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1. For the reasons given below, the Neighbourhood Development Plan Steering Group have 

reluctantly concluded that the Neighbourhood Development Plan for our parish cannot be 

progressed at the present time.   

Those reasons are the ever-increasing pressure on local housing authorities to fulfil ever-

increasing housing targets which are consistently failing to be met nationally, the successful 

challenges by speculative developers to NDPs already made because of their local housing 

authority’s  inability to show a 5 year housing supply, our own authority’s continuing 

inability to show a 5 year housing supply and being identified as a consistent 

underperformer , the fact that nationally to meet housing targets  large developments are 

being permitted on Greenbelt and AONBs contrary to local authority will,  the uncertainty 

generated by the as-yet unallocated housing requirement surplus in North Somerset, the 

uncertainty generated by the JSP proposals, and in particular, the Parish Council’s continuing 

refusal to permit community consultation on the central issues of  our draft NDP, without 

which the NDP will fail.   NDPs are intended to enable local people to have a greater say in 

development in their community.  They are not intended to enable the Parish Council to 

have a greater say in development in their community.  Unless the Parish Council is prepared 

to grasp this particular nettle, and allow full consultation on relevant issues then it is 

pointless proceeding even if the other issues are resolved.  The independent examiner will 

throw the Plan out unless full consultation  can be demonstrated.  

 There is no alternative therefore  in our view but to put the NDP on hold, until such time as 

there can be some definacy nationally, and compliance on the part of the Parish Council. 

 

2. On 2012.16 I circulated the following email to all Councillors: 

 Hello All,Please see this interesting development about enlarging the powers of NDPs, in the case of those 

Plans which allocate housing sites.   What I propose is that this news is circulated to all parishioners,inviting 

their views on whether or not they would support the allocation of housing sites within the NDP, inviting 

nominations for sites for general consideration and discussion.Please can this be circulated to councillors not on 

email.Please may I have your views I suggest by Monday 2nd January.Happy Christmas,Cresten 

https://www.planningportal.co.uk/news/article/478/neighbourhood_plans_strengthened_by_government?ut

m_source=PPQ+Newsletter&utm_campaign=4d0550c577-

Newsletter_15122016_HTML&utm_medium=email&utm_term=0_734e0b63a9-4d0550c577-7246985 

  

Briefly,  the ministerial statement  referred to says that  where NDPs allocate sites for 

housing, and the local planning authority has 3 years’ housing supply, then the Local Plan is 

not deemed to be out of date, the provision to be limited to the next 2 years.  

 For us, because NSC has at least 4.2 years housing supply ( they say 4.6 years) this might 

mean, if the statement holds good, that we as a parish, if development sites have been 

allocated through our NDP,  can rely on what the NSC Local Plan says about development in 

service villages, and infill villages, and development applications over and above what our 

NDP says will not be allowed.  In other words, our NDP might give protection against 

opportunistic developers. 

 

Otherwise, because NSC can show less than 5 years housing supply,  the current situation is 

that if developers appeal against refusal to grant permissions for developments not in 

accordance with the Local Plan, then this will be decided on the grounds of whether or not 

the development is ‘sustainable’.  This is what happened with the Strongvox development in 



Sandford on appeal. The inspector decided that the development would be ‘sustainable’, 

despite all the reasons put forward by NSC, the Parish Council, and Sandford residents.  

 

I have received replies to my email from Councillors Slater and Lloyd, who were both against 

either allocating sites or inviting others to do so.   I have had a verbal response from Cllr 

Chris Ballard.  Otherwise, no other Cllr has expressed an opinion one way or another, or 

been in touch to discuss the issue. 

 

3.  The Neighbourhood Planning Bill will reach its second reading on 17
th

 January.  

There are a number of amendments proposed which will if passed will give more 

definacy to the meaning of ‘sustainability’, and also affect the status of NDPs when 

local authorities grant permission for development, potentially favourably.  There 

has to be a third reading before the amendments are considered, which mean 

enactment is at least 3 months away, possibly 6. 

 

4.  There have been numerous challenges nationally to NDPs  during 2016 by 

developers. 

 

(1)   First, the distinction between NDPs which do allocate housing sites, and those 

which don’t, is becoming crucial, which it comes to whether or not an NDP holds 

good in the face of legal challenge, as can be seen by the recent ministerial 

statement of 12
th

 December.  Currently, our draft NDP does not allocate sites, 

although the majority of respondents to the NDP questionnaire said that they 

would prefer the NDP to allocate sites.  This response on its own is not sufficient 

to indicate approval of specific site allocation, and further consultation would be 

necessary. 

 

(2) Secondly, even though the NSC Local Plan is vulnerable to challenge on appeal, 

because a 5 year housing supply cannot be shown ( and it may be some time 

before this situation changes, or indeed a change to the law to bale out the many 

local planning authorities caught out here), there is a reported trend that NDPs 

which are ‘not in general conformity with the adopted development plan for the 

area’ are being rejected by Independent Examiners. 

 

  Originally, when NDPs were first introduced, in the various guides this SG has 

seen and used, the idea of  ‘’conformity’ focussed on the content of the Local 

Plan, the Core Strategy, and other identifiable policy statements.  Now, it seems 

that ‘general conformity’ means that the” NDP policies must support the 

strategic development needs set out in the local plan’’ ( re Sandford and Burston 

NDP) . 

 

NSC’s Local Plan is due for change.  There is the uncertainty of the as-yet 

unallocated housing requirement, currently over 1,000, which the service villages 

might be expected to absorb.  There are the Joint Spatial Plan requirements, 

which we don’t yet know about and which the Local Plan will be amended to 

bring it into line with, projected for  2018.  

 



(3) Thirdly, there is the principle that consultation responses must inform the draft 

NDP.  In the case of our parish, there was an impressive response to our NDP 

questionnaire.  Building on that, clarity was sought as to strategic gaps and 

allocation of CIL through another much shorter questionnaire put forward by the 

SG.  Our planning expert Stuart Todd has now advised that consulting on those 

matters would be better dealt with as part of the draft Plan consultations.  

 

There was a considerable amount of discussion and disagreement between 

Council members on the topic of the shorter questionnaire during the 3 council 

meetings when it was considered, even extending to questioning the importance 

of establishing strategic gaps  between our parish and neighbouring settlements, 

to prevent coalescence of settlements with  resulting community and planning 

impacts.  The current draft questionnaire is a much-reduced version of the 

original, and does not allow full consultation on  strategic gaps.  The requirement 

to show that  consultation responses have been followed in drafting the Plan is a 

basic and central principle, without which any draft NDP must fail.   

 

5. Currently we have a draft NDP which at this stage does not include site allocation.    

It includes Local Green Space and other policies which the SG have drawn from 

public consultation and questionnaire responses.  So far as sustainability is 

concerned, useful data has been gained on local resources and needs, including local 

housing needs, and a need for additional space to serve the needs of Sandford 

Primary School and Winscombe Surgery.  Work on the draft Plan has continued, and 

I pay tribute to Colin Burbidge, Lincoln Garland, and Cllr Chris Ballard of the Steering 

Group, ex-Cllr John Haynes for his valued support as Treasurer, Ian Armstrong as 

webmaster,  as well as our valued  Working Group members, for their ongoing time 

and commitment to progressing this. 

 

 

6. It’s relevant to consider here what has actually been going on recently, with 

development in the parish.  The finding of the Inspector in Strongvox was that an 

extra 117 households in Sandford was sustainable, against a background of no new 

jobs (beyond those generated by the site construction itself), limited public transport 

( there is even less than that stated in the decision report) and the inevitability of 

families travelling by car to access services and jobs in other settlements, with the 

known highway constraints.  The reality of a village hall, at capacity at 90, and a lack 

of publicly accessible green space (beyond the childrens playground at Winnowing 

End) was not given weight.   The inspector found noparticular landscape 

considerations, despite the  established local landscape designation, and outlook 

from the AONB south of the site.   

There are two points to highlight here.   

One, that the decision of this particular Inspector is not binding on another inspector 

considering any other site.  Obviously there is an inference that  if the material 

planning considerations of sites are similar, then there may be an overlap in the 

Inspectors findings.  However, against this there is the cumulative effect.  The 

Strongvox Inspector was careful to specify 118 houses, 117 net with the destruction 

of 45 Greenhill Road,  in the context of total housing numbers in Sandford.  Another 



additional large housing development , even with the same material planning 

considerations one could argue would be  excessive and not sustainable.   

 Secondly, at the time of the Strongvox hearing, NSC Planning Officers must have 

been aware of the Garden Village proposal for land north of Sandford outlined in the 

draft JSP proposals. Although Sandford residents gave evidence about the landscape 

qualities and outlook from the AONB, the Case Officer did not trouble to obtain a 

Landscape Statement, and those elements counting against development at that site 

were lacking from the NSC case.  Similarly in the recent Sandford Cider Factory 

application to build a warehouse, access road, lorry park, attenuation pond outside 

the settlement boundary, this remained a delegated decision matter, despite the 

request of over 100 residents, and the Parish Council, to have this referred to the 

Planning and Regulatory Committee, and landscape considerations were discounted 

in the Case Officer’s decision notice.   

So, is Sandford  with its designation of River Yeo Rolling Valley Farmland  in NSC’s 

Landscape Character Assessment SPD , now ‘written off’’ by NSC in landscape terms? 

Is the existing linear village development with Grade II listed buildings along the 

A368, interspersed with post-war housing, with the new 118 house 

development,and the 19m high cider factory building to come, now neutral in 

landscape terms , so far as NSC is concerned?   If so, this represents an erosion of 

existing Local Plan policy, and a referral policy with the Mendip Hills AONB relating 

to proposals within  AONB buffer zones, within which Sandford, and also those parts 

of Winscombe which are not AONB, fall.    

 

 

7.  Looking at the national situation, is it realistic to assume that we can continue to 

rely on the principles we as a parish are used to having upheld in the Local Plan, and 

even by national policy , about AONBs, and about the sustainability of settlements 

not currently classed as service villages, or coming within current sustainability 

standards adopted by NSC?  

 The CPRE report of April 2016 highlights the increasing loss of Greenbelt.  Since 

2015, 950 houses planned for BANES, 3,000 houses within 2 urban extensions of 

Bristol, 8,925 dwellings in Gloucester are all on former Green Belt.  Looking at the 

draft JSP priorities, not building on AONB is one consideration,  but it is not ranked as 

the first consideration.  As  the pressure to build houses increases,  how can anyone 

say that the definition of sustainability,and the presumption that  the AONB should 

not be built on, is not going to be put under immense pressure as well. Permission 

has been granted for a 600 dwelling development, with hospice and school, on High 

Weald AONB in Sussex, and for developments in the North Wessex Downs and 

Cotswolds AONBs.  As a parish, we cannot afford to be complacent about the 

integrity of the Mendip Hills  AONB. 

 

8.  Having said that, it is increasingly clear that there will continue to be a distinction 

between parishes and neighbourhood forums who get organised and put forward 

NDPs which are specific enough and compliant enough to pass examination, and 

those who don’t.    

 If we as a  Parish  Council wants to have our representations to the District Council 

about  development in our parish taken seriously, and have our representations 



taken seriously so far as the JSP and any regional plan is concerned, then putting 

forward a viable and realistic NDP is probably the best chance we have.  It’s also the 

best chance the Parish has, more importantly. 

 

Cresten Boase 

Chair Neighbourhood Development Plan Steering Group 

17.1.17 

 

 


