
Jones Lang LaSalle Ltd
40 Berkeley Square  Bristol BS8 1HU

jll.co.uk

Jones Lang LaSalle Limited

Registered in England & Wales Number 1188567

Registered Office 30 Warwick Street  London W1B 5NH

Strategic Planning Policy and Specialist Advice Team

South Gloucestershire Council

Department for Environment and Community Services 

PO Box 299

Civic Centre

High Street

Kingswood

Bristol

BS15 0DR

Your ref

Our ref KH/sh

BY EMAIL ONLY

8 January 2016

Dear Sirs

South Gloucestershire Policies, Sites and Places Plan

I write on behalf of the Eastwood Park Limited to make Representations in respect of the land at 

Eastwood Park, adjacent to the village of Falfield, for future residential development. 

It should be noted Eastwood Park Limited have historically discussed the proposals to allocate this

land with the Parish Council, the local community and the Policy Team at South Gloucestershire

Council. The site was previously promoted during the Call for Sites undertaken as part of the 

Policies, Sites and Places (PSP) Plan in February 2014. The site was identified by reference 

CFS004 SHLAA194. 

Previously, the Council considered the site was unsuitable for residential development because of 

the location outside the settlement boundary. These Representations will demonstrate that the 

proposed location is suitable and sustainable for residential use, therefore should be allocated for 

up to 65 dwellings as part of the PSP Plan.   

Site Description and Constraints

The land proposed for allocation adjoins Falfield Village to the south. It is roughly triangular in 

shape and would in-fill the land between Church Avenue and A38, therefore, providing a logical 

extension to the existing core of the village.

The wider Eastwood Park Estate is a 19th Century designed Landscape Park, which partly overlies 

a larger 16
th

Century Estate (owned then by Thornbury Castle). The park includes a group of older 

building concentrated around the former stately home which is set on elevated ground overlooking 

pasture with mature trees that fall away to the east and northeast, designed woodlands provide the 
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immediate landscape context of the former stately home and more recently 20
th

Century buildings 

at the south western end of the site.

The site is bounded to the north by a timber post and rail fence that separates the site Falfield 

Learning Centre and to the east by the garden boundaries of Falfield properties. The site, bounded 

to the south by a notable stand of parkland trees, forms a northern extremity of a wider parkland 

estate (described above). As such development proposals would need to be responsive to these 

landscape characteristics, nonetheless, careful design and landscaping would ensure the visual 

impact on the existing landscape is minimised.

In regards to the historic environment, Eastwood Park House, which is a Grade II Listed Building,

is located approximately 1 km south of the site. There are other no Listed Buildings or Scheduled

Ancient Monuments on or adjacent to the land. The subject site is separated from the Grade II 

Listed Building by agricultural land, nonetheless, previous investigations have shown that only part 

of the village of Falfield is currently visible from Eastwood Park House and the proposed 

development would not greatly increase the visibility of the village from the house. Therefore, the 

proposed allocation is considered to have impact on the setting of Eastwood Park House and that 

the public benefits that would accrue from the development would outweigh any harm. 

The site is greenfield agricultural land. The agricultural grading of the land has not been confirmed 

but it is understood not be classed as ‘best and most versatile agricultural land (grades 1, 2 and 3a)’.  

There are no records of archaeological activity on the site itself. 

In terms of ecology the site predominantly comprises species-poor grassland with a stand of semi-

natural parkland trees at the southern edge of the site and other individual trees at the site 

periphery. It is recognised that there is the potential for use of trees at the site periphery by bats and 

nesting birds.  Such findings can be considered typical for a rural location such as Eastwood Park. 

It is recognised that further surveys would be required in advance of any planning application to 

determine whether species are present and their population status/use of the sites, inform scheme 

design, and formulate appropriate biodiversity measures. There is considerable scope for ecological 

enhancement given the size of the Eastwood Park estate and variety of habitats present.  In short, 

the ecological assessments undertaken have not identified ecological concerns that would prevent 

development; therefore, this is unlikely to be a barrier to further development.   

The site is not known to suffer from flooding or drainage issues.  The land is located in flood zone 

1 which is land assessed having a less than 1/1000 annual probability of river or sea flooding this is 

the lowest probability of flooding.  There is a small pond in the south part of the site which is not 

serviced by a river, further investigation would be necessary but the existence of the pond is not 

considered to be a barrier to development, indeed, it is considered that it could be integrated into a 

design feature.
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It is considered that careful attention to protection of existing trees, together with the layout, 

appearance and planting proposals associated with future development would adequately respond 

to the considerations identified.

Proposed Future Use and Capacity

There are two different site options identified for the purposes of this Call for Sites process. Option 

1a identifies a site of 1.13 hectares and Option 1b a larger site at 2.74 hectares (identified on the 

plan below).

These options have potential to deliver the following number new dwellings. A density rate of 30 

dwellings per hectare (dph) has been used to reflect the surrounding residential context in line with 

the adopted Core Strategy CS16; nonetheless, a higher density could be achieved subject to 

appropriate design. 

 Option 1a - 1.13 ha @ 80% net developable area and 30 dwellings per hectare equates to 

27 houses.

 Option 1b - 2.74 hectares @ 80% net developable and 30 dwellings per hectare amounts to 

65 houses

This would increase the number of households in Falfield by between 24% and 57% (based on the 

figures in the Rural Settlements & Villages Topic Paper 2015). This is considered appropriate 
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because of the location of the site adjacent to the village of Falfield, which would form a natural 

extension.

It is also noted that the West of England Partnership is currently in the process of consulting on 

their ‘Issues and Options Paper’ for locating future development across the authorities (Bristol City 

Council, South Gloucestershire, North Somerset and BANES). The Paper outlines five spatial 

scenarios for growth. Spatial scenario 4 proposes “a more even spread of development across the 

sub region” (growth at Bristol, but also other towns and expanded settlements). The proposed 

allocation is considered to accord with this scenario.  Furthermore, the allocation of land at Falfield 

would not result in loss of Green Belt land, in line with Spatial scenario 1. 

The NPPF recognises (paragraphs 28 / 29) that sustainability in a rural and urban settings must be 

considered in a relative way given the characteristics of the locality. Nonetheless, Falfield is 

deemed a sustainable location to encourage growth due to the provision of existing services and 

accessibility to the surrounding settlements. The village of Falfield is identified as having 

‘acceptable access’ to key services and facilities in the Rural Settlements & Villages Topic Paper 

2015. 

Falfield scored high for the community (5 out of 6), education (6 out of 6), broadband (4 out of 4) 

and public transport (6 out of 6); however scored poorly against the health, shopping and 

employment criteria due to the size of village and lack of these services. 

In regards to the latter criteria (employment) the Topic Paper only reviewed accessibility to major 

employers, which were those identified as having over 100 employees. The Topic Paper has failed 

to identify that the settlement hosts a number of smaller employers, including The Huntsman Inn, 

and The Gables, the Park Hotel and Eastwood Garden and Plant Centre all within 2,000 metres of 

the settlement. Therefore, it is considered sustainable as there are a number of employment 

opportunities reducing the requirement for residents to travel to work. This is reiterated in the 

Council’s evidence base, which suggests the travel to work distance within Falfield is lower than 

the South Gloucestershire average, due to employment within the area and working at/from home.

Furthermore, it is highly likely that the delivery of additional residential development will support 

the existing community, retail and employment services, therefore protecting their future which 

will enable the long term sustainability of the village. This is in accordance with NPPF paragraph 

55, which outlines that to promote sustainable development in rural areas, housing should be 

located where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities.

Notwithstanding the above, the village has good public transport accessibility to the neighbouring 

settlements of Thornbury, Dursley, Charfield and Kingswood which provide additional facilities 

and access to the rail network. 

Further to the above, the proposed residential allocation could include a proportion of affordable 

housing, as well as incorporating accommodation for smaller households and older people, which 
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is a community aspiration identified in Appendix 2 of the PSP Plan Consultation Document 

(November 2015). 

The proposed allocation could help indirectly achieve the other community aspirations for Falfield, 

as outlined in Appendix 2 of the PSP Plan Consultation Document (November 2015) as follows: 

 Seek improvements to road safety for cyclists and pedestrians If during a future planning 

application this is deemed necessary for the proposal to achieve access in a safe and 

appropriate manner this will be achieved through the planning application process, 

including Section 106 agreement. The Council’s Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) & 

Section 106 Planning Obligations Guide SPD (adopted March 2015) enables localised 

highways enabling works to be secured via Section 106. 

 Ensure sufficient health, education and other facilities are available If permitted a future 

development will be liable to pay Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL), which came into 

force August 2015. The Regulation 123 List identifies that health, social care and 

education (nursery, primary and secondary places) will be provided through CIL.

Furthermore, the local Parish Council will receive 15% of the CIL receipt (as there is no 

neighbourhood plan adopted or being progressed). The Parish Council receive this money 

to spend on the provision, improvement, replacement, operation or maintenance of 

infrastructure, or anything else that is concerned with addressing the demands that 

development places on an area; therefore could include a contribution to health, education 

or other facilities if they deem necessary. 

 Seek additional and improvement of community facilities; in particular for play a 

residential scheme would make on site provision for local open space and a local equipped

area for play as part of the development, which would be a resource for existing and future 

residents. Such facilities could be provided via a Section 106 agreement in accordance with 

the Council’s Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) & Section 106 Planning Obligations 

Guide SPD (adopted March 2015)

 Improved public transport and links to nearby towns and village centres additional 

residential development would support and sustain existing public transport facilities and 

could generate revenue via s106 / CIL towards enhancements to local public transport 

facilities. 

Conclusions 

Eastwood Park Limited is committed to working with the local community and LPA to deliver 

much needed new homes for the area.

The site is a sustainable location and would form a logical extension to the existing village of 

Falfield. The site would be in close proximity to a range of day-to-day services including 
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Dear Sir/Madam, 

Suggested Modifications (November 2016) to the Policies, Sites and Places Plan Proposed 

Submission (June 2016)

JLL have prepared these representations on behalf of Eastwood Park Limited in relation to the 

Policies, Sites and Places Development Plan Suggested Modifications (November 2016) published 

for consultation in November 2016. 

These representation relate to our client’s land interests at Eastwood Park, Falfield (hereinafter 

referred to as the site). This site has previously been promoted through the February 2014 Call for 

Sites (site reference: CFS004 SHLAA194) and the Regulation 18 document, which was consulted 

on in November 2015. Both of these representations were made as part of the South 

Gloucestershire Council’s Policies, Sites and Places Plan evidence base. 

These representations demonstrate that the current version of the Policies, Sites and Places 

Development Plan (hereinafter referred to as the PSP Plan) is not sound in accordance with the 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). This is due to the lack of housing allocations and 

therefore, these representations recommend additional sites are allocated, including the land at 

Eastwood Park. 

Soundness of the Plan

NPPF paragraph 182 requires Local Planning Authorities to prepare ‘sound’ plans. It highlights 

criteria by which Plans will be assessed as sound, which are that it is: 

• Positively prepared seeking to achieve the objectively assessed need; 

• Justified and evidence based;

• Effective and deliverable over the Plan period;

• Consistent with national policy outlined in the NPPF. 
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The Suggested Modifications to the proposed PSP Plan is not considered to reflect these principles

due to the lack of demonstrable housing supply. 

South Gloucestershire’s Annual Monitoring Report (AMR) (2016) was published in December 

2016. It confirmed that the Council cannot demonstrate a 5 year housing land supply and 

appropriate buffer in accordance with the NPPF paragraph 47. It appears that only a 4.54 year 

supply can be demonstrated with a 20% buffer. 

The NPPF seeks sustainable development to be the golden thread running through plan-making and 

decision taking. NPPF paragraph 7 identifies three dimensions to sustainable development, which 

include: social, environmental and economic. An aspect of social sustainability is the provision of 

an adequate supply and mix of housing to meet the objectively assessed need. However, the 

Council do not intend to make additional housing allocations as part of the PSP Plan. The failure to 

allocate additional sites will result in the PSP Plan not being socially sustainable, which conflicts 

with NPPF paragraph 151 and 152. Therefore, the PSP Plan cannot be considered sound in this 

respect. 

Furthermore, NPPF paragraph 47 requires Local Planning Authorities to significantly boost the 

supply of housing. By allocating less housing than is required with the district the PSP Plan does 

not reflect this and cannot be considered to have been positively prepared; thus is unsound in this 

respect. 

The Council’s reasoning for not making additional residential allocations in the PSP is that it will 

conflict with the Joint Spatial Plan (JSP) that is currently being progressed by the West of England 

Authorities (Bristol City Council, South Gloucestershire Council, North Somerset Council and 

Bath and North East Somerset Council). Once adopted the Plan will be a strategic Development 

Plan document. 

This document could influence South Gloucestershire’s housing requirements. The current strategy 

proposed in the JSP: Towards the Emerging Spatial Strategy Document, which was published for 

consultation in November 2016, proposes a number of strategic development locations in South 

Gloucestershire. Consequently, it is highly likely the housing requirement for the district will 

increase. 

Notwithstanding, this should not prevent the PSP Plan from allocating additional housing sites. 

Failure to do so would conflict with NPPF paragraph 14, which requires Local Plans to meet the 

objectively assessed need, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid change. This could include an 

increase in housing requirements. The current version of the PSP cannot demonstrate a flexible 

housing supply; therefore, does not accord with the NPPF policy in this respect so is not sound. 

Further to the above, given the Council’s consistent undersupply of housing against their target, 

which is reflected in the use of a 20% buffer applied to their current housing figure, the delivery of 

housing is likely to worsen if increased housing numbers are imposed by the JSP. Subsequently 
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every effort should be made to overcome the housing shortfall as early as possible through the 

allocation of additional sites in the PSP Plan.  

Should the PSP Plan be adopted without a demonstrable five year housing land supply the 

residential policies will be immediately out of date in accordance with NPPF paragraph 49. It is 

understood the Council intend to bring forward additional housing allocations as part of the Local 

Plan Review, which will align with the JSP. The timescales for the adoption of both documents is 

2018; however, there is scope for slippage, particularly as work on the initial Scoping document for 

the Local Plan Review is due to begin in late January 2017. 

Therefore, in the meantime there will be a period of nearly two years where the housing policies for 

South Gloucestershire will be out of date in accordance with NPPF paragraph 49. This could result 

in unsustainable development within the district that undermines the strategies contained in the 

adopted and emerging Plans. Therefore, resulting in the Development Plan documents being 

ineffective at meeting their policy goals. 

Having regard to the above, the Suggested Modifications (November 2016) to the PSP Plan is not 

considered to be sound in accordance with the NPPF requirements.  To ensure a sound Plan 

additional housing allocations should be made including at Eastwood Park. 

Land at Eastwood Park, Falfield

As mentioned above the land at Eastwood Park, adjacent to the village of Falfield, has previously 

been promoted for residential development as part of the preparation of the Policies, Site and 

Places Plan. 

The initial representations made as part of the Call for Sites in February 2014 (site reference 

CFS004 SHLAA194) were for 65 residential units. South Gloucestershire Council responded to 

these representations commenting that due to the location outside of the settlement boundary the 

site was not suitable.

Following these comments the Council produced the Rural Settlements & Villages Topic Paper 

(2015) that assessed the sustainability of each rural settlement. Falfield was considered to have 

‘acceptable access’ to key services and facilities, scoring particularly highly for the provision of 

community, education, broadband and public transport services; therefore, it is considered a 

sustainable settlement. The subsequent allocations made as part of the Regulation 18 consultation 

in November 2016 on the Policies, Sites and Places Plan, drew upon the findings of the Rural 

Settlements & Villages Topic Paper (2015) to demonstrate the site is a sustainable location for 

housing. 

These representations promoted two options for development, which provide between 27 and 65 

units. These representations are appended to this letter and should be read in conjunction. They 

demonstrate the site is suitable for residential development of between 27 and 65 units because it is 

a sustainable location and would form a logical extension to the existing village. Please refer to the 



4

attached letter for further details. To confirm an allocation for between 27 and 65 units would be 

welcomed on site. 

Summary

To summarise the current version of the PSP Plan is not considered sound as it does not meet the 

criteria outlined in NPPF paragraph 182, specifically: 

• The Council cannot demonstrate a five year housing land supply and do not intend to make 

additional housing allocations as part of the PSP Plan to meet the shortfall. The failure to 

do this demonstrates it has not been positively prepared.

• As highlighted above the Council cannot demonstrate a five year housing supply. The 

progression of the PSP Plan without making additional allocations suggests it is not 

evidence based. 

• In the absence of a five year housing land supply the housing policies contained in the PSP 

Plan will be immediately out of date once adopted. This could result in unsustainable 

development that undermines the objectives contained in the emerging and adopted 

planning policies; therefore, there is a risk that the PSP Plan will not be effective in 

delivering its goals and objectives over the Plan period.

• The NPPF seeks to significantly boost the supply of housing, which is identified as a 

fundamental aspect of sustainable development. The failure of the PSP Plan to allocate 

sufficient sites to meet the five year demand does not reflect these policy aims; therefore, it 

is not consistent with the NPPF. 

To ensure the PSP Plan is sound additional housing allocations should be made to overcome the 

current five year shortfall. 

The land at Eastwood Park should be allocated as part of the PSP Plan. The previous

representations, which are appended to this letter, demonstrate that the site is a suitable and 

sustainable location for housing development as it would form a natural extension to the existing 

village. Furthermore, it is in close proximity to a range of day-to-day services and public transport. 

I trust the information provided is sufficient to demonstrate the suitability and sustainability of the 

land at Eastwood Park for residential development. I would be pleased to discuss these 

representations with officers in more detail in due course.

Yours sincerely, 

Cathy Francis MRTPI



Hutted camp (1 ha)

1a

1b

Key

1a - Land Adjoining Falfield (1.13 ha) 
1b - Land Adjoining Failfield (2.74 ha)

This plan is published for the convenience of identif-
ication only and although believed to be correct is not 

guaranteed and it does not form any part of any
contract.  © Crown Copyright.  All rights reserved.

Licence Number 100017659

Eastwood Park, Falfield

Residential Submission to the 'Call for Sites'

Ordnance Survey  © Crown Copyright 2014. All rights reserved. 

Licence number 100022432. Plotted Scale -  1:10000



Suggested Modifications - Proposed Submission Policies, Sites and Places (PSP) Plan June 2016

The Council is inviting comments on the Suggested Modifications to the submitted Policies, Sites and Places 
Plan (PSP Plan). The suggestions cover policies, supporting text, Local Green Space designations and the 
Policies Map. 

All comments received by 7pm on the 6th January 2017 will be passed to the Inspector for consideration as 
part of the examination process.

The Suggested Modifications (including reference code) are available to view in this document:

• Suggested Modifications (November 2016) to the Policies Sites and Places Plan Proposed Submission 
(June 2016) (OS1)

Further details can be found in the following documents:

• Appendix I – Suggested Modifications PSP Plan (November 2016) (OS1a), 

• Appendix II - Suggested Modifications Local Green Space Designation (November 2016) (OS1b), and

• Appendix III Suggested Modifications (November 2016) to Policies Map Changes (June 2016) (OS1c)

All these documents can be viewed online at: www.southglos.gov.uk/PSPsubmission

Making Comments

All comments should be made using this response form below. A guidance note for completing this form is 
available from: www.southglos.gov.uk/PSPsubmission. Completed forms should be submitted to the Council 
using the contact details below. 

Email: planningLDF@southglos.gov.uk

Post: Strategic Planning Policy & Specialist Advice Team
Environment and Community Services Department
PO Box 299
Civic Centre
Bristol
BS15 0DR

If you have any questions regarding this invitation to make comment or would like any further information, please 
contact the Strategic Planning Policy & Specialist Advice Team on 01454 863464.

Comments should only be submitted once i.e. by email or by post.

All comments must be received by no later than 7.00pm on 6th January 2016.

Receipt of your response will be acknowledged. 



Please note that all comments must refer to the relevant suggested modifications reference, local green 
space reference or policy map.

PART ONE- YOUR DETAILS

Please be aware that anonymous forms cannot be included and that in order for you to submit your form you 
must include your details below. 

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.

Should you wish to make more than one comment, please submit a separate form for each in Part Two 
below clearly stating which suggested modification, Local Green Space Designation or Policy Map 
change you wish to comment on. (N.B. You only need to complete Part One (Your Details) once)

In circumstances where there are individuals/ groups/ organisations who share a similar view as to how the plan 
should change, it would be helpful if individuals/ groups/ organisations make a single response. It would also be 
useful if the group/ organisation state how many people the submission is representing and how the comment
was authorised.

Your Details Your Agent’s Details (If applicable)
Reference No (if known*): Reference No (if known*):

Title: Mrs Title: Mr / Mrs / Miss / Ms / Dr /  Other:

Surname: Francis Surname:

Forename: Cathy Forename:

Organisation / Company: JLL Organisation / Company:

Address:

JLL
40 Berkeley Square
Bristol

Postcode: BS8 1HU

Address:

Postcode:

Contact No: Contact No:

Email: Email:

*If you have been contacted by post, you will find your reference number at the top of the letter under ‘Our Ref’



PART TWO - YOUR COMMNETS

Please use a separate form for each comment made.

Q1. To which suggested modifications does this comment relate?

Suggested Modification - Policy Reference:

(e.g. SM14)

Please see covering letter attached. 

Suggested Modification Local Green Space 

Reference: (e.g. LGS1234)

N/A

Suggested Modification – Policy Map 

Reference: (e.g. MAP14)

Please see covering letter attached. 

For guidance on ‘legal compliance’ and ‘soundness’ please see the guidance note available from 
www.southglos.gov.uk/PSPsubmission.

Q2a. Do you consider the suggested modification is legally compliant

Yes No

Q2b. Do you consider the suggested modification is sound?

Yes Yes, with  minor changes No

Q3. On what grounds do you consider the modification is unsound? Is it because it is not:

Positively Prepared?

Justified?

Effective?

Consistent with National Policy?

Q4. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the suggested modification 
legally compliant or sound. Please be as precise as possible.

Your suggested change should have regard to the test you have identified at Q3 above where 
this relates to soundness. You should state why this change will make the Policies, Sites and 
Places Plan legally compliant or sound.  It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your 
suggested revised wording of any policy or text.  

Please see attached covering letter.

Q5. Do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?

No, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

Yes, I wish to participate at the oral examination






