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Comments on A Jones Proof March 2016 

Para Summary Response 

Para 

3.5 

Mr Weaver’s evidence 

confirm that there are 

currently 437 full and part 

time employment 

opportunities in Sandford. 

Dispute the employment figure quoted. The only large 

employer is Thatcher’s, which provide half of the 

employment opportunities within Sandford. Mint UK1 

database figures (Appendix 1) show a total employment 

figure of 284 at April 2015 with an additional 40 people 

employed at the Railway Inn since this time, gives an overall 

total of 324. I have seen no evidence for the remaining 113 

employment figures quoted. We can also assume that a 

number of these jobs will be part time, rather than full time 

positions. 

Para 

3.22 

The existing bus services 

that are routed within 

Sandford and 

Winscombe operate 

seven days a week. 

The existing bus services do not operate seven days a 

week. The 126 runs a reduced service at 3 hour intervals on 

a Sunday and the A2 service to Bristol Airport does not 

operate on a Sunday. The 126 calls at the Primary school at 

just after half past the hour and the A2 at the Church at 3 

minutes to the hour.  

Para 

5.2.1 

The 2011 census data 

confirms that 22 percent 

of residents work within 

the local area. 

If by the local area the appellant means Sandford, then this 

figure should be 4.9% rather than 22%. See Table 1 below. 

 

Table 1. Where Sandford residents travel to work (Census 2011) 

Residents destination of work People %   

Sandford 33 4.9% 29.9% Self-containment 

At or mainly from home 103 15.4%   

At no fixed address 64 9.6%   

Winscombe 39 5.8% 37.2% Work within the rest 
of North Somerset Churchill 33 4.9%  

Weston-super-Mare 75 11.2%  

Elsewhere in North Somerset 102 15.2%  

North Bristol 22 3.3% 18.2% Work in Bristol 

Central Bristol 45 6.7%   

                                            
1 Mint is a subscription service based on Companies House open data: 
http://www.bvdinfo.com/en-gb/home 
 

http://www.bvdinfo.com/en-gb/home
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South Bristol 26 3.9%   

Bristol North Fringe 29 4.3%   

Bath 6 0.9% 14.6% Work elsewhere   

Outside of the West of England 92 13.8%   

TOTAL 669 100.0% 100.0% TOTAL 

     
 

Para 

5.2.2 

43.8% of existing 

employed residents in 

Sandford either work 

from home or travel less 

than 5 km to their 

workplace. 

This statistic is wrong. Figures obtained from the Census 

show that the figure is 32.8%. See Appendix 2. 

Para 

5.3.4 

Consider that all facilities 

and amenities in 

Sandford, Winscombe, 

Churchill, Langford and 

Banwell are located 

within a convenient five 

km cycling distance of the 

appeal scheme. 

These villages may be within 5km cycling distance. But 

these are not convenient cycling routes. This is likely to be 

because routes are heavily trafficked A roads which do not 

have dedicated cycle paths. As demonstrated in Table 4, 

only 2.2% residents cycle to work. 

  

 

 

 Comments on D Weaver Proof March 2016: 

Para Summary Comment 

Para 

4.5 

The village of Sandford is 

embodies by LSOA 

‘North Somerset 024C’. 

At the time of the 2011 

census, the population of 

Sandford was 1,451 

persons, an increase of 

70 on the 2001 census 

(1,381 persons). 

Sandford has therefore 

experienced a population 

The Census figures quoted are not the same as those in 

Appendix J of the Council’s evidence. This shows a 

population figure in 2011 of 1,543. Table 2 below shows the 

population statistics from the Census and gives a total 

population of 1,383 for 2001, which represents a 10.4% 

increase over the 10 year period.  
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increase of 5.01% over 

the 10 year period. 

 

Table 2. Sandford Key population statistics (Census 2011)  
 

 2001 2011 % change 

Total population 1,383 1,543 + 10.4% 

    

0-4 53 49 - 8.1% 

5-9 80 70 - 14.3% 

10-15 100 84 - 16% 

16-24 109 115 + 5.2% 

25-44 314 253 - 24.1% 

45-64 448 462 + 3.0% 

Population 0 – 64 1,104 1,033 - 6.9% 

65-74 145 191 + 24.1% 

75+ 134 319 + 58% 

Population 65 + 279 510 + 45.3% 

    
 

Para 

4.33 

As a settlement, 

Sandford provides 

employment for a total of 

437 people. Accordingly, 

it caters for 66.51% of the 

employment needs of its 

economically active 

resident population. 

Dispute the employment figure of 437 people. Data from the 

Mint UK database suggests 284 as of April 2015 with the 

addition of 40 at the Railway Inn, gives a total of 324. This 

caters for 46%, rather than the appellant’s assertion of 

66.51% of employment needs. 

Para 

4.36 

43.8% of employed 

residents in Sandford 

either work from home or 

travel less than 2km to 

their place of work. 

This statistic is factually incorrect. The correct statistic is 

25%, where 15.4% work from home and 9.6% work within 

2km of home. These figures are detailed in Appendix 2. 

I assume that this figure relates to the Multi Super Output 

Area. The MSOA containing Sandford can be viewed on the 

map at Appendix 3. As this shows, this MSOA covers a 

wide geographical area and it should be noted that this is 

more extensive than many of the other MSOA’s. 

Para 

4.66  

It is not clear what the 

purpose of the evidence 

is. It was not published as 

The document ‘Assessing the sustainability and settlement 

hierarchy of rural settlements in North Somerset’ was 

published alongside the Site Allocations Plan DPD 
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part of the current Site 

Allocations Regulation18 

consultation. 

consultation between 10 March and 28 April 2016. That 

consultation exercise provided an opportunity to elicit 

comments on the document from third parties. They have 

been reviewed. A revised document which responds to those 

representations will be published on the Council’s website. 

Para 

4.70 

It is with concern that that 

Council didn’t seek to 

undertake the 

assessments on all 

settlements. Only villages 

which has speculative 

applications within were 

considered.  

An assessment is being completed for all infill villages 

across the district and will form part of the revised 

assessment. The document states that towns are not 

assessed as are relatively most sustainable and that 

countryside locations are also not assessed as are deemed 

to be relatively unsustainable.  

Para 

4.74 

It has been consistently 

found that sustainability 

matrices or criteria based 

approached fail to reflect 

positive planning. 

All the information provided within the assessment is 

evidence-based and factual, verified by each Parish Council 

and is not interpretation. The methodology is based on the 

Devon Local Strategic Partnership ‘A toolkit for Sustainable 

Rural Communities’, produced by Roger Tym and Partners 

in 2008. The toolkit uses the Sustainable Communities 

(Bristol Accord) theory.  A copy of the toolkit can be viewed 

at Appendix EE. This toolkit focussed on the question of, 

“how to make sure that rural communities thrive?” and it 

recognised that: 

 “Traditionally planning and housing policies have focused 

development at key locations based on the assessment 

of the availability of public transport, shops, facilities and 

services.” 

And stated that: 

 “Planning and development processes need to be more 

sophisticated if we are to encourage a more sustainable 

approach that recognised how places and communities 

really work in practice.” 
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 “The toolkit does not take a narrow view about what is 

‘sustainability” – a sustainable community needs to have 

the right balance of economy, community and 

environment, and all of these factors are considered” 

 “It provides an informed judgement about how a 

community is working now, and to point to things that 

could make it more sustainable in the future.” 

 “The toolkit will help assess the current sustainability of 

rural settlements and the impact that change (or lack of 

change) might have on that sustainability.” 

 

It should be noted that Cornwall and Shropshire Councils 

have used a similar approach. 

 

The Council decided not to use the strict scoring 

methodology used by the toolkit as determined this would be 

too restrictive. Instead the Council adopted a traffic light 

RAG rating system, which provides an overall impression of 

how villages compare against various criteria and allows a 

comparison to be made between settlements.  

It is important to note that the North Somerset methodology 

involves a two stage process. The first is to use the 

sustainable community criteria to assess the current relative 

sustainability of a settlement and the second stage involves 

an assessment of the sustainability of a site assuming that 

development has taken place and therefore considers how 

the sustainability of a settlement could change as a result of 

development.  

 

A very similar assessment process is used currently by the 

planning consultancy Rural Solutions2 to assess the current 

                                            
2 http://ruralsolutions.co.uk/ 

http://ruralsolutions.co.uk/
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and future sustainability of settlements and development 

proposals.  

Para 

4.75 - 

80  

The Council themselves 

reference the Taylor 

Review, however fail to 

reflect the overriding 

conclusions of the 

Review itself. 

The methodology addresses some of the issues raised by 

Taylor. The Council does not use a tick box approach - 

rather it provides the framework for a range of factors to be 

assessed and avoids a scoring approach. The RAG scoring 

of settlements simply provides an up-to-date evidence base 

to support the settlement hierarchy and allows a comparison 

to be made between sustainability components of each 

settlement. 

 

In the foreword of the review, Taylor says  

 “We need to make sure that there are better opportunities 

for the people who live in these small rural communities 

to find quality work, and build successful businesses. 

Otherwise we will see more and more villages turn into 

commuter dormitories, at the cost of fewer local jobs, 

declining local services and loss of genuine community 

life.”    

 

The evidence is that this scale of development within 

Sandford would exacerbate Sandford’s role as a commuter 

dormitory. 

 

One of the key recommendations (#2) of the review stated 

that: 

 “Planning Policy should more clearly set out the 

requirements to take account of the three strands of 

sustainability in a balanced way and the long term vision 

of the contribution planning can make to enhancing 

sustainability economically, socially and environmentally.”  

 

I believe the Council’s approach addresses this. 
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It should also be acknowledged that Taylor’s report does 

refer to small scale development in the countryside. Section 

3, Para 11 states: 

 “Taken in aggregate, good quality small scale 

development for its context in smaller rural communities 

across the country can add up significantly towards the 

Government’s desire to ensure the delivery of the homes 

that people need.” 

 

And at Para 29 it states that: 

 “.. To meet the social and economic needs of the 

countryside, there needs to be recognition that the 

environment can still be protected if we strike a better 

balance with high quality, small scale development to 

meet local needs.” 

 

The appeal proposal at Sandford does not constitute small 

scale development. 

 

Further on in this section Para 34 it states that: 

 “In seeking to address rural housing demand and create 

sustainable communities, the solution of unrestricted 

development to meet housing demand would create 

more unsustainable communities - a solution less 

desirable than the original problem.” 

Para 

4.87 

The Sustainable 

Communities Plan (2003) 

was formally cancelled by 

the Government on 16 

January 2015. 

The NSC methodology is not based on the Sustainable 

Communities Plan (2003). Reference is made to the UK 

Sustainable Development Strategy (2005), which is also 

referenced on page 2 of the NPPF which sets out the 5 

guiding principles of sustainable development. 

Para 

7.66 

Core Principle states at 

paragraph 17 that 

planning should…. 

The appellant refers to paragraph 17 selectively. It makes no 

mention of other relevant principles including: 
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 “Take account of and support local strategies to improve 

health, social and cultural wellbeing for all, and deliver 

sufficient community and cultural facilities and services to 

meet local needs.” 

Para 

9.113  

.. development is 

therefore socially 

sustainable in the context 

of the NPPF. 

Is the site socially sustainable, would the development 

provide? As is guided at paragraph 7: 

 “Supporting strong, vibrant and healthy communities… 

with accessible local services which reflect the 

community’s needs and supports its health, social and 

cultural wellbeing.”  

The evidence is that this is highly unlikely to be the case. 

Para 

9.133 

The existing community 

facilities at Sandford play 

an important role in 

serving the needs of the 

wider surrounding rural 

area. 

This seems unlikely. There are no services in Sandford 

which aren’t also present within the surrounding rural areas. 

Residents from surrounding area rural area may choose to 

use the Railway Inn, but this would not be through necessity. 

Para 

9.141 

Strongvox Homes are in 

negotiation and have 

agreed to a financial 

contribution to part fund 

an extension to Sandford 

Primary School 

Development in Sandford will place a financial burden on the 

Council in terms of additional school provision. There are 

primary schools in other villages which are not at capacity in 

Backwell, Congresbury, Yatton, Churchill, Wrington, Banwell 

and Winscombe. These are all service villages where the 

Core Strategy makes provision for an appropriate level of 

development. 

  

 

 

Comments on appellant’s rebuttal to sustainability proof of evidence. 

Section 2: 

Para Summary Comment 

Para 

2.4 

In applying paragraph 14, 

it is also not relevant to 

consider the sustainability 

of a settlement relative to 

The role of the sustainability assessment is to allow some 

comparison of settlements across the district which is why 

the comparison is made.  
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other settlements within 

the District. 

Para 

2.7 

Clearly the sustainability 

assessment upon 

evidence is based has 

had no role in the 

determination of the 

settlement hierarchy. 

It is correct to say that the assessment doesn’t set the 

settlement hierarchy. But it does support the Core Strategy 

position and provides a refresh of the evidence base. 

Para 

2.16 

The Council utilise 

arbitrary settlement 

boundaries when 

considering whether a 

service or facility is 

accessible via the RAG 

rating. 

The approach does not use settlement boundaries. If a 

service/ facility is within the village it scores green, no 

reference is made to whether this is within or outside of 

settlement boundary. A postcode for the central point of the 

village built up area is then used to calculate whether 

nearest facilities are within or greater than 5km from the 

village centre. 

Para 

2.17 

Page 165 seeks to rank 

the settlements using a 

score 123 associated 

with the RAG criteria. 

Any reference to scoring will be removed. The RAG ratings 

allow an overall comparison between the settlements.  

Para 

2.18 

The Council have only 

assessed 4 out of the 13 

infill villages. 

Other infill villages are being assessed and will form part of 

the revised assessment. 

Section 3: 

Para 

3.1 

Relative sustainability of 

Sandford is not relevant 

in the determination of 

this appeal. 

The Council need to consider the relative sustainability of 

settlements within the district to determine the most 

sustainable approach to delivering North Somerset’s housing 

requirement.  

Para 

3.4 

It would appear that 

Appendix A has been 

retrospectively drafted to 

support the already 

determined policy 

The sustainability assessment process began in early 2015. 

The Council recognised that it needed to provide an up-to-

date evidence for the Core Strategy and a mechanism to 

provide consistent sustainability advice on applications. 
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amendment in respect to 

the distribution. 

Table 3. Timeline for the assessment of sustainability of rural settlements 
 

Feb 2015 March 
2015 

24 June 
2015 

3 July 2015 22 July 
2015 

7 August 
2015 

Formulated 
methodology 
for the 
assessment 

Completed  
desk based 
information 
gathering 

Initial draft 
sent to 
Parish 
Councils for 
verification of 
information 

Completed 
RAG ratings 
using the 
information 
provided by 
Parish 
Councils 

Assessments 
with the RAG 
ratings sent to 
the Parish 
Councils for 
comment 

Moderated RAG 
ratings 
addressing  
comments 
received 

Feb 2016 10 March 
2016 

28 April 
2016 

April – 
June 2016 

June 2016 Summer  
2016 

Produced 
final draft 
version of the 
assessments 

The Full 
assessment 
published to 
accompany 
the SAP 
consultation 

Consultation 
closed and 
comments 
considered 

Revisions 
made with  
addition of 
assessment 
for all infill 
villages 

Draft 
assessments 
sent to 
additional 
villages for 
verification 

Revised 
assessment 
report to 
published as 
soon as 
possible 

      
 

Para 

3.5 

Two service villages, 

Banwell and Churchill, 

both also do not score 

green on any component 

of the Council’s 

assessment. 

Superficially the summary overview may imply that some 

service villages have a similar level of sustainability. But all 

settlements are different, there is a different mix and balance 

of facilities and opportunities. However, the service villages 

have much more potential, where development can enhance 

sustainability. As an example Churchill contains the key 

higher order facilities (both Primary and a Secondary 

schools, healthcare, leisure centre, medium supermarket, a 

Post Office and 4 pubs) and has the potential to benefit from 

additional growth.   

Para 

3.8 

Appellant disagrees that 

there are a limited range 

and choice of clubs and 

societies 

Sandford has far fewer clubs and activities than the villages 

which score green, which are just Backwell and Long Ashton 

and these have wide-ranging activities some of which are 

not standard. The choice and range of activities simply 

doesn’t compare. Those on offer (even when including those 

omitted) will appeal to some residents, but will not meet the 

wide-ranging expectations of future residents. The Council 

do not consider those activities offered in Winscombe as it is 

a separate village. 
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Para 

3.22 

Clearly, it should be the 

number of facilities 

relative to the population, 

not absolute number 

relative to one settlement 

I disagree, as it’s about the range and choice of activities 

and venues, rather than the facilities per head of population. 

Para 

3.27 

 

No evidence for assertion 

that there is a very limited 

range and choice of 

employment opportunities 

in the village. 

Access to jobs elsewhere 

by public transport is 

‘difficult’ 

The main employers, Thatcher’s, Sandford Station 

Retirement Village and Mendip outdoor pursuits centre, does 

not constitute a wide range of employment opportunities. 

 

Access to jobs elsewhere by public transport is difficult. I 

accept that there are buses serving Weston-super-Mare, 

where 11.2% working population travelled to in 2011. But the 

18.2% of population travelled to Bristol and the 14.6% to 

Bath and outside of the West of England would find access 

to these locations by public transport in my opinion very 

difficult. My proof of evidence sets out journey times to 

central Bristol and Bristol North Fringe and how these 

compare to car journey times. And looking at the modes of 

transport to work, these journeys were not in the vast 

majority of instances undertaken by sustainable transport 

means. See Table 4 below which shows the stark contrast in 

modes of travel for commuters in Sandford compared to 

Weston-super-Mare.  

Table 4. Mode of travel to work comparison between Sandford and Weston-super-
Mare  
 

Data from Census 
2011 

% Sandford 
commuters 
travelling for 
work 

% of Weston 
commuters 
travelling for 
work 

% difference 
between 
Sandford and 
WsM 

Car driver 74.1% 41.8% + 32.3% 

Car passenger 4.3% 6.6% - 2.3% 

Work from home 8.4% 4.7% + 3.7% 

Bicycle 2.2% 4.2% - 2.0% 

Train 0.7% 3.7% - 3.0% 

Bus 1.2% 4.5% - 3.3% 

Foot 6.9% 32.1% - 25.2% 

Motorcycle 0.9% 0.6% + 0.3% 
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Other 1.2% 1.9% - 0.7% 

Sustainable 
travel methods 

24.6% 56.4% -31.8% 

    
 

3.29 The fact that there is a 

limited range of tenure 

options scores the 

settlement at a low 

sustainability. A shortage 

of affordable housing as 

a measure of a 

sustainability of a 

settlement becomes 

perverse if the 

consequence is the 

decision to not allocate 

additional housing which 

would improve the 

sustainability of the 

settlement. 

It must be noted that the sustainability assessment is a two 

stage process which can identify the current and future 

sustainability of each settlement. Sustainability criteria 

identified in the initial assessment contributes to an overall 

impression of the current sustainability and may indicate 

where sustainability could be improved. The provision of 

affordable housing could then be picked up as a benefit to 

improving the existing housing stock and meeting an 

identified need. 

Para 

3.33 

Whether or not a 

settlement has 

environmentally sensitive 

areas is not an indication 

of its sustainability 

relative to whether 

additional development 

would be appropriate in 

the settlement. 

I disagree that the environmental sensitivity of a settlement 

should not be taken into account when assessing relative 

sustainability of settlements. The measure is not about the 

environmental impacts of a proposed development, but 

rather the sensitivity of a settlement in general in relation to 

the integration of additional development. The specifics of a 

site is investigated in more detail in the second stage of the 

process, to determine whether it is acceptable on 

environmental grounds. 

Para 

3.38 

JH’s position to 

employment is 

contradictory in places. 

There is no evidence put 

forward as to the 

Figures obtained from the Mint UK database shown at 

Appendix 1 shows s an employment figure of 284 (at April 

2015) with the addition of 40 at the Railway Inn this is 

approximately 324. This represents 113 fewer jobs than 

quoted by the appellant. Thatcher’s account for a half of 
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quantum of jobs within 

Sandford, but claims are 

made that employment 

opportunities within the 

village are limited. 

these jobs the majority of other employment opportunities 

are sole traders or those with fewer than 5 employees.  

The range of local job opportunities due to the predominance 

of Thatcher’s is very limited. I suggest that young 

professionals (which the appellant suggests are missing 

from Sandford) are unlikely to seek work in Thatcher’s, St 

Monica’s or the Mendip outdoor pursuit centre. 

Para 

3.39 

437 jobs can be identified 

within Sandford from 

company websites and 

the planning application 

for the care village. This 

doesn’t include those 

companies who do not 

list employee data (the 

car sales and MOT 

centre, Lyncombe Lodge 

Hotel and various shops 

and enterprises within the 

village 

The Council sought verification of the job numbers quoted by 

the appellant in relation to Sandford. The response was that 

these were obtained from calling individual employers and 

not from web searches as originally stated. 

 

The Mint UK figures (Appendix 1) does include all 

employers, including sole traders. 

Para 

3.41 

Census 2011 indicates 

that there were 695 

economically active 

residents. In terms of the 

balance between jobs 

and residents, this is 

exceptionally high at 

71.9% 

Using the Mint UK database figure gives the ratio between 

jobs and economically active residents of 47%. Where there 

are 324 opportunities for 695 working residents (2011). 

 

 

Para 

3.42 

JHs evidence advises 

that access to jobs 

elsewhere to Sandford is 

difficult but does not 

quantify or provide any 

See response to para 3.27 above. 

 

Table 1 shows that nearly 20% of employees in 2011 

travelled either to Bristol and Bath and a further 13.8% 
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evidence to substantiate 

this view. 

outside of the North Somerset and the West of England 

which is not conveniently served by public transport. 

Para 

3.44 

Given the significant 

regional employer and 

the ratio to jobs to 

economically active 

population, the settlement 

can clearly be described 

as thriving. 

The Council disputes the ratio of jobs/ economically active 

the appellant provides. It is accepted that Thatcher’s is a 

thriving enterprise. But this is the only main employer within 

the village – the retirement home employs 15 people and the 

ski centre approximately 40 full and part time employees. 

There is simply not a range of employment opportunities 

offered in close proximity to the site.  

Para 

3.46 

Appendix A1 sets out that 

scores for facilities are 

given based on whether 

or not the facility is within 

or outside the settlement 

boundary. 

Appendix A1 does not rely on settlement boundaries, but 

whether a facility is within a village. Where not in the village 

the schedule notes where the closest facility is located from 

the centre of the village.  

Para 

3.47 

Three elements are 

incorrectly classified as 

amber, and should be 

green. 

Facilities are not incorrectly classified. Shops and 

restaurants/ cafes are only classified as green when there 

are greater than 5 (as per the key). 

Para 

3.50 

Reference to lack of 

hairdressers, takeaways 

or estate agents is 

concerning. Clearly when 

considering the types of 

facilities required to make 

a settlement sustainable, 

it would be necessary to 

consider the likely 

frequency of visits from 

residents. 

There is a clear discrepancy in the appellants approach. The 

presence of hairdressers, takeaways or estate agents are 

clearly given as examples only. Any active unit is listed in the 

facilities schedule to provide an overall indication of service 

provision within a settlement. However, the appellant lists 

(4.13 and 4.14 in proof) the presence of the garden machine 

repair company, car dealership and the animal feed store as 

part of the ‘a range of other facilities and services.’ Therefore 

by their own rationale these should not be included within 

any list of local services and facilities for contribution to 

sustainability. 

Para 

3.55 

Sandmead Road is lightly 

trafficked and considered 

to be suitable to be used 

The appellant states that Sandmead Road is lightly trafficked 

and suitable for cyclists - this is contrary to local opinion 

stated in a meeting with residents on 24 June 16. There is a 
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by cyclists and I have 

observed it being used by 

cyclists. 

real concern for safety with blind corners along the route 

between Sandford and Churchill School. 

Para 

3.58 

Does not include 

percentage figures for 

motorcyclist, car 

passenger or people 

working from home as a 

sustainable mode of 

travel. 

I have amended all assessments to include the other travel 

methods noted by the appellant. In Sandford 74.1% drive 

and 24.6% use sustainable travel. However, it should be 

noted that this is as low as 41.8% drive in central Weston-

super-Mare where 56.4% use sustainable means (table 4). 

Sustainable travel modes are also more prevalent in other 

villages including Yatton where 67.3% drive to work and 

32.3% use sustainable travel and Backwell where 67.4% 

drive and 31.7% use sustainable travel means. 

I acknowledge that sustainable travel can be used in limited 

circumstances in Sandford but it does not offer a genuine 

realistic alternative to the car. 

Para 

3.59 

Appendix B shows that 

the car driver is the 

predominant mode of 

travelling to work, this is 

the case for North 

Somerset unitary as a 

whole and also nationally. 

I acknowledge that private car is the predominant travel 

mode in all cases.  

But as Table 4 demonstrates far fewer residents use the car 

for their commute in Weston-super-Mare, where there are 

both a far greater number and range of employers and a 

better range of sustainable travel options available to them. 

Para 

3.60 

I would note with some 

concern with the decision 

to place weight on the 

existing modal shared in 

determining the 

continued sustainability of 

a settlement. 

Existing travel modes does provide an indication of how 

future residents will travel. 

Section 4: 

Para  

4.2 

Different assessment 

criteria, contained within 

Appendix A of the 

The information I provide in this section is not taken from the 

sustainability assessment, but are facts and judgements 

about the site using evidence available. These are 
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Council’s recently 

published SA assessing 

the relative sustainability 

of the site. JHs evidence 

is irrelevant. 

categorised under the eight sustainable communities’ criteria 

and is more detailed than any of the information contained 

within the SA. 

Para 

4.4 

The village has…. and a 

range of other local 

services and facilities. 

There are not ‘a range of other local facilities and services.’ 

Those that are present are very limited and not likely to be 

used other than on a very occasional basis. A full range is 

not present in neighbouring settlements, therefore access to 

wider facilities/services will in high probability involve car 

trips to larger centres.  

Para 

4.7 

The level of local 

opposition to the proposal 

is no indicator as to how 

the development may 

impact on how ‘well run’ 

the village is. 

There is misinterpretation of information here – local 

opposition is mentioned in terms of the application of the 

development site, not on how well the village is run. There is 

a clear distinction that this section does not seek to assess 

the current sustainability of Sandford.  

Para 

4.9 

The planning obligations 

associated with the 

proposal suitable mitigate 

any capacity concerns in 

relation to the primary 

school. 

The need for school expansion would still be a financial 

burden on the Council and this burden would not exist if 

development was located in settlements where the primary 

schools have existing capacity. 

Para 

4.18 

We have already raised 

concerns in respect to the 

Council’s approach to 

considering the 

employment opportunities 

within Sandford. 

No evidence has been provided to support the appellant’s 

employment assertions. 

Para 

4.25 

The NPPF sets out the 

symbiotic nature of rural 

settlement, and that 

development in one may 

The Council accepts that development in one rural 

settlement may support services and facilities in another. 

This assumes that higher order facilities are shared, or 

complimentary. It is not accepted that Sandford is an 
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support services and 

facilities in another. 

appropriate settlement to fulfil this role. Service villages, 

such as Winscombe and Churchill are far better suited to 

perform this. 

4.28 The route via Hill Road 

with traffic noise, fumes 

and the need to make 

multiple crossings does 

not make the journey 

pleasant, attractive or 

safe and would be less 

so in inclement weather. 

JH does not offer any 

evidence to justify or 

assert her conclusions. 

I have walked the route and these were my observations 

from that journey. Also, local resident opinion provided in a 

meeting with residents on 24 June 2016, confirms this 

opinion. 

Para 

4.30 

JH advises that Sandford 

and Winscombe is not a 

walkable neighbourhood, 

but does not refer to a 

paragraph or set out 

reasons to justify her 

assertions. 

Walkable Neighbourhoods are defined in chapter 4 of the 

Manual for Streets: 4.4.1 Walkable neighbourhoods are 

typically characterised by having a range of facilities within 

10 minutes’ (up to about 800 m) walking distance of 

residential areas which residents may access comfortably on 

foot. However, this is not an upper limit and PPS134 states 

that walking offers the greatest potential to replace short car 

trips, particularly those under 2 km. 

Note that the journey of 2.5km between Sandford and 

Winscombe does not fall within this categorisation. 

Para 

4.31 

JH advises that travel to 

Churchill or Winscombe 

would involve the use of 

heavily trafficked roads 

including the A368. No 

evidence is used to justify 

these assertions. 

Local resident opinion gained on 24 June 2016, confirms the 

statement relating to the nature of traffic flow along the 

A368.  

Para 

4.35 

Cyclists can frequently be 

observed travelling 

Local resident observation does not support that statement 

that cyclists can be frequently observed along the A368. 
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between Sandford, 

Banwell, Churchill and 

Winscombe. 

Detail of this will be submitted by local residents as part of 

the appeal. 

Para 

4.43 

84.4 % of employed 

residents in Sandford 

commute a distance of 

less than 20 km. 

This statistic is not supported by the Census. The Census 

data included in Appendix 2 details the distances travelled 

to work by Sandford residents shows that 67.4% of residents 

commute a distance of less than 20km. 

Para 

4.52 

JH fails to include 

percentage for people 

who travel to work by 

foot, which equates to 

6.9% for Sandford.  

The total number of people using sustainable travel methods 

is: 24.6% (including working from home, car passenger, 

cycle, motorcycle, foot, bus & train). As a comparison 56.4% 

use sustainable travel means in central Weston super Mare. 

A full list of travel modes can be viewed at Table 4. 

Para 

4.53 

 

Appendix A page 127 

states self-containment 

for Winscombe and 

Sandford is 43%. As 

outlined above, the ratio 

of employee jobs to 

economically active 

residents in Sandford is 

significantly higher at 

71.9% 

The original figure listed was for the MSOA, but to be clear, 

self-containment for Sandford alone is 30% and I have now 

replaced this information within the assessment. See Table 

1 which provides Census data for work destination of 

Sandford commuters. 

 

Employee jobs to economically active residents (according 

to Mint UK figures) is actually 47% 

Para 

4.54 

The Council’s emphasis 

on commuting to Bristol is 

over emphasised. 

Commuting to Bristol is not over-emphasised. Table 1 

shows where residents actually travel to work from Sandford 

(Census 2011). As is demonstrated 18.2% of these 

commuters travel to Bristol. It should also be noted that 

significant numbers work in Bath and outside of the West of 

England, which would also be difficult to access via public 

transport means. 

Para 

5.1 

The Council are being 

selective in their 

submissions relating to 

suitability of pedestrian 

The Council’s sustainability assessment methodology 

references the main sources of guidance relating to 

pedestrian and cycling distances. As per the guidance, it is 

commonly accepted that preferred maximum walking 
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and cycling. A committee 

report outlines detail of 

journeys for foot  

distance to key facilities is an 800m walk, although this is not 

an absolute maximum. The excerpt from the committee 

report does not conflict with anything the Council assert in 

relation to Sandford.  

Para 

5.5 

Only 4.9% of the 

population live and work 

in Sandford – it is unclear 

how JH has established 

this figure 

The figure I quote is from Census travel to work data, which 

is at Lower Super Output Area and is specific to Sandford. 

The 4.9% figure is recorded residents who live and work in 

the LSOA. See Table 1. 

Para 

5.6 

Comments are 

unsubstantiated in 

relation to access to 

employment 

opportunities. The ratio of 

jobs to economically 

active persons would 

mean that there are a 

significant number of 

persons commuting into 

Sandford for work. 

Mint UK data shows approximately 324 jobs available. This 

includes all small enterprises including sole traders. I have 

already shown that the ratio is not accurate based on reliable 

data sources.  

 

The only employer who employ more than 50 employees is 

Thatcher’s which is likely to support in-commuting into 

Sandford for work. 

Para 

5.12 

Between 2001 and 2011, 

the over 65 population of 

024C increased from 277 

to 510; an increase of 

84% 

The population has increased by over 10.4% over the 10 

years from 2001 to 2011. It is noted that this is primarily due 

to the Sandford Station Care Home, but rather than the 84% 

quoted, it is a 45.3% increase in the population aged over 65 

years. See Table 2. 
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Appendix 1: Employers and employee numbers in Sandford 

Mint UK database June 2016. 

 

Employer name 

 

Employee number 

Thatcher’s Cider Company (Myrtle Farm) 141 

Mendip Outdoor Pursuits 40 

St Monica’s Trust 15 

Sandford Primary school 31 

Lyncombe Lodge Hotel 10 

Garth Humphry Motor Ltd 6 

Spar Sandford 6 

Kabelec Electrical Services 5 

GAB 4 

D Sweeting 4 

Sandford Playgroup/ Methodist church rooms 3 

Posit Design 3 

Sandford Animal Feeds 2 

Keedwell Bros 2 

GJ Virgo and Sons Ltd 2 

Intemos 2 

NM Car Body Repairs 1 

Banwell Decorators 1 

Cook and Copp Holdings Ltd 1 

RPDM Ltd 1 

Bards and Co ltd 1 

Walton Merchant Services ltd 1 

Illumini consulting ltd 1 

Dellwood Global marketing partnership 1 

Sub total 284 

Railway Inn 40 

TOTAL =  324 
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Appendix 2: Distance travelled to work by Sandford residents in 2011 (Census) 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 3: Map showing the MSOA which contains Sandford
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