7

Unless there is explicit recognition within the adopted development plans of two or more local authority
areas that housing needs can be transferred between them, then any assessment undertaken in
accordance with paragraph 49 would be restricted to the local authority area in question. There are no
such provisions within any of the West of England authorities plans or those of Wiltshire Council or Stroud
District Council. Indeed, all of these plans seek only to meet the objectively assessed needs for their
authority areas. As such, if South Gloucestershire Council were to rely upon delivery elsewhere under
the provisions of the duty to cooperate to meet a shortfall within the authority area, it would be necessary

NPPF, paragraph 49
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for one or more of these neighbouring authorities to agree to this and to put in place a replacement local
plan with words to that effect.
5.7.

Since all of the authorities in question have relatively recently adopted core strategies / local plans and
have not yet commenced their reviews to any significant extent, it is unfeasible that South
Gloucestershire Council could rely upon the delivery of housing elsewhere under the provisions of the
duty to cooperate to meet its short term housing land supply shortfall.

5.8.

It is for this reason that we therefore consider that the Council should disregard the possibility of engaging
the assistance of neighbouring authorities to meet its short term housing needs and should instead focus
exclusively upon allocating sufficient land within the authority area.
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Question 6:

To ensure delivery within a 5 year timescale, do
you agree with the 150 dwelling limit and the
basis for how the Council has arrived at this?

6.1.

Whilst we do not necessarily agree with the Council’s assumptions in arriving at the 150 dwelling limit on
allocations, we do not object to the adoption of this threshold for the purposes of the current consultation.

6.2.

Some sites could deliver at a faster pace than others, however, for plan-making purposes we appreciate
that a threshold is required and agree that 150 dwellings represents a reasonable and pragmatic position.
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Question 7:

Do you have any comments on the soundness of
this sequential approach for assessing potential
housing sites?

7.1.

We do have comments and indeed concerns about the soundness of the sequential approach adopted for
assessing potential housing sites. The principal focus of our concern is the approach to Green Belt and
the weight that should be placed upon the protection of Green Belt in a plan-making context compared to
the delivery of sustainable development.

7.2.

Before we respond directly to the question posed it is helpful to be clear about the approach to Green Belt
in the NPPF. The relevant paragraphs in the NPPF are copied below (with our emphasis) for
convenience:
83. Local planning authorities with Green Belts in their area should establish Green Belt
boundaries in their Local Plans which set the framework for Green Belt and settlement
policy. Once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional
circumstances, through the preparation or review of the Local Plan. At that time, authorities
should consider the Green Belt boundaries having regard to their intended permanence in
the long term, so that they should be capable of enduring beyond the plan period.
84. When drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries local planning authorities should
take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of development. They should
consider the consequences for sustainable development of channelling development
towards urban areas inside the Green Belt boundary, towards towns and villages inset
within the Green Belt or towards locations beyond the outer Green Belt boundary.
85. When defining boundaries, local planning authorities should:

Maximus

·

ensure consistency with the Local Plan strategy for meeting identified requirements for
sustainable development;

·

not include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open;

·

where necessary, identify in their plans areas of ‘safeguarded land’ between the urban
area and the Green Belt, in order to meet longer-term development needs stretching
well beyond the plan period;

·

make clear that the safeguarded land is not allocated for development at the present
time. Planning permission for the permanent development of safeguarded land should
only be granted following a Local Plan review which proposes the development;
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·

satisfy themselves that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of
the development plan period; and

·

define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily recognisable and
likely to be permanent.

7.3.

Paragraphs 83-85 of the NPPF establish a two stage process. The initial stage is to test whether there
are exceptional circumstances which warrant a review of the Green Belt (paragraph 83). If exceptional
circumstances exist then it is incumbent upon the local planning authority in question to undertake the
second stage and to review the Green Belt boundary, taking into account of the need to promote
sustainable development (paragraph 84).

7.4.

Turning to the first of these tests, it is our view that the delivery of a considerable boost to housing
delivery in South Gloucestershire in a sustainable manner satisfies the exceptional circumstances test.
The same test was applied during the Examination of the Bath & North East Somerset Core Strategy and
the Inspector concluded that there are exceptional circumstances which justify removal of land from the
Green Belt. For example, in relation to the Whitchurch allocation the Inspector concluded that:
“There are the exceptional circumstances to justify removing the land from the Green Belt and
8
the Council’s decision to allocate this site represents positive planning”.

7.5.

There are other potential locations for growth within B&NES outside of the Green Belt (as there are within
South Gloucestershire) however the mere fact that non-Green Belt options existed did not prevent the
Inspector from concluding that the exceptional circumstances test had been satisfied.

7.6.

As the exceptional circumstances test has been satisfied, a planning judgement is required to determine
the most sustainable location(s) to meet the housing need. Paragraph 84 is clear that changes to the
Green Belt “should take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of development” and
provides a very clear steer as to the evidence needed to make this judgement.

7.7.

It is entirely right that the NPPF places such emphasis on the delivery of sustainable development.
9
Indeed, the delivery of sustainable development is a statutory requirement of local planning authorities in
preparing development plan documents:

7.8.

There is a very important difference between the approach we advocate above and the sequential
methodology proposed in the Consultation Document for identifying additional sites through the Policies,
Sites and Places DPD.

8
9

Bath and North East Somerset Council Core Strategy, Inspector’s Report June 2014, paragraph 234
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004:
39.

Sustainable development
(1)

(2)

Maximus

This section applies to any person who or body which exercises any function—
(a)

under Part 1 in relation to a regional spatial strategy;

(b)

under Part 2 in relation to local development documents;

(c)

under Part 6 in relation to the Wales Spatial Plan or a local development plan.

The person or body must exercise the function with the objective of contributing to the achievement of sustainable development.
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7.9.

The sequential approach adopted by the Council would only result in the removal of land from the Green
Belt if it was deemed that no other ‘sustainable’ sites were available. This approach presupposes that
there is a threshold over which a site can be defined as ‘sustainable’. Whilst for planning applications and
appeals that deal with only one site it is necessary to determine whether the subject site is sustainable in
absolute terms, for plan-making it is the relative sustainability of sites which is important.

7.10.

It is in our view therefore flawed to apply an absolute concept of sustainability to the ‘plan-making’
process. In the alternative, and consistent with its statutory obligations and the NPPF, the local planning
authority should adopt a relative interpretation of sustainability and reflect this in the methodology. This is
entirely logical as adopting the methodology proposed by the Council could have perverse outputs and
lead to a less sustainable form of development overall. Indeed, a site on the edge of a village with a
smaller number of services and facilities, moderate landscape impacts but (crucially) outside of the Green
Belt could be allocated for housing in preference to a highly accessible and sustainable site on the edge
of the Bristol urban area with low landscape impact. The latter would be considerably more sustainable in
planning terms but its allocation not even considered simply because of the Green Belt designation.

7.11.

Such a perverse outcome was avoided in the Bath & North East Somerset (B&NES) Core Strategy where
land was removed from the Green Belt and allocated for housing on the edge of Bath, Keynsham and
Bristol. If the methodology proposed in the Consultation Document had been applied to the B&NES Core
Strategy then the likelihood is that land on the edge of less sustainable settlements would have been
allocated for development at the expense of the more sustainable locations on the edge of the principal
urban areas.

Conclusion
7.12.

Maximus

For the reasons set out above we:
i.

consider that the case for exceptional circumstances is satisfied by the need to deliver a
substantial number of dwellings in a sustainable manner; and

ii.

strongly advocate a change to the methodology which applies a relative, as opposed to absolute,
test of sustainability to all sites, including those currently within the designated Green Belt. Such
a change would be consistent with the significant emphasis placed on sustainability in national
policy and law and ensure compliance with paragraph 84 of the NPPF.
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Question 9:

Do you agree with the range of key services and
facilities used for the assessment of sustainable
access?

9.1.

We broadly agree with the selection of key services and facilities for use within the accessibility
assessment. Where we do however have concerns with the assessment is the lack of weighting applied
to the various criteria and the use of such a simplistic assessment in determining the preferred locations
for growth.

9.2.

With regards the first of these concerns, it is our view that certain services and facilities within the
selection are of greater importance in judging sustainability than others. For example, whilst the
availability of a dentist surgery may be of some benefit to residents of a settlement, its use is likely to be
far less frequent than that of a primary school, supermarket or convenience store. In applying equal
weight to each of the key services and facilities, the assessment fails therefore to robustly analyse the
relative sustainability of each of the settlements considered.

9.3.

A further shortcoming with this relatively simplistic assessment is that it fails to take any account of a host
of relevant factors such as customer choice or preference and the nature of the employment marketplace
etc. An increasing number of households are shopping online for both convenience and comparison
goods. With this trend predicted to continue, the sustainability of a settlement is likely to become more
directly related to its accessibility by road from distribution locations.

9.4.

With regards employment, whilst the proximity of an employer with 100+ jobs may provide some
indication of the sustainability of a settlement, this is not always the case. For example, one of the major
10
employers listed on the South Gloucestershire Council website is Commercial Vehicle Direct at Aust.
The same settlement is also home to Severn River Crossing PLC and in theory therefore has good
access to employment opportunities. In practice however very few residents of Aust will work for either of
these employer. Furthermore, even if they did work for one of these employers, should they change jobs,
they are likely to either have to move house or use the car to travel to work.

9.5.

Rather than score locations which have a major employer, greater focus should be placed upon the
connectivity of the site and ability to access a range of employment opportunities. A well located and
connected site is more likely to result in sustainable commuting than simply locating housing at a
settlement where there is a major employer.

9.6.

We do not highlight these examples because we consider that they should necessarily form part of the
quantitative assessment undertaken by the Council for plan-making purposes. Rather, it is to support the
Council’s conclusion at paragraph 17.7 that the ranking of settlements produced by the assessment
should not be the only factor in determining the location of additional allocations.

10

http://sites.southglos.gov.uk/insouthglos/invest/major/
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9.7.

Indeed, given the shortcomings of the assessment, we contend that only limited weight should be given to
the results in determining the appropriate locations for future development. Alongside the quantitative
assessment, careful consideration should be given to a range of factors which indicate the sustainability
and accessibility of potential development locations.

9.8.

In so doing, it is imperative that the Council recognise the considerable benefits to locating development
on the edge of the major urban area of Bristol. Bristol clearly has the greatest range of facilities and
services available within, not only South Gloucestershire, but the South West region. Based upon the
simplistic assessment of sustainability it would therefore score extremely highly. But, what is more
important, is the vast range of services and facilities available which allow for consumer preference,
connectivity through access to a wide range of the infrastructure, and the vastly greater and more diverse
employment market than elsewhere within the authority area. Integrating new housing into such a well
serviced and connected framework in our view represents a far more sustainable solution than dispersal
throughout the Authority area.
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Summary and Conclusions
Whilst we strongly support the Council’s intention to address the five year housing land supply shortfall proactively
through the allocation of a number of sites capable of delivering up to 150 dwellings within the next five years, we
have a number of concerns with the approach and methodology that is proposed to identify additional sites. In
summary:
·

We consider that it is not only feasible to address the housing delivery backlog within the next five years
but it is indeed imperative to do so in order to produce a sound DPD and ensure proactive, plan-led growth.
The Council has instigated a process for identifying additional housing land through the current
consultation process. Further increases in the housing land supply simply requires the identification and
subsequent allocation of a larger number of short term site allocations. There is nothing that we have seen
which indicates that delivery of the full housing need, including backlog, cannot be achieved on sustainable
sites within South Gloucestershire.

·

We do not currently have evidence on market demand in Thornbury, Yate or Chipping Sodbury and cannot
therefore assist the Council in determining whether these local markets can sustain further development
above and beyond the existing commitments. Notwithstanding, the key housing demand driver is the city of
Bristol and there is a good degree of certainty that future housing development on the edge of the City will
come forward within the required five year timeframe.

·

No reliance can be placed upon neighbouring authorities to assist in securing a five year housing land
supply (as required by the NPPF) in the short term. The Council must therefore look to identify sufficient
land within its authority area in order to address the existing deficit.

·

The focus for growth should be at sustainable locations irrespective of whether these are currently
designated as Green Belt. Significant emphasis is placed on the delivery of sustainable development within
the NPPF, PPG and, indeed, in law. We advocate a change to the methodology proposed through the
consultation document in order to attach greater weight to the sustainability of potential development
opportunities when determining which sites to allocate.

·

In identifying the next tranche of allocations, only limited weight should be afforded to the findings of the
accessibility assessment. It is important to look more broadly at sustainability and, in so doing, to apply a
rational planning judgement to determine the relative sustainability of all options before the Council. This
should be informed by a thorough understanding of the authority area and the relative merits of locating
development in broad locations. Such analysis is consistent with the requirements of paragraph 84 of the
NPPF.

·

The land North of London Road, Warmley, is extremely well placed to contribute circa 150 dwellings to the
housing supply within South Gloucestershire in the short term. The land is in a very sustainable location,
accessible, unconstrained and would appear as an unobtrusive extension of the current urban form. Whilst
it is currently within the designated Green Belt, for the reasons outlined within these representations, we
strongly believe that it represents an ideal opportunity to increase land supply in the short term through
development on a highly sustainable site.
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Appendix 1 Site Plan
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Appendix 2 Completed Site Proforma
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Call for Sites Response Form

This form shou d only be used by landowners and developers that are promoting a site for inclusion in the
PSP P an.
Comments are invited on the issues set out in paragraphs 19.1 22.2 of the PSP P an Regu ation 18
Consu tation document in respect of the suitability, availability and achievability of potentia housing sites.
The purpose of these questions is to gauge potentia preparedness to engage constructive y in a possib e
p anning app ication process, likelihood of achieving policy compliant schemes and early de ivery of
dwellings.
Comments related to the genera methodo ogy and process shou d be set out on the response form for
the Regu ation 18 Consu tation document, availab e on ine: www.southg os.gov.uk/PSPconsultation
Please note that freedom of nformation regu ations mean that the Council cannot treat any information
supplied confidentially.
For enquiries or assistance please contact the Strategic P anning Policy and Specialist Advice Team
01454 863469 or p anningLDF@southg os.gov.uk

1. YOUR DETAILS

Ref Number (for office use only)

Name

Nick Matthews

Company/Organisation
( f relevant)

Savills

Address

Embassy House
Queens Avenue
Bristol

Postcode

BS8 1SB

Telephone
Email address
am
(p ease tick all those that app y)

Owner of part of the site
P anning consultant
Affordab e Housing Provider
Local resident

[ ]
[X]
[ ]
[ ]

Land agent
Developer
Amenity/Community Group
Other

[
[
[
[

]
]
]
]
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2. SITE DETAILS
Site address

London Road, Warmley.

Site Postcode
Grid ref. (if known)
e.g. 367712,177756

367518

173340

Site area (hectares)

5.6

Current use(s)

Agricultural

Relevant P anning History
(if known please inc ude
any relevant p anning
app ication reference
number(s) and confirm if the
site has previous y been
submitted in response to a
call for sites for the PSP or
other Local P an process).

The site is listed in the South Gloucestershire Policies Sites and Places Plan - Call
for Sites schedule November 2015. Site ID 205, reference SHLAA110 Land at
London Road, Warmley.

3. PROPOSED FUTURE USES AND CAPACITY
Please indicate if the
proposa is for 100%
residentia or a mixed use
scheme (and if so the
intended proportions and
respective capacity of
each use.)

The site is proposed for residential development. Based on the site area of 5.6 ha
and a theoretical gross to net ratio of 75%, with a 35 dwelling per hectare multiplier
the site could yield 147 dwellings.

Please state how your
proposa is proportional to
the existing size and
character of the
settlement. E.g. % increase
of existing settlement
(Demographic data on
existing settlement size is
set out in the Rura Villages
and Settlements Topic
Paper (2015)

The site adjoins Warmley, an urban settlement in the communities of the East
Fringe of Bristol.

Please state how your
proposa will
address/contribute to the
community aspirations
established during
previous consultation

With regard to the community aspirations set out in Appendix 2 of the PSP
consultation document, residential development at London Road could contribute
to the following community aspirations in Siston Parish:
Contribution towards the provision of additional allotments
Contribution towards the provision of a multi-use sports facility
Contribution towards the provision of a range of residential
accommodation.
South Gloucestershire Policies, Sites and Places Plan

To all intents and purposes it forms part of the Bristol urban area and hence the
scale of development proposed will be relatively small in the context of its
surroundings.

rounds of the PSP P an and
listed at Appendix 2 of the
November 2015 PSP P an
consultation document

4. SITE OWNERSHIP AND STATUS
(or my client/organisation)

f you are not the owner, or
on y own part of the site, do
you know who owns the site
or the remainder of it
(p ease provide detai s,
inc uding a p an showing
site ownerships)

s sole owner of the site

[ ]

Owns part of the site

[ ]

Do not own the site

[X]

Our client, Maximus, has an option agreement over all of the land. The landowner
supports its development.

Does the owner (or other owner(s) support your proposa s for the site?

[ Yes ]

s the land for sale? f so
how long has it been on the
market?

N/A

Are there any covenants
or other legal issues that
may restrict development
potentia ? f so please
exp ain. (including
wayleaves and easements)

There are no legal impediments or obstacles to development.

Has the land been subject
to developer interest e.g.
initia interest, a
feasibility appraisa , option
agreement or contract to
purchase? If so please
provide detai s inc uding the
nature of the option
agreement(s) and purchase
contract(s).i.e. fixed /
minimum va ue or subject to
p anning.

See above.

Have any utility searches been undertaken?

[ ]
South Gloucestershire Policies, Sites and Places Plan

f so is the site readily
serviceable? P ease
provide detai s of which
utilities are availab e to the
site.

See attached Statement for details.

Have or are consultants engaged to undertake any studies or design work?

f so who and when? P ease
provide detai s. P ease
indicate if those studies
may be made available to
the Council?

[ No ]

Previous assessment work has been undertaken on the site and further work will be
instructed shortly. We would welcome liaison with the Council on the evidence which
would be helpful for the PSP process.

Please indicate an approximate timescale for delivery (no. of dwellings per year):
2016/2017

2017/2018
12

2021/2022

2018/2019
45

2022/2023

2019/2020
45

2020/2021
45

2023+
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5. SITE CONSTRAINTS
Has the highway authority been consulted?
f so p ease provide details,
of when and any
conclusions.

[ No ]

N/A

Has any proposed scheme been financia y appraised?

[ No ]

f so did the appraisal conclude that a development wou d be viable and
provide a reasonable return to the andowner?

[ ]

Can any assumptions and or the appraisa work be provided to the Council?

[ ]

Have any soil investigations been undertaken?

[ No ]

f so was any significant
contamination found or
need for further
investigations advised?
Please provide details.

N/A

s the site subject of a Local Green Space nomination or any other such designation? If so please provide
details below.
N/A

With regard general site constraints the Council retains significant information and expertise with regard
these issues. The Council does not advise that such studies should be commissioned at this time if not
already done so.
where
necessary if and when additional study work should be undertaken to support a proposed allocation.
Wou d the site impact on any andscape, eco ogica , archaeo ogical or built heritage interests? P ease
provide use the box below to provide information of any such interests where known and the details of
studies undertaken.
The site is outside of designated ecological areas for habitats and species. It falls within Agricultural Land
Classification Grade 3b, of moderate land quality. There is a Grade II listed building within 150m of the site along
London Road, at the Milestone opposite the Church Avenue junction.

s the site known to suffer from any flooding issues (river or drainage related)? Please provide details, and of
any studies undertaken, in the box below.
The site is outside of Flood Zones 2 and 3.
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6. ADDITIONAL COMMENTS
The information collected as part this consultation will also be used by the Council in accordance with the data protection principles
in the Data Protection Act 1998. The purposes for collecting this data are: to assist in plan making; and to contact you, if
necessary, regarding the planning consultation process. Some of the data may be made public as it will form part of the evidence
base used to inform the creation of planning policy documents. The above purposes may require public disclosure of any data
received on the response form, in accordance with the Freedom of Information Act 2000.
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Appendix 3 Accessibility Plan
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