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Dear Sirs
JSP Publication Document November 2017 - Comments

We write to comment on the JSP Publication Document dated November 2017; firstly
to offer general observations, and specifically to object to Policy 7.4, Backwell. 
We trust you are content to receive our comments by letter; we did not find the format
of the on-line comment procedure at all helpful.

JSP - General Observations

We fully support this ambitious long term planning process for the ‘West of England’.
Whilst we remain sceptical about the magnitude of the ‘required housing targets’, we 
consider the crucial priority is the provision of truly affordable housing in the right 
place.  
Whilst the first three chapters of the JSP contain very laudable sentiments, we are far 
from convinced by some of the proposals which have emerged. In particular, 
achievement of the housing targets includes a considerable reliance on the Strategic 
Development Locations (SDL); these in turn depend on very significant and costly 
new infrastructure. We can find no credible explanation of where the required funding
would come from. We therefore consider this to be a high risk strategy.   

Employment / Housing Location. We think it should be a fundamental principle 
to minimise commuting by having as much housing as possible close to centres of 
employment. Unfortunately some of the SDLs are a considerable distance from the 
larger employment areas; this will surely exacerbate the already serious problems of 
commuting across this area. As a general principle, we think urban intensification is 
better than urban sprawl; whilst rural sprawl should be avoided at all costs.

Development Areas. Several SDLs propose disproportionately large development
on the edge of existing service villages and small towns – this continues a most 
unfortunate trend over several decades. Existing services are unlikely to cope, but 
provision of services within the new development results in a changed, artificial and 
fragmented community. This policy is inevitably unpopular with the majority of 
residents and runs counter to the principles of localism. Furthermore, proposals for 



greenfield development are bound to give developers an easy option and reduce the 
likelihood of maximising the re-use of urban brownfield sites.

Transport Infrastructure. The current Publication Document has a ‘Joint 
Transport Study’ as part of the supporting evidence. Whilst several of the SDLs 
contain fine words to the effect that infrastructure must precede dwellings, the whole 
JSP enterprise lacks credibility due to a woeful lack of proper technical and funding 
assessments in a Joint Transport Plan (JTP). The JSP Vision will not be deliverable 
unless the infrastructure is affordable, technically achievable and delivered before the
housing. Timely provision of a credible JTP is absolutely vital.      

Agriculture. A considerable part of the West of England area is in agricultural 
and horticultural use. This land makes a contribution to the nation’s food 
requirements, provides employment on farms and associated support businesses, and 
has a crucial relationship with the ecology of the area. Despite this, agriculture is 
scarcely mentioned in the JSP. Many, if not most of the proposed SDLs would take 
significant areas of land out of agricultural use. The massive infrastructure vision, 
transport corridors etc would also have a significant impact on agriculture by using 
land and fragmenting farm units. The size and shape of the SDLs and the proposed 
transport infrastructure are at a conceptual stage but surely some sort of agricultural 
impact study should be included in the JSP, to include assessment of farm viability, 
loss of employment and loss of food production. Without such a study, the impression
is created that agricultural activity does not matter and can be reduced at will to build 
houses. This country can ill afford to keep losing agricultural land without the impact 
even being assessed, especially with an increasing population and all the uncertainties
of Brexit. We believe this omission should be rectified.       
    
A Green Belt Review. We note that six of the twelve SDLs require use of land 
currently in Green Belt and the ambitious new ‘transport corridors’ associated with 
other SDLs would also degrade large swathes of Green Belt. The current Green Belt 
might be limiting urban sprawl, but it is causing rural sprawl and more commuting, 
so it is not doing what it should be doing. The magnitude of the JSP housing 
requirements surely amounts to an ‘exceptional circumstance’ and an overall Green 
Belt Review should be therefore be conducted.   

Policies 7.4 Backwell and 7.7 Nailsea - Transport Infrastructure

There is an acknowledgement that these SDLs require significant new transport 
infrastructure. However, unlike many of the other SDLs, it is not mandated to precede
house building. The wording should be changed to remove ambiguous statements 
about ‘phased delivery’ and development being ‘mitigated’.
Although the route is far from clear, it would appear that a ‘multi-modal transport 
corridor’ is proposed, from the A370 east of Flax Bourton, across Backwell Common,
through the Strategic Gap between Backwell and Nailsea and across much low-lying 
land to the M5 junction at Clevedon, with a further spur from south west of Nailsea 



back to the A370 just west of Backwell. Large areas of land currently in agricultural 
use and/or in Green Belt would be very seriously compromised, and SSSI threatened. 
Many farms would be rendered non-viable and other isolated houses would have to 
be demolished. This ‘corridor’ would be so close to Backwell Lake (a proposed Local
Green Space) that its character and value to wildlife would be adversely affected. The
‘transport corridor’, together with expanded facilities at Nailsea and Backwell train 
station would make a nonsense of the strategic gap. 
We note that house building is proposed to start at the Nailsea SDL in 2025 and at the
Backwell SDL in 2028. If this were to happen without the new roads being in place, 
the impact of construction traffic would be absolutely intolerable for many years, 
particularly on Station Road and many rural lanes. And yet, the JSP contains no 
credible evidence that these ‘transport corridors’ are affordable or technically 
achievable in any timescale. 

We consider that these transport infrastructure proposals are not positively prepared 
and are ineffective and unjustified; we therefore consider them unsound. This 
situation also gives serious concern about the soundness of both the Nailsea and 
Backwell SDLs.  

Policy 7.4 Backwell

The JSP recognises that Backwell has a Neighbourhood Plan, due to expire in 2026, 
so one positive is the proposed building start date of 2028.
However, implementation of Policy 7.4 at ‘Grove Farm’ would represent a 40% 
increase in the number of dwellings in Backwell and would totally change the nature, 
setting and character of this rural village, even though it is already bisected by two 
busy roads. We object strongly to the imposition of such a large increase, the impact 
on roads (with or without the proposed new roads), and the impact on the current 
village services such as shops, schools and medical facilities. The Grove Farm site is 
predominantly high quality agricultural land which should not be developed for 
housing until all avenues for use of lesser quality land have been exhausted. The land 
is important to local Greater Horseshoe Bat roosts, both for foraging and transiting; 
retention of artificial ‘green corridors’ would not compensate for loss of foraging 
areas.        
We are well aware that a developer has been planning to build on this site for many 
years and produced a proposal in early 2016. The developer has questioned the build  
rate proposed in the JSP and has stated an intent to deal with this by starting to build 
in 2022/2023 and to submit an outline planning application as early as spring 2018. 
How could all the required new transport infrastructure be in place in that timescale? 
This situation undermines the soundness of the JSP and our confidence in the whole 
planning process.  
We note mention of some proposed new, modest employment areas in the Nailsea 
SDL but it seems inevitable that most occupants of the proposed Backwell and 
Nailsea developments would be out-commuting to employment opportunities 
elsewhere.  



Despite the guiding principles of ‘sustainability’ in the JSP, we do not consider this to
be a sustainable site for a large development because it is high quality agricultural 
land, lack of local employment will lead to out-commuting and this requires 
significant infrastructure on more areas of agricultural land.
Having regard to all the above, we consider that Policy 7.4 has not been positively 
prepared, is ineffective and unjustified. It is therefore unsound and should be 
removed from the JSP.

Ashton Vale

 It appears that the JSP process has not yet given any serious consideration to 
developing the area known as Ashton Vale. The area is partly Green Belt but is now 
bisected by the large new South Bristol Link Road which has significantly 
compromised its green belt attributes; in any case it is not high quality agricultural 
land. Ashton Vale is adjacent to the edge of Bristol, the largest centre of employment 
in the plan area. It is also adjacent to a Park and Ride, the existing Metrobus route and
has the potential for a new train station. Ashton Vale provides the opportunity for 
more housing, less new transport infrastructure and far more car-free commuting. 
Furthermore, we consider Ashton Vale is a far more suitable site for affordable 
housing and offering lower living costs than either Nailsea or Backwell.
As previously noted, six of the twelve SDLs in the JSP propose to use Green Belt 
land; this creates a precedence and we say the claimed scale of housing requirements 
fully justify a wider Green Belt review across the whole Plan area, including North 
Somerset. 
Although we support the general idea of Green Belt, a large residential development 
at Ashton Vale represents the ‘least worst option’ in the current circumstances and 
demands serious consideration.   

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment.

Yours faithfully

KM and CA Riches


