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1.0     Purpose of this Topic Paper: 

1.1 This topic paper has been prepared in response to the representations made during the 

formal consultation on the proposed submission draft of the Policies, Sites and Places Plan 

(21st July – 8th September 2016). The purpose of the Topic Paper is to provide all parties 

including the Inspector with the background to the decision to not include additional housing 

allocations in the PSP Plan and to respond to the main issues raised by representations in 

association with this decision.  

1.2 Sections 2-9 provide background information and section 10 lists the main issues 

covered by the representations and Council’s response, to these issues.  

1.3 In summary, the reasons why the council decided not to include additional housing 

allocations in the plan are as follows: 

1. Consideration of additional allocations would have required a review of the Green 

Belt and the Council’s spatial strategy. 

2. That process is already now underway through the preparation of the Joint Spatial 

Plan. 

3. Consideration of Green Belt release in isolation of the other authorities covered by 

the Bristol to Bath Green Belt has the potential to undermine the credibility of the 

Green Belt and impact on the strategy for delivery strategic growth via the Joint 

Spatial Plan. 

4. There is a very significant potential to undermine the spatial strategy being 

established as part of the JSP if additional allocations are brought forward in the PSP 

Plan.  

5. Requiring residential allocations to be made in the PSP Plan would have resulted in 

the plan being so delayed as to cause the council to abandon it and focus on a new 

Local Plan. The consequence of this would be leaving the council to continue to rely 

on out of date saved development management policies, delaying the adoption of up-

to-date non-housing policies and the allocation of non-residential sites.  

6. The ability to make allocations to address the housing requirement in the totality of 

the South Gloucestershire Development Plan exists through the bringing forward of 

the Joint Spatial Plan (JSP) and new Local Plan, these are set out in the Local Plan 

Delivery programme. The approach of allocating sites in the new Local Plan accords 

with Core Strategy policy CS5. 

 

 

2.0  Context 

2.1 The Core Strategy (adopted December 2013) is the strategic element of the Council’s 

Local Plan; establishing the requirement for new homes and jobs, the spatial strategy for 

accommodating it, and setting out the Council’s broad policies in relation to the strategic 

priorities. The Core Strategy sets no housing requirement that must be met through a further 

allocations development plan document. 

2.2 The Policies, Sites and Places Plan reflects and implements the strategic policies in the 

Core Strategy, is a subordinate plan to the Core Strategy and contains the detailed 

development management policies of the Local Plan. The Development Management 

policies are to be used in determining planning applications. The Plan also contains 

allocations for a range of land uses. Strategic sites for predominately residential allocations 

have been allocated in the Core Strategy. The Core Strategy sets no housing requirement 

that must be met by the PSP Plan.  
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2.3 In Core Strategy policy CS5 (Location of Development), the focus of residential growth is 

in the north and east fringes of the Bristol urban area and the market towns of Yate, 

Chipping Sodbury and Thornbury. Policy CS5 sets out the three possible options under the 

plan-led system for considering growth outside existing settlements within the rural areas 

(outside the focus or the majority of the residential growth), these are through reviewing 

settlement boundaries via: 

1. The Policies, Sites and Places Plan, or 

2. A replacement Core Strategy/Local Plan, or 

3. Neighbourhood Plans.  

2.4 For the reasons set out in this paper, the Council’s preferred approach is to address the 

requirement for additional housing through the replacement of its Core Strategy/New Local 

Plan, and or where communities identify local growth requirements, through Neighbourhood 

Plans.  

3.0 Policies, Sites and Places Plan  

3.1 The following table explains the changing scope of the PSP Plan, detailing the events 

and circumstances that have influenced its progression through to the June 2016 Proposed 

Submission version. A factor in this decision, as explained in the table is the commitment 

South Gloucestershire is making to prepare the Joint Spatial Plan that the West of England 

authorities (South Gloucestershire Council, Bristol City Council, Bath and North East 

Somerset Council and North Somerset Council) are bringing forward as a statutory 

development plan document. The undertaking of this strategic Development Plan Document 

(DPD) is an important consideration that has influenced the scope of the PSP Plan which the 

Council has placed much weight on. This is further considered in Section 7 below.  
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Date Activity 

May 2013 

Early Engagement on the PSP Plan: 
Emails and letters sent out to everyone on the Council's e-consult 
iNovem database (approx 5,000 names) informing them of the 
start of the Plan's preparation. 

September 2013 
– November 
2013 

A questionnaire was sent to Parish and Town Councils and the 
unparished areas - sought views on issues relating to rural 
housing and settlement boundaries.  
 
The context for seeking views was that the Core Strategy was due 
for adoption imminently, there was a 5 year housing land supply 
and in accordance with Core Strategy policy CS5 . 

Regulation 18 
Consultation 

November 2013 
– December 
2013 

Emails and letters were sent out to everyone on the Council's e-
consult iNovem database inviting them, in accordance with 
Regulation 18 of the 2012 Town and Country Planning 
Regulations, to indicate what should be included in the Plan.  

Regulation 18 
Consultation 

January 2014 

A Call for Sites took place in January 2014 Emails and letters 
were sent out to everyone on the Council's e-consult iNovem 
database inviting them to identify any sites that should be 
considered for development.  

June – August 
2014 

Consultation on the Draft Plan and another opportunity for Call for 
Sites to be submitted: 
 
The draft Plan included the outcome of early engagement 
identifying some parishes that wanted to consider growth options.   

Regulation 18 
Consultation 

December 2014 
– January 2015 Targeted consultation with Parishes who wanted to investigate the 

possibility for future housing allocations. Regulation 18 
Consultation 

January – 
March 2015 

Consultation on the pre-commencement document and Call for 
Sites in relation to the West of England’s Joint Spatial strategy. 

May – July 2015 

Publication of the Proposed Submission (March 2015) version of 
the Plan: 
 
This version of the Plan included the amendment of settlement 
boundaries and the allocation of new residential sites. 
The context being- an adopted Core Strategy, a 5 year housing 
land supply and in allocations being brought forward in 
accordance with Core Strategy policy CS5 . 
 
(see section 4 below for further details) 

Regulation 19 
Consultation  
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June 2015 

An appeal decision relating to a housing site in Charfield (June 
2015), concluded that the Council was not able to demonstrate a 
5 year supply of housing land. The impact for the March 2015 
Proposed Submission version of the PSP plan was that it could 
not be taken forward to examination as drafted. Therefore, the 
submission of the plan was paused while consultation was 
undertaken on the challenges and options for addressing the 5 
year housing land supply shortfall. 
 
(see section 5 below for further details) 
 

June 2015 Launch event for the West of England’s Joint Spatial Plan. 

November 2015 
– January 2016 

Regulation 18 consultation on the potential for additional housing 
allocations to be made the PSP plan. 
 
(see section 6 below for further details) Regulation 18 

Consultation 

November 2015 
– January 2016 

Regulation 18 consultation on the Issues and Options relating to 
the West of England’s Joint Spatial Plan. Included within the 
consultation: 
- Strategic Housing Market Assessment 
- Green Belt Assessment 
- Economic Development Needs Assessment 

 
(see section 7 below for further details) 

April 2016 
The Council published a press release detailing its intention that 
the PSP Plan would not include additional housing allocations. 
The PSP Plan website was also updated. 

June 2016 
  

Council decision to progress with elements of the plan not relating 
to the allocation of the additional housing sites. Removing from 
the plan additional (new) housing allocations, amendments to 
settlement boundaries and any designation of Local Green 
Spaces with developer interest. 

Update to the Local Plan Delivery Programme (LPDP, formerly 
known as the Local Development Scheme), to reflect the 
amended scope of the PSP Plan. The LPDP recognises the 
bringing forward of a New Local Plan, which will replace the 
adopted Core Strategy and the PSP Plan, in accordance with the 
emerging Joint Spatial Plan (JSP) and will make additional 
housing allocations to address the new requirement established 
by the JSP. 

July-September 
2016 

Formal consultation on the Proposed submission version of the 
PSP Plan, without the inclusion of the any additional housing 
allocations. Roll forward of residential/residential mixed uses 
allocations, from the 2006 adopted local plan, under construction 
and/or at planning stage.   

Regulation 19 
Consultation 

November 2016 
Joint Spatial Plan, ‘Towards and Preferred Strategy’ Regulation 
18 consultation 
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4.0 Policies, Sites and Places Plan - Formal consultation summer 2015 

4.1 The council published a proposed submission version of the PSP Plan (dated March 

2015) for formal consultation between 22 May and 3 July 2015 in accordance with 

Regulations 19, 20 and 35 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) 

Regulations 2012. 

 

4.2 The March 2015 version of the PSP plan set out the results of the Rural Housing 

Review, a process where communities could support the level of growth they considered 

appropriate for their area. This was consistent with policies CS5 and CS34 of the Core 

Strategy and was conducted on the basis of the council being able at that point in time to 

demonstrate a sufficient overall supply of housing to meet the need identified in the Core 

Strategy and the immediate 5 year housing land supply. The plan at that time concluded that 

only one village considered additional growth was required, and therefore supported growth 

for an additional 20 houses. The Core Strategy does not set a housing target for the PSP 

Plan to address.  

4.3 The main issue raised as a result of the summer 2015 consultation related to the 

shortfall in housing numbers and absence of a five year supply. This is explained below. 

5.0 Charfield Appeal Decision and Latest Annual Monitoring Report  

5.1 An appeal decision for residential development on a site at Charfield was granted 

permission in June 2015. The Inspector in allowing the appeal concluded that the council 

was unable to demonstrate a deliverable 5 year supply of housing. The council had at that 

time coincidentally already begun consultation on the proposed submission version of the 

Policies, Sites and Places Plan. 

 

5.2 The impact for the March 2015 Proposed Submission version of the PSP plan was that it 

could not be taken forward to examination as drafted. Therefore, the submission of the plan 

was paused while consultation was undertaken on the challenges and options for addressing 

the 5 year housing land supply shortfall. 

5.3 The Council’s latest Annual Monitoring Report (December 2015) states that there is a 

supply of 8,659 homes projected to be delivered over the next five years, against a 

requirement of 10,110. The supply is equivalent to 4.28 years Taking account of the 

undersupply in previous years and a profiling of supply from identified sites a shortfall of 

1,451 was identified. The shortfall covered the 5 year period from 1 April 2015 to 31 March 

2020.  This remains the most up to date assessment of the housing land supply in South 

Gloucestershire, see 2015 AMR (Document Library Ref: PP6), pending the publication of the 

December 2016 AMR. 

6.0 Additional consultation November 2015 – January 2016  

6.1 In response to this situation the council, supported the primacy of the plan led approach. 

As a result, it carried out a further Regulation 18 consultation in relation to the potential for 

additional housing allocations in the Policies, Sites and Places Plan. Through site 

identification, assessment and consultation with the community, the council hoped to identify 

sufficient sites where development could be located through the PSP Plan that could 

address the shortfall prior to bringing forward the Joint Spatial Plan and new Local Plan.  

6.2 The council stated during the consultation that it wanted to be clear to all parties that it 

does not support growth at any cost. This continues to be the case.  
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6.3 The consultation was based on addressing a shortfall of around 1,500 dwellings over the 

next 5 years. Of the range of sites promoted through the consultation a number of issues 

arose in relation to addressing the shortfall through making additional allocations in the PSP 

Plan: 

- it would not have been possible to address the shortfall from deliverable non-Green Belt 

locations, thus requiring piecemeal releases from the Green Belt pre-empting the strategic 

review of the Green Belt across the West of England, 

- some promoted sites were part of much of larger potential site allocations and therefore 

there was potential to undermine the comprehensive planning of these locations in the 

longer term through the Joint Spatial Plan and New Local Plan, 

- Some promoted sites would have contributed little or nothing to addressing the 5 year 

housing land supply shortfall because they were not considered deliverable within the next 5 

years, and 

-  some respondents were concerned that additional allocations would result in the slowdown 

of the build out of existing committed sites and therefore allocations would not impact on the 

shortfall.  

6.4 The following two sections explain how these issues together with the change in context 

determined the scope of the PSP Plan.  

 

7.0 Change of context 

7.1 Since the consultation in November 2015, the context for bringing forward the PSP Plan 

has significantly and materially changed. Both the West of England’s Joint Spatial Plan and 

South Gloucestershire new Local Plan have now been progressed. Since that time the JSP 

has gone through two political decisions to progress. Further, in spring 2016 the government 

consulted upon potential changes to the planning system. These circumstances have had a 

major bearing on the ability for the PSP DPD to address housing supply.  

7.2 The Joint Spatial Plan has now progressed to its ‘towards an emerging spatial strategy’ 

consultation. It details the overall housing requirements for the West of England, based on a 

new Strategic Housing Market Assessment. It details the emerging preferred strategy for 

distribution of the housing and employment growth that will cover the period 2016-36. 

Importantly, it will replace the Core Strategy’s established housing requirement and spatial 

strategy. Through this unique joint development plan document, the four Local Planning 

Authorities that make up the West of England are planning effectively for strategic cross 

boundary issues through a comprehensive spatial strategy for the sub-region, which will 

include a comprehensive review of the Green Belt. Taking these tasks forward by any one of 

the individual LPAs is not effective and fails to address the NPPF’s requirement to plan 

strategically across administrative boundaries. The JSP is the most comprehensive and 

sound way to undertake and consider a wholescale assessment of the Green Belt, rather 

than through the piecemeal assessment and potential release of Green Belt sites which 

would be contrary to national policy. Consultation on the ‘towards an emerging strategy’ 

began on the 7th November 2016, and is supported by a new SHMA and Green Belt 

assessment. 

7.3 The South Gloucestershire Local Plan, preparatory work has also begun and a ‘Pre-

commencement document is being prepared for consultation. It is important that the new 

Local Plan, which will replace the Core Strategy and PSP Plan, is progressed in association 



 

8 

 

with the JSP. The new Local Plan will provide the detailed policies and allocations to deliver 

the strategic locations being brought forward in the Joint Spatial Plan. The new Local Plan’s 

preparation stages will closely follow the JSP’s. Draft Plan will be published during 2017, 

with proposed submission version to be achieved as soon after the receipt of the Inspector 

report of the JSP as possible given the great weight the Inspector’s report is afforded. 

7.4 In light of the Council’s conclusion that it would be necessary to delay further housing 

allocations to the new Local Plan, the Council was left with two options: either incorporate 

the PSP Plan into the new Local Plan and therefore not bring forward any plan until the 

outcome of the JSP; or alter the scope of the PSP Plan to remove housing allocations from 

it.  

7.5 National core planning principles (NPPF paragraph 17) support the primacy of the plan-

led system. The National Planning Policy Framework reinforces the importance of having up-

to-date plans (paragraph 209).   

7.6 Government consulted during early 2016 on the removable of the use of saved policies1. 

Abandoning the submission and subsequent adoption of the PSP Plan, in favour of 

incorporating the PSP Plan into the new Local Plan would have the consequence, in the 

absence of saved local plan policies, of leaving the council without a number of local 

policies. This would be in direct conflict with the Government’s clear message to get up-to-

date planning policies in place.  

7.7 In light of these changes in circumstances the Council reconsidered the scope of the 

PSP Plan. Section 8 provides details of the assessment for why the scope needed to change 

and why the council remains committed to bringing forward the PSP Plan with its new scope. 

  

                                                           
1 Technical consultation on implementation of planning changes (CLG, 2016) 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/507019/160310_planning_consultation.pdf
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8.0 Change of Scope 

8.1 In light of the change in circumstances set out above, the Council decided on balance to 

amend the scope of the Policies, Sites and Places (PSP) Plan and update the Local Plan 

Delivery Programme. For the reasons set out in this section the Council decided to remove 

new residential allocations and amendments to settlement boundaries, and has not 

introduced additional allocations to address the 5 year housing land supply in the PSP Plan. 

Following these amendments, it brought forward and consulted upon the June 2016 

Proposed Submission version of the Plan. 

 

8.2 The ability to make allocations to address the housing requirement in the totality of the 

South Gloucestershire Development Plan exists through the bringing forward of the JSP and 

new Local Plan, these are set out in the Local Plan Delivery programme. The approach of 

allocating sites in the new Local Plan accords with Core Strategy policy CS5 – Location of 

the Development. 

 

Reasons for the change in scope 

8.3 The implications of not including additional housing allocations (sites) were considered in 

the March 2015 Sustainability Appraisal. Notwithstanding the conclusions reached in that SA 

assessment, it is important to recognise the implications of bringing forward additional 

housing allocations in the current overall plan making cycle. South Gloucestershire Council 

is working with the three other West of England authorities on the JSP and is also preparing 

the NLP. The implications of bringing forward additional housing allocations in the PSP plan 

was carefully considered. These implications are: 

 

1. There is a very significant potential to undermine the spatial strategy being 

established as part of the JSP, because the options available to deliver against the 5 

year housing land supply may not be the most sustainable when taking account of 

the future sub-regional spatial strategy and a focus on delivering sites over the next 5 

years is likely to encourage piecemeal site releases (as demonstrated through the 

sites submitted as part of the November 2015- January 2016 consultation).  

 

2. The ability for non-Green Belt sites to deliver against the 5 year housing land supply 

is not certain, as demonstrated by the slow delivery of some of the existing Core 

Strategy allocations. The consideration of Green Belt release in isolation of the other 

authorities covered by the Bristol to Bath Green Belt has the potential to undermine 

the credibility of the Green Belt and impact on the strategy for delivery strategic 

growth via a joint spatial plan. Furthermore, a two-stage approach to Green Belt 

release, through PSP Plan allocations and then JSP strategic releases would erode 

the permanence of the Green Belt.  

 

3. Requiring residential allocations to be made in the PSP Plan will result in the plan 

being so delayed as to cause the council to abandon it and focus on new Local Plan. 

The consequence of which would be leaving the council to continue to rely on out of 

date saved development management policies and preventing the allocation of non-

residential sites. Further details on the impacts of abandoning the PSP Plan are set 

out in more detail below.  
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4. Incompatibility with the Core Strategy’s Spatial Strategy, requiring a review of the 

sustainability appraisal and inspector’s conclusion that dispersed pattern of growth 

was not a sustainable alternative. This incompatibility is likely to cause considerable 

delay and would likely result in the PSP Plan being abandoned, in favour of bringing 

forward the new Local Plan.  

 

5. Clear process for establishing the housing requirement. The overall housing 

requirement for the West of England and the spatial strategy for delivering this 

requirement is now under review as part of the Joint Spatial Plan (JSP), which will 

cover the period 2016-2036. This is consistent with the NPPF at paragraphs 17 and 

47. This requires Local Planning Authorities to undertake a Strategic Housing Market 

Assessment (SHMA). A new SHMA has been prepared as part of undertaking the 

JSP. The housing target being identified across the West of England for the period 

2016-2036 is up to 105,000 dwellings. Of that figure, 66,000 is already 

identified/allocated. Therefore the JSP and new Local Plans will need to collectively 

allocate an additional 39,000 dwellings across the West of England. The JSPs spatial 

strategy will establish the South Gloucestershire’s share of the needs arising from the 

Bristol Housing Market Area. Therefore, the 5 year housing land supply target will 

also be affected as part of progressing the JSP. The next consultation for the JSP 

started on 7th November 2016. In this context, agreeing the correct level of need that 

the PSP Plan should be addressing would be likely to cause considerable delay to 

the adoption of the plan and undermine any potential benefits of bringing forward the 

PSP Plan in advance of the new Local Plan. 

 

6. Proceeding to consult independently and separately on housing supply issues as part 

of both the PSP Plan (to address the shortfall against our current Core Strategy 

housing requirement) and the JSP (to address ‘future’ housing needs for South 

Gloucestershire and amended 5 year housing land supply requirement) is likely to 

cause considerable confusion within the examination processes of both plans.  

 

7. Submission of the PSP Plan, with the inclusion of additional housing allocations, 

would likely cause delay the adoption of non-housing policies and run into the 

preparation for the New Local Plan hindering the preparation of both documents. This 

serves to benefit no-one.  

 

 

Implications of abandoning the PSP and incorporating it into the New Local Plan  

8.6 Abandoning the Plan was rejected as an option, as the Council considers that there are 

considerable benefits for bringing forward the other elements of the plan. These benefits 

include the following:  

- Through bringing forward the PSP Plan the council is not only replacing out of the 

date development control policies with updated NPPF compliant Development 

Management policies, it is also, in line with government policy, bringing forward new 

policies and allocations which will provide considerable economic benefits to the 

area. These include: 

o New policy on renewable energy (PSP6 - Onsite Renewable & Low Carbon 

Energy) 

o New policy on Health impacts (PSP9 – Health Impact Assessments) 
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o New policy on hydrocarbon extraction (including fracking) (PSP25 - 

Hydrocarbon Extraction (including Fracking)) 

o New policy on our three Enterprise Areas (PSP26 – Enterprise Areas) 

o New policies on internal spaces and accessibility standards and private 

amenity spaces standards (PSP37 – Internal Spaces and Accessibility 

Standards for Dwellings)  

o New policy on custom (self) build (PSP42 – Custom Build Dwellings) 

o New policy on the Oldbury New Nuclear Build (PSP46 – Oldbury New 

Nuclear Build (NNB)) 

o Updated policies and allocations for minerals and safeguarding of minerals 

(PSP23 – Mineral Safeguarding Areas) 

o Updated retail policy areas and the designation of the floorspace to our 

existing town centres to direct investment (PSP31 – Town Centre Uses) 

o Retained and new site allocations for a range of land uses (PSP47 - Site 

Allocations and Safeguarding) 

o New safeguarding for strategic transport infrastructure (PSP13 – 

Safeguarding Strategic Transport Schemes and Infrastructure) 

o Designations championed and supported by local communities (PSP4 – 

Designated Local Green Spaces).  

 

- If the PSP Plan is adopted the council intends to incorporate these newly adopted 

policies into the new Local Plan, which will assist with its progression through to 

adoption.    

  

9.0 Summary  

9.1 Sections 2-8 detail the background and reasons why it is not appropriate to make 

additional new residential allocations in the PSP Plan. It also highlights the impacts of 

bringing forward further housing allocations through the PSP Plan, and why the Council 

decided not to do this.   

9.2 If the PSP plan is not progressed in line the revised scope, as set out in the June 2016, 

the Council will withdraw the plan since it is firmly of the view that housing allocations are 

best progressed through the new Local Plan in the context of the new housing need 

requirement and strategic sub-regional spatial strategy being brought forward effectively via 

the Joint Spatial Plan.  

 

9.3 The Local Plan Delivery programme does address the need to allocate residential sites, 

and the vehicle for doing that is the new Local Plan.  

 

 

 

  



 

12 

 

10.0 Main issues relating to housing allocations and requirement from 2016 PSP Plan 

Consultation 

10.1 This section details the main issues raised by a number of representors (see list at 

appendix 1) in respect of the provision of additional housing as part of the PSP Plan and 

associated issues. 

10.2 A Council response has been provided to each main issue. In general the council’s 

position is as follows: 

- There is no requirement for the PSP Plan to include additional housing allocations 

where this is recognised as being beyond the intended scope of this plan (see R 

(Oxted Residential Ltd) v SSCLG [2016] EWCA Civ 414). 

- The local plan delivery programme provides for allocations to be made in the New 

Local Plan, which will accord with the Joint Spatial Plan. 

- No DPD containing housing allocations can be brought forward sooner for adoption 

than the New Local Plan.  

- Bringing forward residential allocations outside the context of the JSP has the 

potential to undermine the sub-regional strategy for growth and causes significant 

impacts to the Green Belt. The Core Strategy’s spatial strategy is not founded on a 

dispersed pattern of growth.  

- Provisions in the Core Strategy (policy CS5) allowed for allocations and settlement 

boundary changes to be made by either the PSP Plan or a replacement Core 

Strategy / Local Plan. The Council is now bringing forward the New Local Plan in 

accordance with the West of England’s Joint Spatial Plan (JSP), which will set the 

strategic locations for growth and establish the housing requirement for South 

Gloucestershire from 2016-2036. 

- Since the provision of residential allocations through the PSP Plan is not considered 

to be viable, the only realistic alternative to promoting the PSP Plan in its current 

scope would be to abandon the Plan. This would result in continued reliance on out 

of date saved development management policies and delay to the adoption of new 

policies and non-residential site allocations.  
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Main Issues 
 

Response 

Main Issue 1: The housing requirement contained within the Core Strategy does not 
represent the full, Objectively Assessed Needs (OAN) for housing as required by the 
Framework and therefore, the Core Strategy housing requirement is out-of-date by virtue 
of paragraph 47 of the Framework – detailed commentary on Core Strategy OAN 
calculations (Gladman, Representor ID: 235 ) 
 
Main Issue 2: Detailed comments on 5 year land supply and approach to calculating it – 
Liverpool v Sedgefield etc  (Grassroots Planning comments for Ashfield Land, 
Representor ID: 281) 
 
Main Issue 3: National policy requires the Council to be able to demonstrate a 5 year 
supply of deliverable housing land by identifying housing sites (NPPF 17 and 47).  The 
Council does not have a 5 year supply of housing land against the Core Strategy housing 
trajectory. Since November 2015 there have been no significant planning permissions 
which would have improved the 5 year land supply position and many stalled sites remain 
stalled. Not allocating through the PSP Plan will exacerbate the land supply situation. 
Proceeding with the PSP Plan when there is not a five year supply of housing is unsound 
as it conflicts with national policy in para 47 of the NPPF to boost significantly the supply 
of housing.  
 
Main Issue 4: The PSP Plan is the final component in the South Gloucestershire Local 
Plan and is the vehicle identified by the Inspector and in the Core Strategy (para 1.6) to 
ensure the delivery of the Core Strategy housing requirement and find the plan sound.  
The purpose of the PSP is to support and complete the Core Strategy and without any 
further allocations in the PSP or other supporting evidence to demonstrate where there 
are suitable, developable and deliverable sites within the district, there is a serious risk 
that the housing requirement set by the Core Strategy will not be delivered and both plans 
will be unsound. 
 
Main Issue 5: Removal of non-strategic development allocations from the PSP leaves 
little flexibility in the District’s development strategy and therefore places greater strain on 
delivering the housing requirement.  The PSP is therefore not justified as it does not have 
the most appropriate strategy to deliver housing need.  
 
Main Issue 6: Some small scale rural sites are required to increase flexibility of housing 
land supply and meet the needs of rural communities (NPPF para 17 and 55). There has 

These comments regarding levels of need and how to 
calculate them are noted but they are not relevant to the June 
2016 version of the PSP Plan, since they concern matters 
which are beyond the intended scope of the plan.  
 
The PSP Plan does not seek to allocate additional housing 
sites or re-establish the OAN. A new OAN has been prepared 
to support the JSP and a New Local Plan is being brought 
forward to allocate the sites necessary to deliver the housing 
required to meet the new OAN.  
 
Not including additional housing sites will not exacerbate the 
land supply situation. The bringing forward of the PSP Plan to 
examination needs to considered in the context of the 
significant progress made on the JSP and the delivery of the 
initial stages of the local plan’s review. Furthermore, the only 
realistic alternative (abandonment of this plan) would result in 
the same outcome.   
 
The strategy for housing delivery is set out in the Core 
Strategy, which remains relevant and can be applied in 
accordance with national policy.  
 
It is noted there has been low take up of Neighbourhood 
Plans and rural exception sites, however there has been an 
increase in interest for developing Neighbourhood Plans. 
These will complement the New Local Plan, boosting housing 
supply rather than being a critical element of the 5 year 
housing land supply.   
 



 

14 

 

been very low uptake of Neighbourhood Plans or rural exception sites in South 
Gloucestershire to fulfil this purpose. 
 
Main Issue 7: Further housing allocations of all scales including within rural areas and 
Green Belt should be made through the PSP so that it can be found sound. A number of 
omission sites presented for consideration including proposal for new garden village to 
prevent speculative development in Thornbury. 
 

Main Issue 8: The plan is not positively prepared. The decision to omit housing sites from 
the PSP Plan will cause a further delay to meeting the need for homes and businesses 
and addressing the land supply shortfall until December 2018 at the earliest (2 years). 
This timetable is further vulnerable to slippage in the JSP process which is very likely.  
This will exacerbate housing need and extend the period of uncertainty for communities.  
 

The Council’s Local Plan Delivery Programme sets out the 
progression of the New Local Plan, which will bring forward 
additional allocations in line with the Joint Spatial Plan.  
 
Additional allocations made through the PSP Plan to address 
the 5 year housing land supply will not be brought forward any 
sooner than allocations made through the new local plan. 
  

Main Issue 9: Market Signals have shown that housing is unaffordable and the gap 
between pay and housing has increased at an alarming rate from 2010-2015, this is a 
particular problem in Bristol and its Strategic Housing Market Area of which South 
Gloucestershire is an active part. (see GVA Grimley Representor ID: 279). The PSP is not 
addressing the urgent need for affordable housing.  
 

The Council notes this, it continues to determine planning 
applications in accordance with paragraph 14 of the NPPF; 
however, for the reasons set out in section 8, the Council is 
not proposing to make additional residential allocations in the 
PSP Plan.  
 

Main Issue 10: The first core planning principle established through the NPPF (Paragraph 
17, first bullet) is that planning should be genuinely plan-led. The decision to omit 
allocations from the PSP in the absence of a 5 year land supply directly conflicts with this 
principle. The result is speculative, ad hoc development which is unsustainable. It also 
creates anxiety for communities and undermines efforts to promote exception schemes as 
it creates hope value on potential sites.  
 

To delay the PSP Plan, with its current scope, would cause 
the Council to cease its production in preference to the New 
Local Plan, which will not be adopted until 2018. There is no 
plan that can sustainably be brought forward for additional 
housing allocations sooner.  

Main Issue 11: Do not agree with the Council that conflict with the JSP is a reason for not 
including additional housing in the PSP Plan on the grounds that the housing requirement 
for the West of England has not yet been determined. The DTC is not an alternative to 
meeting the authority’s own housing need and 5 year requirement. No evidence has been 
presented to suggest it would not be possible to allocate sustainable sites to meet housing 
shortfall in SG. Allocation of further sites including within the Green Belt is justified by lack 
of 5 year supply (see Grassroots Planning for Ashfield Land, Representor ID: 281). 
 

The council acknowledges that the DTC is not an alternative 
to meeting ones’ own need. However, the JSP is the vehicle 
by which that need can be established, assessed and planned 
for, using the most appropriate sub-regional spatial strategy.  
 
Furthermore, it is the most comprehensive and sound way to 
undertake and consider a wholescale assessment of the 
Green Belt.  
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Main Issue 12: Any benefits to be had from continuing with the PSP Plan as currently 
proposed do not justify the confusion created and the diversion of resources from the 
more important planmaking roles that South Gloucestershire Council has.  If the council 
does not allocate further sites through the PSP the plan should be abandoned and 
resources concentrated on the New Local Plan to replace the Core Strategy. The Plan 
should be renamed to reflect its contents. (Peter Brett-John Baker, Representor ID: 249) 
 

As set out in section 8, the Council considers that there are 
good reasons to bring forward the PSP Plan in its more limited 
scope.  
 
The Council agrees that if residential allocations are required 
to be made, the only sensible option would be to abandon the 
adoption of the PSP Plan, notwithstanding the impacts of 
doing so as listed in section 8.  

Main Issue 13: Local Green Space should not be used in a way which undermines the 
aim of plan making to identify sufficient land in suitable locations to meet identified 
development need.  The PSP should therefore not identify LGS where there is no 5 year 
land supply. Obligations under paragraphs 153, 154 and 157 of the NPPF, risk the plan 
being found unsound. 
 

The Council introduced two additional assessment criteria to 
specifically address this potential issue. These criteria have 
removed the designation of any spaces where there is 
development interest in the space, with the designation of 
these spaces being reconsidered through the New Local Plan 
 

Main Issue 14: The development management policies as worded will prejudice the 
delivery of allocated sites and in the absence of a 5 year land supply.  They should be 
omitted, be amended to be more positive, or not applied to existing allocations.  
 

The council has been very careful is bringing forward 
positively worded policies wherever appropriate and more 
restrictively worded policies where they accord with the NPPF. 
 

Main Issue 15: In the absence of housing allocations the PSP Plan should contain a 
criteria based policy for housing applications or broad areas of search or like other 
authorities and interim housing policy (e.g Vale of White Horse, Taunton Deane, Great 
Yarmouth, Exeter).  This should allow development adjacent to settlements in sustainable 
locations including within the Green Belt. The PSP Plan should not include restrictive 
policies such as PSP40 – settlement boundaries when it has not reviewed boundaries. 
 

These comments are noted, the plan and Core Strategy must 
be read as a whole. Core Strategy CS5 – Location of 
Development, guides where development can be focused, 
consistent with the Sustainability Appraisal and the Inspector’s 
conclusion on the Core Strategy Examination. Other policies 
in the PSP Plan, such as PSP11 will assist in considering 
future planning applications. No change required.  
 
The supporting text of Policy PSP40 specifically deals with the 
situation where there is not a 5 year housing land supply.  
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11.0 Conclusion: 

For the reasons set out above, none of these main issues alter the Council’s decision not to 

incorporate housing allocations within the Plan, nor do they indicate that the plan is not 

ready for examination.  
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Appendix 1: List of representors addressing points relating to the need for additional 

housing allocations. 

Representations Reviewed ID number Site or other interest 

Barton Willmore – Harrow 
Estates and Redrow (Peter 
Roberts) 

221/1 Omission site at Easter Compton  

Barton Willmore –DFE Taylor 
Wimpey (Faith Wright) 

266/1 Cribbs Causeway and LECHL  - 
allocated sites 

Barton Willmore – Barratt 
Homes (Lauren Taljaard) 

183/1 Omission site at Woodlands Farm, 
Frampton Cotterell 

Barton Willmore  - Bloor 
Homes (Lauren Taljaard) 

181/1 Omission site at Crossways, 
Thornbury 

Barton Willmore – Hall & 
Woodhouse (Georgina Tibbs) 

261/1 Omission site at The Griffin, 
Warmley 

GVA Grimley – Square Bay 
(Jo Davis) 

279/1 Omission site - Greenbank Road, 
Hanham 

Planning Ventures Ltd (Lyn 
Jones)  

179/1 Omission site at The Old Vicarage, 
Tytherington  

Planning Ventures Ltd (Lyn 
Jones) 

178/1 Omission site at Orford Farm, 
Engine Common.  

Barwood Development 
Securities Ltd  - Thornbury 
Consortium (R Mitchell) 

175/1 Omission site north west of 
Thornbury  

Michael Neal 199/1 Comments relating to long term 
development at Thornbury  

Turley Associates – Taylor 
Wimpey (Andrew Ross/Claire 
Hawkes) 

276/1 Omission site at Cossham Street, 
Mangotsfield 

Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners - 
CEG (Andy Cockett) 

278/1 and 278/2 Omission site west and south of 
Charfield  

Hannick Homes & 
Developments Ltd (Conor Lee) 

173/1 and 173/2 Omission site west of Sodbury 
Road, Wickwar 

Hannick Homes & 
Developments Ltd (Conor Lee) 

131/1 Omission site east and west of 
Aust Road, Olveston 

Hunter Page – Tortworth 
Estate (Jamie Lewis)  

231/1 Omission sites at Bibstone, 
Cromhall and Talbots End and 
new settlement at Buckover. 

Turley Associates -  Bloor 
Homes South West (Jeff 
Richards) 

259/1 Omission site at Engine Common, 
Yate 

Peter Brett Associates - 
Waddeton Park Ltd (John 
Baker)  

249/1 Omission sites at Barry Road, 
Oldland Common and Wotton 
Road, Charfield  

Hoddell Associates (Martin 
Quinton) on behalf of:  

1. Downend Estates 
2. Engine Common 

Trustees 
3. Mr David Parkhill 
4. Mr MS Howes 
5. Rockfield Farms Ltd 

Separate reps Not stated 
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Grassroots Planning Ltd – 
Ashfield Land (Matthew 
Kendrick)  

281/1 Omission site at Castle Farm 
Road, Hanham  

Grassroots Planning Ltd – 
Bloor Homes (Matthew 
Kendrick) 
 

260/1 Omission site east of Roundways, 
Coalpit Heath  

Grassroots Planning Ltd - 
Clifton Homes (Matthew 
Kendrick) 

144/1 Omission site at St Johns Way 
Chipping Sodbury  

Grassroots Planning Ltd 
(Matthew Kendrick) 

171/1 and 171/2 Omission site at Bank Road 
Pilning  

Persimmon Homes Severn 
Valley (Paul Davis) 

118/1 To protect the interests of 
Persimmon Homes Severn Valley 

Gladman Developments Ltd. 
(Phil Bamford) 

235/1  and 235/14 Omission site east of Sodbury 
Road Wickwar 

North & Letherby (William 
Weaver) 

Various - separate 
reps  

1. Land off Elberton Road, 
Catherine Hill and Haw Lane, 
Olveston; off Forty Acre Lane, 
Alveston; in Pucklechurch and 
Land in Tockington Village. 

2. Land off Bristol Road, 
Frampton Cotterell 

3. Land off Strode Common 
Alveston and Gloucester Road 
Rudgeway 

4. Land north of High Street, Iron 
Acton 

5. Land at Hill House Farm, 
Charfield 

6. Land off Bury Hill Lane, Yate; 
off Mapleridge Lane, Horton; 
off North Road, Yate; off 
Claypit Hill, Dodington and off 
Wotton Road, Rangeworthy 

7. Land North of Hackett Lane, 
Thornbury 

8. Land off Perrinpit Road, 
Frampton Cotterell, between 
Brins Close, Field Farm Close 
and Hunts Ground Road, 
Stoke Gifford and at Lower 
Marlwood Farm, KingtonLane, 
Thornbury 

9. Land off Westmarsh Lane, 
Oldbury on Severn 

10. Land off Shaymoor Lane, 
Pilning (Pilning & Severn 
Beach PC) 

11. Bank Road, Pilning and Land 
off Station Road, Severn 
Beach (Pilning & Severn 
Beach PC) 
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North & Letherby Ltd – On 
Behalf of Victoria Bywater 
(William Weaver) 

151/1 Land at Redend Farm, Pilning 
 

McLoughlin Planning – 
(Nathan McLoughlin) 

275/10 Omission site at Lower 
Almondsbury 

Gleeson Strategic Land  
(Oliver Taylor) 

261/1 Omission site at Marshfield 

South West Transport 
Network/TSSA/Bus User UK 
(David Redgewell)  

256/1 Lack of rural housing allocations 

Home Builders Federation 
(Susan Green) 

257/1 Lack of housing allocations  

Ranald Crook 241/3 Omission site at Tormarton 

Marshfield Parish Council 
(Tony Albon-Crouch 

156/1 Rural housing allocations issues 

Thornbury Town Council 
(Clare Nelmes) 

132/2 Development issues in Thornbury 

A M James 33/1 Housing issues in rural areas 

 

 

 

 


