
Appeal Ref.   APP/P0119/W/21/3288019                                                                    
South Glos. Application Number: PT18/6450/O
Address: Land West of Park Farm, Thornbury, South Gloucestershire BS35 1RA

Proposal: Erection of 595 dwellings (Class C3).
Submission of K Woosnam (Resident) in objection to this Planning Application

I am not a lawyer, but a layman and local resident for almost 50 years, I say that :-
1.    The defined Thornbury Town development boundary

1.1  The site is outside the development boundary as defined in both the South Gloucestershire Core Strategy (The Local Plan) and in the open countryside and therefore fails to meet the policies set out within the Core Strategy/Local Plan. 
2.   The relevant Planning Policies and the Primacy of ‘the Core Strategy’.

2.1  If South Gloucestershire Council can demonstrate that it has a greater than 6. year housing land supply, then the NPPF is not engaged and there is no ‘Presumption in favour of Planning Consent.’ 
2.2   In any event : The Supreme Court in Ruling in Suffolk Costal [et al] vs Hopkins Homes [et al] case ref [2017] UKSC 37 has stated that the NPPF is ‘Government Guidance and Advice’ only  (and as such only ‘a material consideration’ in decision making. [See Para 73 of the S.C. Ruling]. 
2.3   This is clearly set out in the Supreme Court Ruling at paragraphs 8. (i) (ii) (iii) & (iv) 21. 73. 74 & 75.

The Supreme Court Ruling [10/5/2017 Lord Carnwath] also clearly sets out that :-

‘Primacy’ must therefore be given to ‘Statutory Legislation’ being : 
The Town and Country Planning Act  1990 and the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004). 
And must be ‘Plan led’ (those policies as set out by  the Local Plan).

Lord Gill further elaborates at paragraph 74 of the Supreme Court Ruling and states :  

“The guidance given by the Framework (the NPPF) is not to be interpreted  as if it were a statute. Its purpose is to express general principles on which decision-makers are to proceed in pursuit of sustainable development (paras 6-10) and to apply those principles by more specific prescriptions such as those that are in issue in these appeals”. 

At paragraph 8 (page 5) of the ruling Lord Carnwarth further states : 

“It has introduced a requirement with which the decision-maker must comply, namely the recognition of the priority to be given to the development plan. It has thus introduced a potential ground on which the decision-maker could be faulted were he to fail to give effect to that requirement. But beyond that it still leaves the assessment of the facts and the weighing of the considerations in the hands of the decision-maker …” (p 1458)

2.4.   So, both ‘Primacy’ and most ‘Substantial Weight’ must be given to the ‘Adopted Local Plan’.
2.5     I say therefore that, all development within or outside of the current development boundary around Thornbury; must by statute be restricted to the above plans and policies (and any other relevant ‘Material Considerations’) only.
3.     Demographics : Established population compared to New Build residents.
3.1    Appendix 4 of my submission compares the government’s own published 2011-2018 population demographics (att. The Office of National Statistics) with the ‘New Thornbury Residents Survey’ (later new developments only) carried out by Trapp’d. (Thornbury residents against poorly planned development) in November/December 2018.

3.2    That comparison between the established Thornbury community and later new development residents clearly demonstrates totally different demographics, being:-

i)      60%  more pre-school children (per household).
ii)     50%  more primary and secondary school children (per household).

iii)    14.3% less adults aged 16 to 25 (per household).
iv)    101%  more adults aged 25 to 45 (per household).

v)     45.7%  less adults aged 45 to 65  (per household).
vi)    90.78% less adults over aged 65 (per household). 
4.      Sustainability . Lack of suitable access to local infrastructure. (walking). 
[Parts  4. 5. 6. & 7 Rely on demographics demonstrated at Part 3. And appendices 1 to 8 statistics from ONS 2011-2018 and Trapp’d New Residents Survey. Dec.2018] 
4.1.    Regarding the matter of walking distances to local facilities and services : I wish to take direct issue with the Statement of Common Ground (between the Local Authority and the Appellant).
4.2.    The proposed site is far distant from almost every local facility and as such will not fall within those walking distances as set out in  Policy PSP11.

4.3      So : I would respectfully refer the  Inspector to my Appendix 7 ‘Reasonable Walking, cycling and travel distances to local facilities and services.

           This document uses the Authority’s adopted Local Plan PSP11 ‘appropriate walking distances’.
           Or further  : By default, where distances have not been adopted within PSP11 it sets out those distances that were recently, jointly fully agreed and adopted by the four authorities (S. Glos, BANES, Bristol, and Nth Somerset) when formulating the November 2015 JSP Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Document as ‘Reasonable Walking Distances’ (att. Barton Grant and Guise. ‘Shaping Neighbourhoods’ UWE).

4.4      In their Statement of Common Ground [6.3, 6.4]   The council and appellant have agreed that ‘Services and facilities are an acceptable walking and cycling distance from the site’ the adopted  system of assessment of ‘appropriate walking distance’, that defines this is a ‘radial method of measurement and is taken from the proposed site centre’. 

           In layman’s terms ‘a total straight line measurement methodology’

i)        This method generates radii from the physical centre of the entire proposed site.

I would submit that; this practice is highly misleading : logically; as people reside in homes and walk to and from those dwellings, then, all such measurement should take its centre from the built environment and not incorporate other open site areas. 

ii)       Also, this ‘as the crow flies’ approach totally ignores the reality of human capabilities : We humans, are not birds and therefore cannot fly from A to B. 

iii)      So, the ‘Appropriate’ or ‘Reasonable’ walking distances must logically be measured by the actual distances that pedestrians will travel on foot to access those places and facilities (Planning Policy defines pedestrians as ‘all categories of members of the public’ not just the young and fit).

iv)       In view of (i) the clear disagreement between the Authority and appellant as to the accurate distance measurements and (ii) the adoption of  the straight-line methodology.

            I respectfully submit that the distances as set out in my Appendix 7 (and measured using the adopted LA. System ‘Google Mapometer’ should be taken as the true walking distances to those facilities/services.

4.5      The council deem the phrase ‘Appropriate distances’ (PSP11 page 34 3[i] to indicate a median measurement to guide determination, and then cite the decision reached by a previous Inspector and refer you to paragraphs 28 & 29 of his determination.

4.6       But in this appeal, I strongly argue that these specific distances are many times  greater than the PSP11 ‘median’ and are far from ‘reasonable’ as in every case they vastly exceed the standard set by PSP11 in fact they are between 2.5 and 3.5 times the median ‘Appropriate distances’.    

The Trapp’d Residents Survey (of Thornbury new build developments only) completed in December 2018 was accepted by the Bovis Homes Appeal Inspector in February 2019 (370 houses. Land South of Glos. Rd) and was tested in detail by those legal advocates present and subsequently accepted without challenge as to accuracy. 
Appendix 1 & 2 of the Trapp’d New Housing Population Demographics clearly demonstrate that the Thornbury new builds average :  

i)   2 adult individuals per dwelling  

ii)  1 child per dwelling (pre-school or in education)

iii) 85.7% of the new build adult population is in employment. (240 of 280 adults)

iv) Virtually no current residents use a cycle for travel to work.

v)   Most residents use their own transport to local facilities.

vi)  The average distance travelled to the workplace is 18.75 miles.

Clearly, these new residents have little time available to walk to facilities which are outside of ‘reasonable distances’ : The previous Inspector estimates ‘average walking speeds’ at 3 miles per hour (I would submit that this relates to a fit and active person over a short distance …. 2.5 m.p.hr seems more reasonable to me as an average). 
To put this figure in perspective a walk to almost all ‘Primary facilities’ (the High Street) (the only local) NHS Dentist, Doctors Surgery, Opticians, Post Office, Library, Pharmacies, Shops, Supermarkets, Leisure Centre etc. Will commit every single pedestrian resident to an average round trip of 1.5 hrs. which is usually time they cannot or will not spare (it is just too much time out of their day).

These far greater walking distances apply equally to local schools as set out in Appendix 7. For example, Crossways Primary and Juniors Schools being 4 times the ‘appropriate distance’.

So : 4 journeys per day of 1.97 miles (2 with a 5- to 7-year-old child) in all weathers (so 2.6 hours per day!!!).

Does not in any way seem ‘appropriate or reasonable’ to me (most will use the car).     
5.   Sustainability (lack of local infrastructure for additional development).
This proposal, in addition to the other current approvals and applications places a severe ‘Cumulative Impact’ on the existing Thornbury facilities/infrastructure. 

5.1  Employment :  There is no current further opportunity for local employment available to those who will occupy the proposed dwellings.

       Thornbury has in fact seen a loss in excess of more than 840 local employment places in the last 6 years. 

5.2  The reality is that virtually every one of those new residents who require suitable employment; has to travel considerable distances to the very nearest areas of available employment  [see Appendix 3.] confirms approximately 60% daily travel to Bristol.
5.3  Developers will always argue that the development in itself will provide local jobs, both, in service industries and temporary jobs during the construction : Any small increase in local jobs is unlikely to provide suitable types of jobs suitable for those new resident’s needs.     

So : Without any meaningful additional local employment or considerable further public transport infrastructure; it is clear that the new residents will be almost entirely reliant upon extensive use of the private motorcar as demonstrated by the Trapp’d New Resident’s survey [Dec 2018].

In essence : This is clearly in direct opposition to the Government’s guidance (and NPPF) on future planning of Housing developments, which requires that all new development be sited close to fully established and appropriate infrastructure.                                                                                   
This new development planning clearly requires, locally available and suitable employment, education, public transport systems, and essential services and facilities.  
The purpose being to ‘Reduce the use of the Private Motorcar’ and  ‘Reduce Carbon Emissions by reduction in use of the Private Motorcar’.  
So : How will this development help in achieving net zero carbon emission targets?                                                                                                          
6.    Air Pollution from additional car usage. [Appendix 3 & 6] 

Clearly, all additional traffic will be accompanied by increased air pollution, which is already at high limits in Bristol, and now even Thornbury could be in danger of excessive pollution levels, with local congestion at peak times (and along school access routes towards the town).
I respectfully draw the Inspector’s attention to [Appendix 3] which confirms 1.58 vehicles per new household in daily use for commuting to workplaces with an average single journey of 18.74 miles. The additional carbon footprint per household (incl. 1.7 cars per house) is stated in [ Appendix 3.].
So : Unsustainability by a direct daily increase in use of the private motorcar.   
7.     Lack of Primary or Secondary School Pupil Places in Thornbury.

[Statistics updated (14th February 2022) to inform School Pupil place availability]

7.1    Both the local Primary and Secondary schools are already under duress and will not be able to meet the pupil place needs that the existing new developments will require.

Current total pupil places available are :-

All local Primary Schools (actual maximum number of places available)           116                  

Secondary School.  (Actual maximum number of places available)                     180                                                                                                           
Additional school pupil places required to meet new resident requirements.  

*(For detailed cumulative figure for each additional development see Appendix 8)*.
                                                                               Council Formula.  Trapp’d Formula.
                                                                                Cumulative No.      Cumulative No.
                                                                                Rq’d   [Shortfall]    Rq’d [Shortfall]
1.   All new approved homes up to Dec 2022.                  

A.  Primary                                                                          [394]                      [461]
B.  Secondary                                                                        [65]                      [227]
2.   Additional Impact of ‘Barwood’ (595 homes)                   

A.  Primary                                                                          [608]                       [705]
B.  Secondary                                                                      [172]                       [406]   

7.2   Clearly all of our local schools are already unable to supply enough pupil places for the currently approved homes, if this appeal were to succeed then, the cumulative effect of these developments will result in a total ‘Pupil Place Shortfall’ of between 780 (SGC Formula)  and 1,111. (Trapp’d [New Residents 2018 Survey] Formula.).
7.3   Any submission that the provision of land for an additional 210 place Primary School will solve this problem completely falls because :-
i)    Land is just earth donating land does not create a school.                

ii)   The school needs to be planned, funded, built, and equipped prior to any homes.
iii)  Suitable teaching staff will need to be provided.

iv)  A fully established Primary School is required before any homes are occupied.       

iv)  Regardless of any such provision (210 places), this development will still cause a massive additional shortfall of infant/junior/secondary pupil places locally available.    

The stated ‘fallback position’ of South Glos Council is “To provide transport to other schools elsewhere” So : transport and educate current local residents’ children elsewhere, depriving them of local friends and peer groups during their most formative years in order to accommodate new build residents with older children !!                                          
So, the total reverse of  : Educational and social enlightenment in action !!

There can surely be no doubt that this is ‘Unsustainable development’. 
In conclusion :-
This is the largest ever ‘local housing development’ application being 64% larger than the earlier Planning Appeal determined in 2019 and refused by the Planning Inspector.
I would ask that this Inspector consider those relevant issues of sustainability that I have raised and evidences in the attached appendices upon which my submissions are based (especially the Trapp’d & ONS survey demographics [Appendix 4] and the vital issue of increased carbon emissions by the private motorcar [Appendix 3 & 6]).
The appellant and council have relied upon the assessment of a previous Inspector as a ‘Material Consideration’ regarding walking distances to essential services.

Clearly this Inspector is entitled to form a different view when considering this appeal and the specific evidences and submissions by the parties in this appeal.  
I understand that the Inspector will carry out an unaccompanied and a further ‘limited parties’ accompanied walking route assessment.

Since most of the essential services are in or around the town centre: I wish to request that the Inspector consider selecting the ‘site centre to town centre walk’ and that in view of the disparity in measurement (between the parties) this distance be both timed and measured (by pedometer or measuring wheel?) in the interests of future clarity. 
As these issues constantly arise in determination; I respectfully ask that the Inspector specifically consider these sustainability submissions and comment on these issues in final determination of the appeal in the interests of future local planning clarity.      
K .Woosnam   12/5/2022.                                                                      
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