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1. INTRODUCTION
This Consultation Statement summarises the consultation process that was undertaken in producing
the Eastington Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP) Consultation Draft (May 2015) and shows
how the requirements of Regulations 14 and 15 of the Neighbourhood Planning (General)
Regulations 2012 have been satisfied in producing the NDP.

Eastington Parish Council (EPC) has a history of involving the community in shaping the parish, as
evidenced by the Gloucestershire Vibrant Village of The Year award in 2010, and this was continued
with the production of the NDP.  This was very much a community-led process with efforts made to
involve the community at key stages of the plan-making process. To ensure everyone in the
community was reached, there were articles and leaflets included in the relevant editions of
Eastington Community News which is hand-delivered to every household throughout the parish.

The parish has conducted several community surveys prior to embarking on the NDP, eg  the 2011-
12 Parish Survey.  The data collected in that survey provided a basis for the initial direction of the
NDP.  This is covered in more detail at section 2.

The first of two theme specific surveys was carried out in late 2013.  A Housing Needs Survey (HNS)
was delivered to all homes with each household’s copy of the 2013 Parish Plan.  The HNS was
created and results analysed by the Gloucestershire Rural Community Council (GRCC); it established
the level of both market and affordable housing needed locally in a five year future.  This is
expanded on in section 3.  The second theme-specific study on small, medium and large businesses
within the parish is covered within section 4.

The NDP consultation process was designed to be accessible to as wide a range of local people and
interested parties as possible.  We did this through paper surveys, drop-in events, online information
and face to face discussions.

The process followed in producing the NDP was:

 Parish Survey 2011-12
 Housing Needs Survey – July/August 2013
 Designation of Neighbourhood Area – September 2013
 NDP Launch - December 2013
 Initial consultation – February 2014
 Data collection and theme development – February 2014
 Neighbourhood Plan Survey – September 2014
 Drop-in event – September 2014
 Production of Consultation Draft Plan – September 2014 – January 2015
 Pre-submission consultation as required by Regulation 14 of the Neighbourhood

Planning (General) Regulations 2012 including 3 drop-in events.

This Consultation Statement provides a summary of each of the above consultation steps.
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2. PARISH SURVEY DECEMBER 2011-JANUARY 2012
To build upon the work of the Vibrant Village initiative, a detailed questionnaire was commissioned
by Eastington Parish Council (EPC) with the support of Gloucestershire Rural Community Council
(GRCC).  The aim was to collate parishioners’ ideas and opinions on how they wanted their
community to evolve.

A consultation event was held in the autumn of 2011.  At the event, attendees were invited to
nominate issues on post-it notes, grouping them under general headings:

 Parish facilities
 Housing
 Transport
 Environment
 Employment
 Policing and Neighbourhood Watch.

With some tuning, these shaped the categories in the Parish Survey and eventually became chapters
in the Parish Plan.

In addition to the autumn 2011 consultation event, councillors from EPC took the opportunity to
interview 75 randomly selected parishioners during the Parish Fete 2012 to record their opinions on
selected and prepared questions.  The results were combined with previous information gathered
and, with the help of GRCC, they shaped the categories in the Parish Survey.

The resulting six page Parish Survey document was then distributed through the parish to 675
houses and sought to collect a range of parishioner opinions on suggested fundamental subjects that
included Housing, Traffic and Transport, Environment and Employment.  The response to the
questionnaire was strong with a 44% response rate, suggesting a high degree of parishioner interest
and engagement.  Once analysed, the many aspects of the final document’s findings were used to
create the Parish Plan, which was approved by EPC in May 2013 (link to Parish Plan 2013 ).  The
detail and evidence contained within the completed document was subsequently used to drive the
early stages of the emerging NDP.

3. HOUSING NEEDS SURVEY – JULY/AUGUST 2013
Each household received a hand-delivered copy of the 12-page Parish Plan 2013, along with a 4-page
questionnaire focused on immediate housing need.  GRCC helped shape the style and wording and
also kept the data in an anonymous format.  Stroud District Council recommended this process to
more fully comply with their emerging Local Plan Policy HC4.

Thirty-nine households positively identified themselves as requiring to move home within the next
five years, about 300% higher than the GRCC pre-survey estimate of 10-12. The results supported
the general trends seen in the 2011-12 Parish Survey.
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4. NDP LAUNCH – 9TH DECEMBER 2013
The launch of the NDP was open to all parishioners and held at Eastington Community Centre OHMG
(Owen Harris Memorial Ground).  The meeting was led by an Eastington Parish Councillor along with
a representative from GRCC, and attended by 11 members of public in addition to parish councillors.
One of the main purposes of the meeting was to enrol NDP Steering Group volunteers and
supporters from across the village and hamlets.  A brief overview of the NDP’s initial aims was given,
and the meeting generated a forum for discussion.  The early evening meeting was well attended,
several volunteers came forward to work on the steering group, and many of the themes selected
for the Parish Plan were also adopted for the NDP.

Identifying a weakness in the evidence base, one of the first tasks was for NDP members to carry out
a survey of all known businesses within the parish, excluding self-employment.  This survey was
carried out in February 2014 and this informed the employment theme at the February 2014
consultation event and is more fully described within section 8 of the NDP.

5. SUMMARY OF INITIAL CONSULTATION (FEBRUARY 2014)
The initial NDP consultation event was held on Saturday 22 February 2014 and held at Eastington
Community Centre.  The purpose of the event was to provide an introduction to the NDP, consider
the findings of the Parish Survey; provide initial evidence gathered across themes and begin to gain
feedback on ideas and solutions.

The event was open to all residents and local businesses and promoted via:
 Articles, including an invitation to the event, in the Eastington Community News (ECN) which is

hand-delivered to every household in the parish every two months
 Invitation leaflet drop to every household in the parish
 Posters on community noticeboards
 Banners around the parish
 Notification put on Stroud District Council website and ECN what’s on page at ecn.me.uk
 Notification of event in Eastington Parish Council agendas.

The drop in event had manned stands and displays around 7 themes, reflecting community views in
the 2011-12 Parish Survey. A number of prompt questions were composed for each theme area by
the theme group leads:

 Housing
 Renewable Energy
 Roads and Transport
 Canal
 Environment
 General facilities, including play area.

An introductory/welcome notice board provided information on NDPs, how to get involved and
contained photos of the parish ‘then and now,’ plus historic newsletters. A PowerPoint presentation
on a loop provided further detail on the NDP process and constraints. Refreshments and children’s
entertainment were also provided.

The event was attended by 101 people and the numbers of responses by theme as follows:
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Theme No of
Responses

Theme No of
Responses

Housing

Roads and Transport

Community Renewable
energy

20

15

16

Employment

Canal

Environment

What do you think?

15

28

35

14

It was clear from the additional comments at the event that Roads and Transport featured high on
people’s priority with regard to speeding traffic and lack of parking in the village.

People were very much in favour of restoring and re-opening the Canal through the parish with 25
out of 25 respondents.  Twenty-two respondents also wanted to see better access and pathways
between the parish and the canal.

The Environment received a high number of comments, with respondents being strongly in favour of
wanting to preserve the rural aspects and features of the parish.

The full write-up of the event is available at Appendix 1.

The information gathered at this initial consultation event framed a more formal questionnaire
document which was distributed throughout the parish.  The main purpose of this September 2014
Parish Survey (results in section 6) was to again test and measure parishioners’ thoughts and
opinions on major issues.  Once collected, the information was collated and presented by GRCC and
published on the NDP website (link to 22 Feb 2014 report).  Much of the extensive information
gathered has been discussed and used by the theme leaders to direct the development of the
emerging NDP.

6. EASTINGTON NDP SURVEY – SEPTEMBER 2014
This Parish Survey comprised 44 statements grouped into theme areas, which tested some proposed
ideas and solutions.  Respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement:

 Getting Around (roads, traffic and transport)
 Natural Environment
 Housing
 Employment
 Community Renewable Energy.

Two copies of the survey were hand-delivered to each house in the parish, and residents were
requested to complete the survey as individuals if possible but where the opinions of those in the
household were identical a household survey was completed.  This was indicated by the response to
the first question on the survey.

Alongside the paper survey, a drop-in event was held on Saturday 27th September 2014.
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As before, displays were used to inform on key aspects of NDP themes, and parishioners were able
to speak with steering group theme leaders and councillors. The paper survey was made available,
and parishioners who had not yet responded were encouraged to do so.  When requested, support
was given to comprehend the survey.

In total 231 surveys were returned, of which 140 were from individuals and 91 from households. The
table below summarises the responses and shows the percentage in agreement with the statements
in the survey:

Households: Individuals:
Theme Details %

strongly
agree/agree

Specific
comments

%
strongly

agree/agree

Specific
comments

Getting Around

10 statements on parking, cycling, walking,
bridle paths, effect of new developments

80-98 33 80-97 53

1 statement on local & specific traffic
management in 4 locations

74-77 4 78-85 1

Environment

15 statements
Lots of support for all aspects within
questions including restoration of orchards,
hedgerows, withy beds & wetlands, canal
regeneration etc

79-94 19 77-95 33

Housing 2 statements on housing numbers 65-69 27 67-73 468 statements on type and delivery of housing 55-94 71-92
Employment 6 questions 73-94 12 65-88 25
Energy 2 questions 81-86 14 81-89 25
General
Comments

A free text area was provided for general
comments 22 31

One particular statement within the Environment section received a high percentage of respondents
who agreed or strongly agreed at 90%:

‘Maintain separation of the parish hamlets by preventing the current green space between them from being developed’

This went onto form the basis of the NDP Policy EP5 to conserve and preserve the village character
by protecting the unique historic and dispersed character of the village.

Within the Housing section of the survey, 94% of households indicated they supported the policy of
a minimum of two off-street parking spaces per dwelling.

The survey questions and full results are available at Appendix 2.

7. PRE-SUBMISSION DRAFT CONSULTATION
The pre-submission draft version of the NDP was made available for public consultation on 1st May
2015 for six weeks until 12th June 2015.  In addition to making the draft NDP available on the
Eastington NDP website (www.eastingtonndp.co.uk), hard copies were also provided to view at four
public locations in Eastington. Boxes for posting responses were also sited at these locations:

 The King’s Head House Hotel
 The Old Badger Public House
 Eastington Community Centre (OHMG)
 St Michael’s & All Angels Church.
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Individuals were invited to respond by email to the NDP email address, posting questionnaires into
boxes at the public locations in Eastington or by post to the GRCC postal address. GRCC collated the
comments on behalf of Eastington NDP to retain impartiality.

Also, on 1st May 2015, the draft NDP was sent by email or post to the list of consultees at Appendix
3. The list of respondents is at Appendix 4.

Alongside the consultation period, three drop-in events were arranged for:

 Thursday 14 May 6-7pm at the King’s Head House Hotel
 Tuesday 19th May 10am – 12 noon at Eastington Community Centre
 Saturday 6th June 10am – 12 noon at Eastington Village Hall.

The draft NDP received a total of 41 responses from individuals and 14 from organisations, with 299
separate comments. The breakdown of respondents, comments and the NDP group responses on
behalf of EPC is available at Appendix 5.

One strand of the draft NDP was to provide small amounts of housing development which included
affordable housing to meet local need.  However, the Stroud Local Plan which included a strategic
allocation of up to 1350 dwellings and 10ha of employment land within or adjacent to the parish was
adopted in November 2015. This meant a revision of the NDP was necessary post Draft Consultation
stage to ensure general accordance with the adopted Local Plan and to include reference to the
strategic allocation.  The consultation also demonstrated a lack of support for additional housing
allocations within the settlement areas, so these were removed from the final version.

There were a number of comments about the quality and clarity of the maps used in the draft NDP
so these have been reduced in number and included as appendices to the main document rather
than interspersed throughout the text.

The draft policies conflicted with local and national planning policy so were amended on the advice
of Stroud District Council.

The community demonstrated their strong feeling for the special character of the various hamlets
that make up the parish and this has been followed through with policy EP5.

Eastington has a higher than average working from home percentage, and this was borne out by the
comments received on Employment.  Policy EP9 encourages working from home and therefore the
reduction of reliance on the car to commute to work.

The Environment has a high importance for Eastington residents, particularly the open spaces that
separate the settlements.  Support in the 2011-12 Parish Survey and NDP Survey has led to the
designation of three Local Green Spaces.  A Character Assessment has been produced to support the
evidence presented in the NDP.

Getting Around (Roads and Transport) has been a consistent matter raised throughout the surveys
and consultations with concerns about congestion on the A419 leading to more traffic travelling
through the parish.  Policy EP10 addresses this matter by ensuring adequate parking provision for
new properties so that pavements are kept clear for pedestrians, thus encouraging cars to be left at
home and other sustainable forms of transport utilised.

Page 8 of 103



The draft NDP outlined a vision for relocating the school from its current location to nearby the
playing fields at OHMG.  Unfortunately, the NDP lacked robust evidence to support the relocation
and this section has been modified.  The matter of the school capacity and lack of nearby playing
field facilities is one which will be taken up before the first review of the plan.

8. CONCLUSION
The various consultations, surveys and events provided many opportunities for the local residents
and other interested parties to make comments and have an input to the NDP.  The comments
raised have been addressed insofar as they can in the final version of the NDP whilst remaining in
general conformity with the Local Plan and National Planning Policies.

Eastington Parish Council therefore concludes that this Consultation Statement and appendices
demonstrate compliance with Section 15(2) of part 5 of the 2012 Neighbourhood Planning
Regulations. It demonstrated that EPC has abided by the requirements to have an inclusive and open
approach in the preparation of its neighbourhood plan.  EPC has ensured that the wider community
has been kept fully informed of what is being proposed, was able to make views known through the
process and had opportunities to be actively involved in shaping the emerging neighbourhood plan.
The community has also been made aware of how these views have informed the draft
neighbourhood plan, eg in order to define issues or solutions.
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APPENDIX 1 – GRCC RECORD OF CONSULTATION EVENT 22 FEBRUARY 2014 (compiled by GRCC)

Eastington Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP)
Record of consultation event 22nd February 2014

Aims of event:
 To increase community understanding of Neighbourhood Development Plans
 To allow opportunity for attendees from Eastington Parish to give their opinions on theme issues and aspirations to be addressed in the NDP

Attendees: 101 attendees (list of attendees retained by Eastington Parish Council Clerk)

Promotion of the event: The event was open to all residents and local businesses and promoted via:
 Articles including invitation in the Eastington Community News – posted to every household in the parish
 Invitation leaflet drop to every household in the parish
 Posters on community noticeboards
 Banners around the village
 Notification put on Stroud District Council website
 Notification of event in Eastington Parish Council agendas

Date and time of event: 22nd February 2014 between 3pm and 7pm

Format of event
Drop in event with manned stands and displays around 7 themes, reflecting community views in the parish plan 2010. Surveys were composed for each
theme area.

 Housing
 Renewable Energy
 Roads and Transport
 Canal
 Environment
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 Facilities, including play area plus general
An introductory /welcome board provided information on NDPs, how to get involved and contained photos of the parish ‘then and now,’ plus historic
newsletters.
A PowerPoint presentation on a loop provided further detail on the NDP process and constraints. Refreshments and children’s entertainment were also
provided.

Responses by theme
Theme Page Theme Page Theme Page
Housing 2 Roads and Transport 7 Canal

Environment
15
17

Community Renewable energy 4 Employment 10 What do you think? 19
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Responses by theme (verbatim comments)

Housing: 20 responses

Yes No No
response

Other
response Total No. of

comments

1. Do the results of the Housing Needs Survey fit with your experience
of living in Eastington? 13 3 2

1 n/a;
1

uncertain
20 1

2. Do you think the Community Land Trust (CLT) should be used to
balance the commercial development at Swallowcroft by providing
mainly affordable rental properties?

17 1 2 20 2

3. Do you think Eastington should expand faster than our natural
growth rate (100 houses in 15 years)? 1 18 1 20 2

4. The CLT is a
democratic
organisation for all
parishioners, life
membership £1.00

A) Would you like more information? 12 1 7 20

B) Would you come to a meeting this
Spring? 11 1 7 1 maybe 20

C) Would you wish to join today? 11 4 5 20

5. Any other comments? 3

Contact details supplied? 15 5 20
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Housing: comments

1. Do the results of the Housing Needs Survey fit with your experience of living in Eastington?
 Experience is that expensive homes are built

2. Do you think the Community Land Trust (CLT) should be used to balance the commercial development at Swallowcroft by providing mainly
affordable rental properties?
 Depends where sited and how many
 Need to be careful not to 'ghettoise' social housing - not in one area

3. Do you think Eastington should expand faster than our natural growth rate (100 houses in 15 years)?
 But no more than 20%
 Needs to keep the area with a 'rural feel'

4. The CLT is a democratic organisation for all parishioners, life membership
£1.00

A) Would you like more information?
B) Would you come to a meeting this Spring?
C) Would you wish to join today?

5. Any other comments?
 Height of proposed housing has significance on local people's approval
 I would be interested in organising a 'village community walk. Be in touch.
 Need less high density housing or housing that does not blend in with existing design (no 2/3 storey housing)
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Community Renewable Energy: 16 responses

Positive Negative Uncertain No response Total No. of
comments

1. How do you feel about a community benefit renewable
energy scheme for any of the following? 6

A) Hydro (interpretation*) 10 1 3 2 16 15

B) Solar (interpretation*) 8 2 2 4 16 13

C) Wind (interpretation*) 8 3 2 3 16 14

2. What would make a scheme more attractive to you? 10

3. What would make a scheme less attractive to you? 9

4. What support might you give? 9

Contact details supplied? 9

* Positive = Positive comment/Good idea/Yes/tick
Negative = Negative comment/No
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Community Renewable Energy: comments

1. How do you feel about a community benefit renewable energy scheme for any of the following?
General

 Essential that we start to invest in renewable power
 Everything! It's all fab!
 I am not a fan. Concerned about cost-benefit analysis. Would like to see the evidence. Sorry
 I'm not sure
 Sounds like a good idea if it puts support/funds back into the local community
 Yes - so long as benefits local community

A) Hydro
 Positive/yes/good idea/tick x 8
 ?
 Get on with it - in New Zealand about 80% of their power is from water
 Great - always on!
 More cables
 No
 Requires investigation and promotion
 Would back hydro if done well electricity all the time

B) Solar
 Positive/yes/good idea/tick x 6
 As long as not an eyesore
 Big solars to generate more electricity
 Least favourite - worry about visual impact
 No
 Positive but not too much in sight of good walks
 Requires investigation and promotion
 Should be on every new business' premises - especially farm buildings. Just get their roof orientated for a south facing elevation

C) Wind
 Positive/yes/good idea/tick x 5; No/negative x 2
 Is it windy enough?
 Love turbines! Great idea.
 More windmills to make flour
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 Positive - like a lot!
 Requires investigation and promotion
 Visual impact on village?
 Yep too - close to M5

2. What would make a scheme more attractive to you?
 Aesthetics, convenience and cost (in that order)
 Good income
 Having benefits to community funds
 If it provided money for community projects
 If it were invisible and guaranteed a return, properly evaluated
 If it works and makes a useful contribution and pays its way
 It would have to be a reliable source
 Larger contribution to community than usual commercial project
 Reduction in rates?
 The amount of funds it would generate

3. What would make a scheme less attractive to you?
 Aesthetics, convenience and cost (in that order)
 Bad visual impact on area
 If it impacts on the landscape
 If solar was too visible
 If visible or noisy
 Noise
 Not efficient enough
 Solar on fields would be unattractive
 Unsightly/detracts from environment/landscape

4. What support might you give?
 Administration
 Current supporter of EREG
 Don't know
 Favourable
 Informal advice if related to the canal project
 None
 Not sure that I have anything to offer at this stage - but would hope to become involved as any initiatives develop
 Send my husband along to meetings (!)
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 Sorry, already overcommitted!

Roads and Transport: 15 responses

Excellent Good Satis-
factory Poor Hazardous Other No

response Total Note re
'other'

No. of
comments

1a. In your opinion, how safe is
Eastington for pedestrians? 0 3 4 5 2 1 15 13

1b. In your opinion, how safe is
Eastington for motorists and
cyclists?

0 2 3 4 1 3 2 15
2 x G to
P; 1 x S

to P
10

2. In your opinion, how safe
and convenient is parking in
Eastington?

0 0 1 9 2 1 2 15 P-H 12

3a. In your opinion, how safe
and efficient is traffic flow in
Eastington?

0 5 4 2 2 0 2 15 9

3b. In your opinion, how safe
and efficient is traffic flow for
the rest of the parish around
the A419?

0 2 5 4 0 0 4 15 7

Additional comments 6
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Roads and Transport: comments

1a. In your opinion, how safe is Eastington for pedestrians?
 Badger. Co-op. Bottleneck by butcher's
 Better awareness of dog walkers, respect for walkers; horse riders, especially in the hamlet
 Cyclists race around past the co-op on the footpath. Very dangerous. Cars go too fast. Should be one way at school pick up - back road from school,

very dangerous at 3.15
 Designated pedestrian priority areas - Cress Green Sunken Lane is single track and a much used circular dean walk for buggy users too. Large

vehicles push people into steep bank; Bath Road (opposite garage) is dangerously narrow - needs widening; Millend Lane should be pedestrian
priority and crossing for people at village hall

 Efficient monitoring to ensure compliance with the existing traffic control regulations
 Improve roads and pavement conditions
 Improved parking in and around the co-op and the school. Improved pedestrian safety on rural roads (mainly through reducing traffic speed)
 Parking around safe crossing point at co-op. Outside badger pushes people into road. School.
 Slow down traffic on long straits and up/down spring hill
 Speed reduction
 The key main roads into Eastington village are not friendly to pedestrians. Narrow paths against fast roads. Nupend/Westend has no footpaths
 Zebra crossing
 Zebra crossing at Village Hall

1b. In your opinion, how safe is Eastington for motorists and cyclists?
 A safe cycle route from village to cycle track. Lighting on cycle track near Little Angels.
 Cycle lanes along Claypits Road to roundabout. The road needs to be narrowed!
 Removal of haphazard and discourteous parking outside shops, pub and school
 SECTA should be restarted to give a safe cycle route to Stonehouse - this is dangerous (A419) Good for motorists: Poor for cyclists
 Similar to above. Cyclists not 'thought about' by drivers into the villages
 Slow down traffic as above. Too many fast heavy lorries and no room on road. Good for motorists: poor for cyclists
 Speed reduction measures would help
 Street lighting from pike lock? To Little Angels - it's very dark at night/evening

Page 18 of 103



 There's an outlook that our village is a rat run rather than a community! Satisfactory to poor
 Zebra crossing for school/from main road entrance. More signs, e.g. school. More speed signs.

2. In your opinion, how safe and convenient is parking in Eastington?
 A serious look at parking, especially for key service areas like the co-op, pubs and schools - need a one way Churchend lane! Houses should have

enough parking places. Poor to hazardous.
 Better sign posting
 Encourage off-road parking and at least two spaces for all new building - get hairdressers' clients to park in Victoria Drive car park and not block

parking on Alderton Road for 2 hour slots
 More parking places. Controlled parking.
 More road for Badger/Village Hall/Community centre
 No parking Badger Village Hall/Co-op
 Not enough spaces (or consideration) around retail areas
 Parking is in short supply near the co-op. There is very limited parking near the school.
 School car park
 Should have been considered before the infill building. It’s now too late.
 Too unorganised needs perhaps segregated areas and yellow lines
 We need to do something around the school Not sure what yet.

3a. In your opinion, how safe and efficient is traffic flow in Eastington?
 20 miles per hour in whole of village
 Almost too good! Need a gateway at Alderton Green to slow traffic - as at Orchard Leigh
 Better buses to Stroud/ park and ride? (where does all the A419-Stroud traffic go to?)
 Better parking areas. More pull ins.
 Introduce measures to ensure compliance with speed limit and to eliminate dangerous parking
 Lines, flashing school lights and speed limit on Springhill/Churchend during school peak hours
 Make it less desirable to use Eastington as a short cut
 Satisfactory, but only just. There are several 'speeding' spots on the Frocester Road, Grove Lane and the Sandpits Road
 Unless problems on A419/A38/M5

3b. In your opinion, how safe and efficient is traffic flow for the rest of the parish around the A419?
 A419 is carpark at peak times or when problems on other key routes e.g. M5/A38
 A419 was widened and then painted out! So much of A419 is just painted out!
 Another roadway into Stonehouse from the roundabout
 Not really aware so cannot comment
 Sign to village car park. We did not know it existed.
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 The A419, the motorway sliproad are catastrophic at rush hour. Taking exit from, say, Westend, can take ten minutes and even then is dangerous
 The Grove Lane 'rat run' is an accident blakspot. These 'rural' roads can result in higher vehicle speed

Additional comments:
 2 more important issues - speed and parking
 Parking on the main road at school drop off and pick up needs to be sorted, although it slows the traffic it's not a safe option. Have seen cases of

road rage often between parents.
 Speed pillow are completely useless and do not slow down the traffic and would be better to use chicanes or other physical forms of making traffic

have to slow down or stop
 This lovely rural village is changed by the rat runs. It is at its max flow on the A419 already
 Traffic bumps have not reduced the speed on Alderton Road, we wanted a 'build out' arrangement - please look at this!
 Wider path to school would be nice so that walkers don't need to use the road. Speed bumps along Mill End Lane to stop some 'regulars' from

speeding to school

Employment: 28 responses

Yes No No response Total No. of comments

1. In our NP should our emphasis be on businesses that provide local jobs? 27 0 1 28 4

2. In our NP should our emphasis be on large employers? 1 24 3 28 4

3. Should our emphasis be on all employment large and small? 11 12 5 28 8

4. Do you believe we should encourage more businesses to set up in the parish? 27 0 1 28 9

5. What type of employment should we be encouraging to
the parish – e.g. Offices

Small scale 23
Manufacture 7
Artisan 14
Comments 7

6. Should we be supporting more homeworking? 25 2 1 28 7
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7. Should we be providing employment opportunities for the 18-25 year olds? 28 0 0 28 6

8. Do you believe there are obstacles to individuals trying to set up a business? 18 1 9 28 17

9. How might these be overcome? 17

10. Are there any sites you know of in the parish that would lend themselves to
development for employment opportunities? 4 11 13 28 8

11. If so what type of employment, in your opinion, would best suit that/those
site(s)? 7

12. Do you think the Parish needs more retail businesses
into the parish?

Yes/No 11 13 4 28
If so what would it
be? 8

How might we
attract it? 4

Other comments 6
13. Do you have any personal experience setting up a business in the parish? 1 24 3 28 2

Employment: comments
1. In our NP should our emphasis be on businesses that provide local jobs?

 Local businesses - more sustainable
 Or jobs that encourage positive…. to the local economy
 Quality employment should always be welcome
 Yes but it shouldn’t mean low level salary/education specification

2. In our NP should our emphasis be on large employers?
 Both
 Commuting provides little benefit to local community
 Quality employment at an appropriate scale should be welcomed
 There is plenty of that work near Stonehouse

3. Should our emphasis be on all employment large and small?
 A mixture is good but prefer small and medium
 As long as it stayed local
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 Both - balance
 Depending on what it was and what benefits it would give to the village
 Emphasis on small enterprises
 Emphasis should be made on employment that is sustainable (does not adversely affect the existing population)
 Only employment that is appropriate for the size of our village or villages
 Small only

4. Do you believe we should encourage more businesses to set up in the parish?
 As long as they employ locals
 But only small
 Defo!
 Depends on the type of business
 Especially artisans, designers etc.
 Not at the expense of it losing valuable land
 Other things being equal
 Provide local jobs for local people. Reduces congestion
 Yes within limits

5. What type of employment should we be encouraging to the parish – e.g. Offices
 All type of employment provided it is sustainable
 Any
 Mainly b) but everything should be encouraged as long as it doesn't get out of hand
 Manufacturing' smallish scale not huge facilities
 More apprenticeships for youngsters
 Move community care for vulnerable people who live alone
 Would like to see "hot-desk "  offices for 1-man businesses

6. Should we be supporting more homeworking?
 Although better internet etc. would be useful
 Faster internet needed
 I think things are naturally progressing well in this area
 Need better broadband
 Working from home - no commuting - happy life
 Working from home is challenging.  Having access to a hub where flexi hot desking/use of facilities would be useful
 Yes reduce congestion

7. Should we be providing employment opportunities for the 18-25 year olds?
 And affordable housing for them
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 And good apprenticeships for 16-17 year olds
 Defo!
 Including apprentices and volunteers
 Not sure how
 Token people in the area

8. Do you believe there are obstacles to individuals trying to set up a business?
 Accommodation and internet
 Business rates frequently rise just after business premises are bought/rented
 Don't know x 3; Unsure x 2
 I didn't find this to be the case
 I don’t know about this
 Lack of support and advice
 Limited population of parish - otherwise we have a good number of cars passing through Eastington. Poor internet and broadband
 Needs drive
 Planning
 Poor broadband availability for mobile phone signals/ Poor internet
 Start-up costs, access to funds/facilities/equipment.  Broadband slow
 Suitable premises/infrastructure

9. How might these be overcome?
 A pragmatic taxation policy that asks for reasonable taxation
 Better …..?
 Better broadband availability - mobile masts
 Cheap office rental smaller units
 Conferences led by successful businesses
 Conversion of redundant buildings. Possibly some good quality employment development.
 Don’t know
 Encouragement
 Get rid of Starbucks and support a local café
 Identify areas of difficulty and create an advice service to help new businesses
 Internet by BT?
 Mobile one-stop shop visits parish - access to services, gateway e.g. Glos. Enterprise.  Hub Facilities.  Storage facilities - secure and affordable
 N/A
 Reducing paperwork
 Relax planning for small scale businesses
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 Support from EPC, local business and community groups
 Unsure

10. Are there any sites you know of in the parish that would lend themselves to development for employment opportunities?
 ? (x2)
 Any redundant buildings brownfield
 Don't know, possible agricultural units?
 In conjunction with the canal project
 Site of Church End Mill alongside river related to horticulture, electricity (hydro) generation, office (artisan) Meadow Mill
 Spencer's Farm, Claypits
 The shop down the road from the co-op

11. If so what type of employment, in your opinion, would best suit that/those site(s)?
 (As 10)
 ?
 Hi-tech, professional
 Leisure - possibly other types so long as visually attractive.  Most likely near M5
 n/a
 Retail support for local artists
 Small local business homework

12. Do you think the Parish needs more retail businesses into the parish?

If so what would it be?
 ?
 Café
 Café for cyclists and walkers
 Competition
 Fruit and veg local produce shop, bank
 Fruit and veg shop
 Local store, charity shops etc.
 Rural supplies shops etc

How might we attract it?
 ?
 Find rental sites
 Maybe too competitive for pubs/inns
 Publicise routes and current turn-over at badger.
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Other comments
 A café would be welcomed or the two existing inns could open earlier to serve coffee, cakes etc.
 Balance about right.  Keep post office
 Don't know
 I don’t know about need but we need to support the ones we have. A few extra houses could do that (not 1500)
 If it is sustainable and doesn't drive existing businesses out.
 parking needed in centre of village

13. Do you have any personal experience setting up a business in the parish?
 I attended Glos. Enterprise workshops and was put off!
 Not really - a pipe dream that turned into the badger and I don't have to run it

Canal: 10 to 28 responses (tick sheet provided)

A – No, leave things
as they are

B – Don’t care
C – Yes, we should try and support the

development of the re-opening of the canal
No. of

comments
1. Do you wish to see a preservation of

the Canal and its margins in the Parish?
0 1 27 3

A – No, leave things
as they are

B – Don’t care

C – Yes, we should try and encourage
developments and activities that

complement the activity of the canal and
its uses

No. of
comments

2. Do you wish to see the Canal and its
working environment enhanced and
developed within the Parish?

0 0 25 2

A – No, leave things
as they are

B – Don’t care
C – Yes, we should try and support such a

development
No. of

comments
3. Would you like to see a marina

developed adjacent to the canal within
the Parish?

2 0 15 5

A – No, we should not
support such plans

B – Don’t care
C – Yes, we should try and support any

proposals of this nature
No. of

comments
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4. Would you like to see Canalside
activities and supporting businesses
developed adjacent to the canal

1 0 9 4

A – No, leave things
as they are

B – Don’t care
C – Yes, we should try and improve the

access
No. of

comments
5. Would you like to see better access and

pathways between the village/Parish
and the Canal?

1 0 22 2

A – No, not required B – Don’t care
C – Yes, we should try and encourage such

a development
No. of

comments
6. Would you like to see a public green

space resource developed adjacent to
the canal to make a recreational area
for the benefit of the parish?

1 0 18 2

Canal: comments
1. Do you wish to see a preservation of the Canal and its margins in the Parish?

 It will look a lot more attractive
 Need a good revenue stream, boaters, shop, restaurant for people off the motorway.
 Our heritage is important

2. Do you wish to see the Canal and its working environment enhanced and developed within the Parish?
 Needs to balance with wildlife as this is a severely decreasing habitat
 Yes – it’s informative to children and adults alike

3. Would you like to see a marina developed adjacent to the canal within the Parish?
 It does relate to the waterway
 Need to see the plans
 Over-commercialisation
 Not sure (2 ticks)

 Provided it is well thought out and sited
4. Would you like to see Canalside activities and supporting businesses developed adjacent to the canal

 Again, depends on which businesses (1 tick)

 Depends – the reason people love canals is because of their rurality/wildlife/peace and quiet
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 Depends what and where (good use of industrial parks needed) (2 ticks)

 This could lead to over-urbanisation
5. Would you like to see better access and pathways between the village/Parish and the Canal?

 Also for passing (even motorway traffic) trade
 It would be nice if a good path were available so that my buggy/electric disability scooter could use that path

6. Would you like to see a public green space resource developed adjacent to the canal to make a recreational area for the benefit of the parish?
 Not sure
 We need more green public access space (1 tick)

Environment: 23 to 35 responses (tick sheet provided)
A - Want them

preserved
B - Don’t care

C - Don’t want them
preserved

No. of
comments

1. How do you feel about the rural aspects and
features of the Parish?

34 0 0 2

A – Restore and
maintain them to the

levels they were in
when they were

created

B – Don’t Care
C – Leave them at

current levels

D –
‘Reduce

them
further’

No. of
comments

2. We have lost the vast majority of the natural
habitats that were in the Parish, i.e. ponds,
orchards and woodland habitats

33 1 1 0 2

A - No, leave things as
they are

B - Don’t care
C - Restore as many

sustainable habitats as
possible

No. of
comments

3. Would you like to see other traditional
habitats that were once commonplace return
to the Parish? i.e. Withy beds, Wetlands and
unimproved grasslands

0 1
Withy Beds: 22
Wetlands: 23
Unimproved

1
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grasslands: 24

A – No, leave things as
they are

B – Don’t care

C – Yes we should try
and implement these
measures as much as

possible

No. of
comments

4. To prevent river silting and flooding would you
like to see run off measures such as marginal
vegetation barriers and temporary ponds
established adjacent to our watercourses?

0 1 30 4

5. Would you like wildlife corridors established to
link the watercourses and woodland areas to
encourage species enhancement? (Water vole,
Otter, Newts, Invertebrates etc.)

0 1 32 1

6. Should we be pro-active in encouraging other
measures to encourage and enhance all key
wildlife development in the Parish?

0 1 33 4

Environment: comments

1. How do you feel about the rural aspects and features of the Parish?
 At least at current level
 I would like the ‘feature of the MS’ better landscaped and more protection across the playing fields at OHMG

2. We have lost the vast majority of the natural habitats that were in the Parish, i.e. ponds, orchards and woodland habitats
 Opportunity to optimise – ‘original’ or ‘how it used to be’ is not always best.
 We need more larger or ‘corridor’ green areas for wildlife – streams and canal should offer opportunities (1 tick)

3. Would you like to see other traditional habitats that were once commonplace return to the Parish? i.e. Withy beds, Wetlands and unimproved
grasslands
 Would subscribe to ‘reasonable’ – possible could involve knocking down houses in theory
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4. To prevent river silting and flooding would you like to see run off measures such as marginal vegetation barriers and temporary ponds established
adjacent to our watercourses?
 If sustainable
 Pond at top end of West End
 Pond at top of church end orchard
 Support maintenance of the five linked ponds in Middle Street.

5. Would you like wildlife corridors established to link the watercourses and woodland areas to encourage species enhancement? (Water vole, Otter,
Newts, Invertebrates etc.)
 Ditch and corridor between allotment pond and Wickster’s Brook needs reinstating

6. Should we be pro-active in encouraging other measures to encourage and enhance all key wildlife development in the Parish?
 Get the WATCH group involved.
 Improve
 Please – it would be great to create an area where butterflies and bees etc. can flourish
 Yes – it doesn’t happen by letting others do it and farmers are busy people

General - What do you think? 14 responses. Comments sub divided and grouped by topic
1. What would you like to see in the Parish?
Equipment/facilities

 Gym apparatus around OHMG field (a circuit) & meeting area for children with wildlife garden (seats, tables, shed)
 Something for big kids!! Why should the youngsters have all the fun?
 A better play park

Broadband
 Better broadband speed x 2
 Better broadband connection

Roads and paths/traffic
 Some cycle tracks,
 Speed limits in Claypits
 Reduced traffic speed on Spring Hill with better pavement
 Better pavements
 More car parks
 Fewer potholes
 More support for footpaths
 More footpaths
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Housing
 More bungalows x 2
 Less houses

Facilities
 Health centre
 Better sport places to play sport, more clubs like hockey, rugby, cricket and tag rugby
 Some cafes
 A bank
 More banks to play on, some more clubs and motor trucks

Activities
 More support for young people
 More help for youth groups
 More celebrations

Environment
 Wild flower meadow entrances into villages
 Better maintained ditches,
 Some more orchards to play in, more fruit and vegetables, more places where you pick fruit and vegetables

Other
Parish website for updates and discussion board!

2. What would you not like to see in the Parish?

Housing
 Definitely no more 3-storey housing. New housing to blend seamlessly with what is already there
 3 Storey Housing
 Incongruous building not in line with existing homes, i.e. 2/3 storey housing
 Less houses, more countryside
 Large blocks of housing (2 ticks)

 More high density housing
 More high rise housing

Environment
 Dog mess thoughtlessly left by dog owners (1 tick)

 Wind turbines
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Other
 Anything green and for the community must be of benefit

3. What other themes should be in the NDP?

Roads and paths/traffic
 Further development of land and cycle ways
 Construction of off-road cycle tracks in the Parish
 Anti-speed measures on roads in Parish

Activities
 Clubs & groups for 65+ people! (i.e. walking groups etc.) (perhaps using Community Hall. NOT aerobics etc. for the 65+'s) and leisure

Other
 Miss out (written under Children and Young people)
 Faith communities

4. Any other comments?

Roads and paths/traffic
 Measures to alleviate the traffic! (too many houses generate too many cars!)
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APPENDIX 2 – RESULTS FROM SEPTEMBER 2014 CONSULTATION
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Eastington Neighbourhood Plan Survey ‐ September 2014
We would prefer each individual to complete a questionnaire if possible. However, if this is difficult for you 
and the opinions of those in your household are identical, it is possible for you to answer as a household.

Please select;

  0%  This questionnaire represents only myself

100%  This questionnaire represents the whole 
household

If the questionnare represents your whole 
household, please indicate the number of people in 
each age group within the household;

0 to 17 years 

18‐64 years

65 and over

Please enter your postcode;       GL10.
Postcodes are requested for statistical analysis to ensure all areas of the parish are represented, not to identify individuals.

Please indicate to what extent you agree with each of the following statements by ticking one box per row

GETTING AROUND THE PARISH (roads, traffic and transport)

1. Additional parking areas within easy reach of the village centre
(the shops) should be developed

 41% 

Strongly 
Agree

 40% 

Agree

 13% 

Disagree

  3% 

Strongly 
Disagree

  2% 

Don't 
know

2. New development should be well connected to village facilities
through safe walking and cycling routes

 43%   44%    5%    3%    4% 

3. Paths should be developed along the canal to allow both cycling
and walking from Saul to Stroud and to include access from the 
canal to the village centre

 47%   44%    3%    2%    2% 

4. Cycle routes between Eastington and Stonehouse and Stroud
should be completed

 47%   47%    3%    1%    1% 

5. Development of further cycling paths in the parish should be
supported

 37%   43%    5%    3%    8% 

6. Development of mobility access and routes should be supported  41%   48%    3%    1%    5% 

7. Improvement of existing bridle paths should be supported  34%   46%    5%    1%   10% 

8. New developments must assess the potential impact of their
increased traffic on pedestrians, cyclists, road safety, parking and 
congestion within the parish

 80%   18%    1%    0%    0% 

9. New development proposals must identify and include measures
to mitigate likely impact on traffic through the village/parish

 81%   14%    3%    1%    0% 

10. Measures to improve public transport provision and access in
the parish should be supported

 42%   47%    4%    0%    3% 

11. Traffic management measures should be put in place to improve road safety and improve the environment for
pedestrians and cyclists in the following locations:

a) along Springhill/Millend Lane junction (Eastington Primary
School)

 64%   29%    3%    2%    1% 

b) the junctions of Victoria Drive & Millend Lane with Alkerton Road  48%   27%   13%    2%    7% 

c) in and around Eastington village centre ‐ the roundabout junction
of Alkerton Road with Bath Road

 42%   32%   15%    4%    3% 

d) from Alkerton Cross to Claypits, especially access to Eastington
Community Centre (OHMG)

 36%   41%   11%    3%    5% 

Report - Household views - Percentages
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Please use the space below to make any comments regarding roads, traffic and transport.

NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

1. Encourage the restoration of the orchards in the parish that have
been lost or dug up

 27% 

Strongly 
Agree

 55% 

Agree

  4% 

Disagree

  4% 

Strongly 
Disagree

  5% 

Don't 
know

2. Encourage preservation of rural features of the parish e.g.
hedgerows, trees, ponds, wildlife corridors and connectivity

 52%   42%    1%    2%    2% 

3. Replant‐plant and restore withy beds and wetland environments
in the parish

 33%   49%    1%    4%   10% 

4. Restore/plant at least 10 acres of mixed woodland in the next 15
years

 41%   44%    1%    4%    8% 

5. Create and preserve linear wildlife corridors along all the main
water courses

 40%   47%    2%    3%    4% 

6. Restore and maintain the neglected/lost ponds of the parish  34%   46%    5%    4%    7% 

7. Maintain a 20 metre protection boundary and protected
connecting corridors to other wetland habitat

 31%   46%    4%    4%   11% 

8. Encourage measures which decrease run‐off and silting up of
watercourses and help reduce impact of flooding

 63%   31%    0%    2%    2% 

9. As voted for in the parish plan survey 2011/12, seek Local Green
Space designation for the area bounded by Swallowcroft, Millend, 
Cress Green and Middle Street * 

 62%   30%    0%    4%    3% 

10. Create 50 metre undeveloped rural corridors either side of the
bridle paths in the parish **

 40%   41%    2%    8%    7% 

11. Maintain separation of the parish hamlets by preventing the
current green space between them from being developed

 71%   19%    3%    2%    2% 

12. Support and work with the Cotswold Canal Trust to develop
canal‐side regeneration/tourism in the canal corridor including a 
small marina

 43%   41%    9%    1%    4% 

13. Support the development of linear orchards and public green
spaces for the parish adjacent to the canal

 41%   44%    3%    4%    3% 

14. Encourage and develop a minimum of 10 acres of species rich,
high quality, biodiverse grassland to which there can be public 
access

 40%   42%    4%    5%    7% 

15. Seek 'Conservation Area' status for Nastend hamlet ‐ Nastend is
important as it contains predominantly listed properties and was 
the medieval heart of the village

 49%   30%    4%    7%    7% 

* Note: In the survey this area was voted as the most popular green space in the parish
**Note: In the parish plan survey 2011/12, Nastend bridle path was voted as the second most important green space 
in the parish 

Please use the space below to make any comments regarding the natural environment.
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HOUSING

Housing Numbers

1. Aim to provide 100‐120 houses in the parish by 2031 (as
previously indicated in the Parish Plan 2013)

 25% 

Strongly 
Agree

 44% 

Agree

 16% 

Disagree

  8% 

Strongly 
Disagree

  3% 

Don't 
know

2. 80% of sites should be used primarily for affordable housing (as
previously indicated in the Parish Plan 2013)

 23%   42%   15%   13%    4% 

Type and Delivery of Housing

3. Support Community Land Trusts/housing associations to bring
local affordable housing to the parish

 19% 

Strongly 
Agree

 47% 

Agree

 13% 

Disagree

 12% 

Strongly 
Disagree

  7% 

Don't 
know

4. Housing mix for new developments. Encourage development of
smaller housing (1 or 2 bedroom) suitable for older and younger 
people

 33%   46%    5%    8%    5% 

5. A minimum of 50% of smaller new housing should be bungalow
type

 25%   30%   23%   10%   10% 

6. New housing development should be phased over the next 20
years to 10‐12 houses at a time 

 48%   31%   10%    3%    5% 

7. A minimum of 2 off street parking spaces per dwelling should be
provided in new developments

 62%   32%    2%    2%    1% 

8. The design of any new development should be in harmony with
the unique character of their surroundings  (e.g. in scale, density, 
materials and type) and the village in general and be reflected in a 
design code

 74%   19%    1%    5%    0% 

9. Demand high level of build quality and environmental standards
for any new development

 71%   23%    1%    2%    1% 

Where

The Parish Plan survey 2011/12 indicated that the majority of housing should be affordable for younger 
(starter)/older people. This would suggest that houses should be located by central services i.e. the shops, village hall, 
Eastington Community Centre, allotments, play park and playgroup and Owen Harris Memorial (Recreation) Ground.

10. To what extent do you agree that new housing development
should be located by central services in Eastington?

 27% 

Strongly 
Agree

 37% 

Agree

 11% 

Disagree

 12% 

Strongly 
Disagree

 10% 

Don't 
know

Note: Question 9 in the 'Natural Environment' section of this questionnaire relates to the protection of open spaces which has a 
bearing on the location of housing.

Please use the space below to make any comments regarding housing.
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Employment
A 2014 Parish Employer Survey, supported by the Federation of Small Business, shows small businesses generally 
employ local people whilst large developments employ commuters from outside the parish/district.

1. Encourage small scale commercial development which would be
acceptable in a residential area

 25% 

Strongly 
Agree

 48% 

Agree

 18% 

Disagree

  3% 

Strongly 
Disagree

  5% 

Don't 
know

2. Encourage appropriate home working where there is no significant
impact on neighbours e.g. noise, odour, traffic

 44%   44%    3%    0%    7% 

3. Discourage further large scale employment which would impact the
rural nature of the parish and have a negative environmental impact

 66%   21%    4%    2%    4% 

4. Seek better broadband (minimum 10 Mb/s)  71%   23%    0%    0%    4% 

5. Encourage/allocate additional small scale business units for micro
businesses

 26%   47%   13%    2%    9% 

6. Encourage tourist based employment e.g. support development of
canal marina

 36%   42%    7%    1%   11% 

Please use the space below to make any comments regarding employment.

Community Renewable Energy

1. Investigate provision of community renewable energy projects
which bring (financial) benefit to the community

 34% 

Strongly 
Agree

 47% 

Agree

  2% 

Disagree

  5% 

Strongly 
Disagree

  8% 

Don't 
know

2. Any community renewable energy developments should not have
significant environmental impact i.e. views, traffic and ecology

 63%   23%    1%    3%    4% 

Please use the space below to make any comments regarding community renewable energy.

Please use the space below to make any other general comments.
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Eastington Neighbourhood Plan Survey ‐ September 2014
We would prefer each individual to complete a questionnaire if possible. However, if this is difficult for you 
and the opinions of those in your household are identical, it is possible for you to answer as a household.

Please select;

100%  This questionnaire represents only myself

  0%  This questionnaire represents the whole 
household

If the questionnare represents your whole 
household, please indicate the number of people in 
each age group within the household;

0 to 17 years

18‐64 years

65 and over

Please enter your postcode;       GL10 
Postcodes are requested for statistical analysis to ensure all areas of the parish are represented, not to identify individuals.

Please indicate to what extent you agree with each of the following statements by ticking one box per row

GETTING AROUND THE PARISH (roads, traffic and transport)

1. Additional parking areas within easy reach of the village centre
(the shops) should be developed

 39% 

Strongly 
Agree

 44% 

Agree

  9% 

Disagree

  2% 

Strongly 
Disagree

  5% 

Don't 
know

2. New development should be well connected to village facilities
through safe walking and cycling routes

 31%   61%    1%    1%    3% 

3. Paths should be developed along the canal to allow both cycling
and walking from Saul to Stroud and to include access from the 
canal to the village centre

 45%   46%    4%    1%    4% 

4. Cycle routes between Eastington and Stonehouse and Stroud
should be completed

 55%   41%    1%    1%    1% 

5. Development of further cycling paths in the parish should be
supported

 36%   51%    4%    1%    3% 

6. Development of mobility access and routes should be supported  36%   54%    3%    0%    6% 

7. Improvement of existing bridle paths should be supported  34%   46%    5%    1%    9% 

8. New developments must assess the potential impact of their
increased traffic on pedestrians, cyclists, road safety, parking and 
congestion within the parish

 75%   22%    0%    0%    0% 

9. New development proposals must identify and include measures
to mitigate likely impact on traffic through the village/parish

 75%   21%    1%    0%    1% 

10. Measures to improve public transport provision and access in
the parish should be supported

 41%   51%    1%    0%    3% 

11. Traffic management measures should be put in place to improve road safety and improve the environment for
pedestrians and cyclists in the following locations:

a) along Springhill/Millend Lane junction (Eastington Primary
School)

 49%   36%    6%    2%    4% 

b) the junctions of Victoria Drive & Millend Lane with Alkerton Road  44%   34%   11%    2%    5% 

c) in and around Eastington village centre ‐ the roundabout junction
of Alkerton Road with Bath Road

 38%   41%   13%    1%    5% 

d) from Alkerton Cross to Claypits, especially access to Eastington
Community Centre (OHMG)

 38%   40%   14%    3%    3% 

Report - Individual views - Percentages
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Please use the space below to make any comments regarding roads, traffic and transport.

NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

1. Encourage the restoration of the orchards in the parish that have
been lost or dug up

 35% 

Strongly 
Agree

 46% 

Agree

  7% 

Disagree

  1% 

Strongly 
Disagree

  8% 

Don't 
know

2. Encourage preservation of rural features of the parish e.g.
hedgerows, trees, ponds, wildlife corridors and connectivity

 51%   43%    1%    0%    2% 

3. Replant‐plant and restore withy beds and wetland environments
in the parish

 36%   46%    6%    1%    9% 

4. Restore/plant at least 10 acres of mixed woodland in the next 15
years

 39%   45%    3%    1%    7% 

5. Create and preserve linear wildlife corridors along all the main
water courses

 47%   40%    2%    1%    6% 

6. Restore and maintain the neglected/lost ponds of the parish  39%   41%    4%    1%   11% 

7. Maintain a 20 metre protection boundary and protected
connecting corridors to other wetland habitat

 39%   36%    5%    1%   12% 

8. Encourage measures which decrease run‐off and silting up of
watercourses and help reduce impact of flooding

 62%   33%    2%    0%    1% 

9. As voted for in the parish plan survey 2011/12, seek Local Green
Space designation for the area bounded by Swallowcroft, Millend, 
Cress Green and Middle Street * 

 60%   26%    3%    1%    6% 

10. Create 50 metre undeveloped rural corridors either side of the
bridle paths in the parish **

 46%   31%    6%    1%   11% 

11. Maintain separation of the parish hamlets by preventing the
current green space between them from being developed

 66%   24%    4%    0%    4% 

12. Support and work with the Cotswold Canal Trust to develop
canal‐side regeneration/tourism in the canal corridor including a 
small marina

 41%   41%    7%    1%    6% 

13. Support the development of linear orchards and public green
spaces for the parish adjacent to the canal

 36%   44%    6%    1%    8% 

14. Encourage and develop a minimum of 10 acres of species rich,
high quality, biodiverse grassland to which there can be public 
access

 38%   43%    4%    1%    8% 

15. Seek 'Conservation Area' status for Nastend hamlet ‐ Nastend is
important as it contains predominantly listed properties and was 
the medieval heart of the village

 47%   36%    2%    1%    6% 

* Note: In the survey this area was voted as the most popular green space in the parish
**Note: In the parish plan survey 2011/12, Nastend bridle path was voted as the second most important green space 
in the parish 

Please use the space below to make any comments regarding the natural environment.
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HOUSING

Housing Numbers

1. Aim to provide 100‐120 houses in the parish by 2031 (as
previously indicated in the Parish Plan 2013)

 23% 

Strongly 
Agree

 50% 

Agree

 10% 

Disagree

  9% 

Strongly 
Disagree

  5% 

Don't 
know

2. 80% of sites should be used primarily for affordable housing (as
previously indicated in the Parish Plan 2013)

 26%   41%   15%    7%    6% 

Type and Delivery of Housing

3. Support Community Land Trusts/housing associations to bring
local affordable housing to the parish

 25% 

Strongly 
Agree

 48% 

Agree

  9% 

Disagree

  7% 

Strongly 
Disagree

  6% 

Don't 
know

4. Housing mix for new developments. Encourage development of
smaller housing (1 or 2 bedroom) suitable for older and younger 
people

 34%   52%    4%    5%    4% 

5. A minimum of 50% of smaller new housing should be bungalow
type

 31%   40%   10%    5%   12% 

6. New housing development should be phased over the next 20
years to 10‐12 houses at a time 

 44%   38%    4%    5%    7% 

7. A minimum of 2 off street parking spaces per dwelling should be
provided in new developments

 55%   34%    4%    3%    3% 

8. The design of any new development should be in harmony with
the unique character of their surroundings  (e.g. in scale, density, 
materials and type) and the village in general and be reflected in a 
design code

 64%   28%    3%    1%    2% 

9. Demand high level of build quality and environmental standards
for any new development

 58%   33%    1%    0%    5% 

Where

The Parish Plan survey 2011/12 indicated that the majority of housing should be affordable for younger 
(starter)/older people. This would suggest that houses should be located by central services i.e. the shops, village hall, 
Eastington Community Centre, allotments, play park and playgroup and Owen Harris Memorial (Recreation) Ground.

10. To what extent do you agree that new housing development
should be located by central services in Eastington?

 24% 

Strongly 
Agree

 47% 

Agree

  8% 

Disagree

  9% 

Strongly 
Disagree

  8% 

Don't 
know

Note: Question 9 in the 'Natural Environment' section of this questionnaire relates to the protection of open spaces which has a 
bearing on the location of housing.

Please use the space below to make any comments regarding housing.
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Employment
A 2014 Parish Employer Survey, supported by the Federation of Small Business, shows small businesses generally 
employ local people whilst large developments employ commuters from outside the parish/district.

1. Encourage small scale commercial development which would be
acceptable in a residential area

 24% 

Strongly 
Agree

 44% 

Agree

 19% 

Disagree

  6% 

Strongly 
Disagree

  6% 

Don't 
know

2. Encourage appropriate home working where there is no significant
impact on neighbours e.g. noise, odour, traffic

 29%   58%    3%    0%    7% 

3. Discourage further large scale employment which would impact the
rural nature of the parish and have a negative environmental impact

 54%   34%    3%    3%    3% 

4. Seek better broadband (minimum 10 Mb/s)  64%   24%    0%    0%    8% 

5. Encourage/allocate additional small scale business units for micro
businesses

 16%   49%   11%    4%   14% 

6. Encourage tourist based employment e.g. support development of
canal marina

 24%   54%    7%    4%    7% 

Please use the space below to make any comments regarding employment.

Community Renewable Energy

1. Investigate provision of community renewable energy projects
which bring (financial) benefit to the community

 34% 

Strongly 
Agree

 47% 

Agree

  3% 

Disagree

  3% 

Strongly 
Disagree

  9% 

Don't 
know

2. Any community renewable energy developments should not have
significant environmental impact i.e. views, traffic and ecology

 49%   40%    4%    1%    4% 

Please use the space below to make any comments regarding community renewable energy.

Please use the space below to make any other general comments.
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APPENDIX 3 - List of Organisations and Individuals who were sent the draft
Neighbourhood Development Plan for consultation

Organisation
Gloucestershire Fire and Rescue Service
Fire Service HQ
Waterwells Drive
Quedgeley
Gloucester
GL2 2AX
Community Engagement
Gloucestershire Constabulary
Police Headquarters
No 1 Waterwells
Quedgeley
Gloucester
GL2 2AN
Office of the Police and Crime Commissioner for Gloucestershire
No.1 Waterwells,
Waterwells Drive
Quedgeley,
Gloucester
GL2 2AN
Gloucestershire County Council
Shire Hall
Westgate Street
Gloucester
GL1 2TG
Frampton On Severn Parish Council

Whitminster Parish Council

Cainscross Parish Council

Standish Parish Council

Randwick Parish Council

King's Stanley Parish Council

Leonard Stanley Parish Council

Frocester Parish Council

Coaley Parish Council

Slimbridge Parish Council

Moreton Valence Parish Council

Stroud District Council
Ebley Mill
Ebley Wharf
Stroud
GL5 4UB
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Organisation
Planning and Local Authority Liaison Department
The Coal Authority
200 Lichfield Lane
Mansfield
Nottinghamshire
NG18 4RG
Homes and Communities Agency
2 Rivergate
Temple Quay
Bristol
BS1 6EH
Natural England
Block B
Government Buildings
Whittington Road
Worcester
WR5 2LQ
Environment Agency
West Area Office
Riversmeet House
Northway Lane
Tewkesbury
Gloucestershire
GL20 8JG
English Heritage
29 Queens Square
Bristol
BS1 4ND

Network Rail Infrastructure Limited
Kings Place
90 York Way
London
N1 9AG property@networkrail.co.uk

Highways Agency
Temple Quay House
2 The Square
Temple Quay
Bristol
BS1 6HA
The Marine Management Organisation

Mono Consultants Ltd (acting on behalf of the Mobile Operator Association)
Merlin House
Brunel Road
Theale
Berkshire
RG7 4AB
02 (UK) Ltd (Telefonica UK Limited)
260 Bath Road
Slough
Berkshire
SL1 4DX
Above Net Communication UK ltd
Brandon House
180 Borough High Street
London
SE1 1LW
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Organisation
AT&T Telecommunications
Highhfield House
Headless Cross
Redditch
B97 5EQ
BT Group Plc
BT Centre
81 Newgate Street
London
EC1A 7AJ
Orange Personal Communication Services Ltd
St James Court
Great Park Road
Almondbury
Bradley Stoke
Bristol
BS32 4QJ
Telewest Communications (Cotswolds) Ltd
The Network Centre
Staverton Technology Park
Cheltenham
GL51 6TQ
Tiscali UK Ltd
Breckland
Linford Wood West
Milton Keynes
MK14 6LB
T-Mobile UK Ltd
Hatfield Business Park
Hatfield
Hertfordshire
AL10 9BW
Vodafone
The Connection
Newbury
Berkshire
RG14 2FN
NHS England Bath, Gloucestershire, Swindon and Wiltshire Area Team
1st Floor,
Bewley House
Marshfield Road
Chippenham
Wiltshire
SN15 1JW
NHS South West
South West House
Blackbrook Park Avenue
Taunton
Somerset
TA1 2PX
Gloucestershire PCT
Edward Jenner Court
1010 Pioneer Avenue
Gloucester Business Park
Brockworth Gloucester
GL3 4FE
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Organisation
Director of Public Health for Gloucestershire
Shire Hall
Westgate Street
Gloucester
GL1 2TG
NHS Gloucester
Sanger House
5220 Valiant Court
Gloucester Business Park
Brockworth
Gloucester
GL3 4FE
Gloucestershire Health and Wellbeing Board
Shire Hall
Westgate Street
Gloucester
GL1 2TG
Western Power
Avonbank
Feeder Road
Bristol
BS2 0TB
Npower Centre
Oak House
Bridgewater Road
Warndon
Worcester
WR4 9FP
Wales and West Utilities
Wales and West House (2nd floor)
Spooner Close
Celtic Springs
Newport
NP10 8FZ
National Grid (c/o Amec)

AMEC Environment & Infrastructure Limited
Gables House
Kenilworth Road
Leamington Spa
Warwickshire
CV32 6JX
British Gas Connections Ltd
30 Causeway
Staines
Middlesex
TW18 3BY
ES Pipelines Ltd
Hazeldean
Station Road
Leatherhead
Surrey
KT22 7AA
SSE Pipelines Ltd
55 Vastern Road
Reading
Berkshire
RG1 8BU
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Organisation
The Gas Transport Company Ltd
Woolpit Business Park
Woolpit
Bury St Edmunds
Suffolk
IP30 9QU
United Utilities Network Ltd
Haweswater House
Lingley Mere Buisiness Park
Great Sankey
Warrington
Cheshire
WA5 3LP
Severn Trent
Severn Trent Centre
2 St John's Street
Coventry
CV1 2LZ

Bristol Water Plc

Wessex Water

Campaign for the Protection of Rural England
Community House
15 College Green
Gloucester
Gloucestershire
GL1 2LZ

Cotswold Conservation Board
The Old Prison
Fosseway
Cheltenham
GL54 3JH
Stroud Preservation Trust

National Trust (Stroud Centre)
The Ebworth Centre
Camp
Stroud
Gloucestershire
GL6 7ES
Royal Society for the Protection of Birds
South West Regional Office
Keble House
Southernhay Gardens
Exeter
Devon
EX1 1NT
Severn Wye Energy Agency
Unit 15 Highnam Business Centre
Highnam
Gloucester
GL2 8DN
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Organisation
Sport England
21 Bloomsbury Street
London
WC1B 3HF
Sustrans
2 Cathedral Square
College Green
Bristol
BS1 5DD
Campaign for Better Transport Charitable Trust
16 Waterside
44 - 48 Wharf Road
London
N1 7UX
Gloucestershire Wildlife Trust
Reservoir Road
Gloucester
GL4 6SX
Stroud Youth Council
Ebley Mill
Ebley Wharf
Stroud
GL5 4UB
Cotswold Canals Trust
The Bell House
Wallbridge
Stroud
GL5 3JS
GlosREC(Racial Equality Council)

Equality South West Somerset College
Wellington Road,
Taunton
Somerset
TA1 5AX
Confederation of British Industry South West
2 Caspian Point
Caspian Way
Cardiff Bay
Cardiff
CF10 4DQ
Home Builders Federation
HBF House
27 Broadwall
London
SE1 9PL
National Housing Federation
101 Victoria Street
Bristol
BS1 6PU

Federation of Small Businesses Cotswold Branch
Unit 9
Cirencester Office Park
Tetbury Road
Cirencester
Gloucestershire
GL7 6JJ
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Organisation
Road Haulage Association
Third Floor, Shore House
Westbury Hill
Westbury on Trym
Bristol
BS9 3AA
gfirst Local Enterprise Partnership
The Growth Hub
Oxstalls Campus
Oxstalls Lane
Gloucester
GL2 9HW
Allsorts
PO Box 3092
Stroud
GL6 1GN
Disability Rights UK
Ground Floor
CAN Mezzanine
49-51 East Rd
London
N1 6AH
Carers Alliance
Carers Gloucestershire
2nd Floor
35 St Michael’s Square
Gloucester
GL1 1HX
Adult Carers United
Carers Gloucestershire
2nd Floor
35 St Michael’s Square
Gloucester
GL1 1HX
Gloucestershire Older Persons Association

Care and Repair (Stroud)

Stagecoach Group plc
10 Dunkeld Road
Perth
PH1 5TW
Royal Mail
Group Communications
100 Victoria Embankment
London
EC4Y 0HQ

Cllr Jennifer Corrie, Eastington Parish Council
Cllr Muriel Bullock, Eastington Parish Council
Cllr Pauline Allen, Eastington Parish Council
Cllr Michael Evans, Eastington Parish Council
Cllr Alison Loveridge, Eastington Parish Council
Cllr Andrew Cozens, Eastington Parish Council
Mr Mark Campbell, Eastington NDP Steering Group
Mr Russell Warner, Eastington NDP Steering Group
Mr Tom Low, Eastington NDP Steering Group
Mr Andrew Niblett, Eastington NDP Steering Group
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Organisation
Mr Daniel James, Eastington NDP Steering Group
Mr Ian Stuart, Avoca PLD
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APPENDIX 4– List of Organisations and Individuals who commented on the
draft Neighbourhood Development Plan

Name Organisation (where known)

Amec Foster Wheeler National Grid
Andrew & Annette Harris
Andrew Lazenby
Andrew Lord Cotswolds AONB
Anita Bolton Environment Agency
Ann Gravell
Arthur Spencer
Bernard & Sue Fairhurst
Bill Edwards
Chris Hill
Christopher Crossley
David Spencer
Edwin Davies
Elisabeth Greenaway
Emma Crossley
Gill Dent
Gillian Sanders Wessex Water
Harry Linforth
Hayley Wheeler
Iris Smith
Jane Laming
John Morris
Joy Spencer
Kevin and Donna Dalby
Louisa Langley
Mark Cousins
Mary Gribble
Mary Niblett
Mr D T & Dr J A Storey
Mr J Webb
Mrs J Rogers
Nick Haywood
Parish Clerk Slimbridge Parish Council
Paul Garrod Highways Agency
Paul Mannings
Peter Bray
Philip Staddon PJS Development Solutions
R. Cartwright
Rachel Bust Coal Authority
Ricardo Rios Stroud District Council
Rich Langley
Rick Loveridge
Robert Niblett Gloucestershire County Council
Roslyn Deeming Natural England
Russell Warner
Sam Holliday Federation of Small Businesses
Sarah Hamilton-Foyn Pegasus
Steve Gribble
Sue Ellis
Susan Davidson Marine Management Organisation
Suzie Laister
Tina & Al Davies
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APPENDIX 5 – DRAFT NDP CONSULTATION COMMENTS RECEIVED AND RESPONSE MADE

Eastington Neighbourhood Development Plan consultation comments received were divided into sections to enable understanding of specificsubjects to be able to provide effective responses.The parish is divided into 11 hamlets, including the village centre, and many of the residents’ concerns relate to the area in which they live so theircomments were divided into 8 areas to understand the responses.The Consultation period was 1st May – 12th June 2015 which was ahead of the Stroud Local Plan adoption in November 2015.
Consultation
responses

Total Residents Organisations

55 41                             (74.5%) 14       (25.5%)
6 Bath Road           (14.6%)
13 Village Centre  (32%)
3 Churchend          (7.3%)
1 Claypits                (2.3%)
6 Middle Street     (14.6%)
3 Millend                (7.3%)
6 Nupend               (14.6%)
3 Westend             (7.3%)

Natural England
PJS Development Services
Slimbridge Parish Council
Cotswold AONB
Federation of Small Business
SDC
Glos County Council

Pegasus
Environment Agency
Highways Agency
Wessex Water
Coal Authority
National Grid
Marine management
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Eastington Neighbourhood Development Plan consultation comments received were divided into specific subjects

Subject Numbers of comments from
individual parishioners

Number of comments from
organisations1. General comments 28 5 organisations / 15 comments2. Housing 32 03. Hamlets 21 04. Employment 14 1 organisation / 1 comment5. Environment 22 1 organisation / 1 comment6. Infrastructure 17 1 organisation / 2 comments7. School 5 08. Policies: Numbers    EP 1 6 5EP2 5 10EP 3 6 7EP 4 3 6EP 5 4 7EP 6 3 5EP 7 3 5EP 8 6 9EP 9 2 7EP 10 5 4EP 11 2 8EP 12 1 6EP 13 3 4EP 14 3 1EP 15 2 3Total comments received parishioners = 193 from 41 individual respondentsTotal comments received from organisations = 106 from 14 organisations (some of these were very detailed in letter form)
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1. Comments on General Subjects Responses
In general proposals are not bad. Acknowledged
The document is well presented but loses impact due to verbosity, rhetoric and irrelevancies.  This, together with the multitude of
supporting maps and ‘evidence’ will probably mean that readership will be very limited and responses not representative. This
situation has been exacerbated by the difficulty in downloading from the internet – in fact it took 40 hours to download the
transport study.  This highlights a communication problem in the parish which should be addressed in the infrastructure section.

Acknowledged

Development after 2030. This needs to be thought about by the Steering Group. The NDP will be reviewed every five
years throughout the life of the plan.

Overall I think this is a very creditable piece of work.  Well done to everyone involved. Acknowledged
THANKS TO STEERING GROUP FOR DOING IT Nicely presented. Maps; not consistent with text, unclear Terms of reference not
included 1:4:1 should mention heritage (not just agriculture 4:0:8) Period 2011 – 2031 Already more than 60 houses? Just 10 left
till 2021?

Acknowledged
Maps are being revised.

V.G. (seems to refer to whole document) Acknowledged
Encourage restoration:- canal, church, village as a whole, potholes Acknowledged
I don’t know what to say to the NDP as it has all been said before and still not a lot of progress made.  Whatever we say, has made
no difference in the last 32 years.  To us it seems like the forgotten road [Bath Road] as nothing seems to ever get done. We have
one traffic calming by the William Morris which is more dangerous that it was before but nothing else in 32 years.  Please no more
traffic till all the other problems has been sorted but more houses more traffic.  We have so many lorries etc. etc. cutting through
they start at 4.30 a.m. as it goes by it shakes the house.  We love it where we are we are getting older and find it a problem to
cross the road to the path the other side of road.  No one likes speed bumps but that would be the only answer to slow the cars,
lorries coming at such a speed down the road where the new 30 mile limit was moved to, round the corner where we live, we
have to cross blind and go by what we can hear not see.

Acknowledged that traffic is a
problem, however this is out of scope
of NDP. The NDP does not provide
detailed solutions to roads &
transport issues but provides 'hooks'
for future more detailed proposals to
come forward.

Thank you for your consultation on the above document (Planning consultation: Eastington N.P. – Draft Consultation) which was
received by Natural England on 1st May 2015. Natural England is a non-departmental public body.  Our statutory purpose is to
ensure that the natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future generations,
thereby contributing to sustainable development. Natural England generally welcomes the Neighbourhood Plan and considers
that it provides a useful framework for achieving the sustainable development of Eastington. We consider that our interest in the
natural environment is well covered within the Plan and we particularly support the positive approach set out in Policy EP2:
Protect & Enhance Biodiversity and the Natural Environment, which will help to protect the natural assets of the parish.  We also
support policy EP12: Public Rights of Way and Wildlife Corridors, which will encourage access to the surrounding countryside and
enhance local ecological networks. We would be happy to comment further should the need arise but if in the meantime you
have any queries please do not hesitate to contact us.

Acknowledged.

I am very grateful to EPC for sending through a hard copy of the NDP and for inviting comments on behalf of Bathurst Ltd.  As you
are aware, the company and its directors have significant land interests in the vicinity of the main Eastington settlements. Based
on our previous discussions, it should come as no surprise that Bathurst Ltd. has concerns with the current draft of the NDP.
However, these concerns, which are set out below, should not be confused with any opposition to the principle of Eastington
Parish Council bringing forward a NDP. Indeed we support this new tier of Plan-making, which can give a helpful finer grain to
Planning at a local level.  However, it must also recognise that NDP’s are still finding their feet and one of the key issues is that of
conformity and consistency which the upper tiers of planning policy, most notably the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

Acknowledged.
NDP is being revised to ensure
conformity with the Local Plan and
references to the West of Stonehouse
development are being revisited.
Site allocations for housing and Local
Green Spaces are being revised.
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and the ‘new’ Stroud Local Plan, which is currently undergoing its public examination. Bathurst wishes to record the fol lowing
concerns and objections to the current draft of the NDP: Prematurity Bathurst considers that It is premature and inappropriate to
promote the NDP whilst fundamental issues and tensions with the Stroud Local Plan are unresolved.
The current examination into the new Local Plan will settle matters such as the district’s overall housing requirement, the ‘West of
Stonehouse’ strategic allocation and the approach to settlement boundaries and village expansion proposals (draft Policy CP15).
All of these are issues are of profound importance and, given the advanced stage the Local Plan has reached, should be allowed to
conclude and settle to provide the context for the NDP. In advance of that settled policy context, the NDP cannot demonstrate the
legal requirement of ‘general conformity’. Many of our remaining more detailed points stem from this fundamental conformity
issue.
West of Stonehouse: The ‘prematurity’ point appears to be recognised in paragraph 1:3:2 of the NDP. The possibility of
reconsidering the NDP in the event of the confirmation of the West of Stonehouse allocation is noted (the word ‘might’ is used).
However, Bathurst considers that it would be imperative that the NDP is reconsidered in those circumstances. If this allocation is
confirmed, it would be a radical and far reaching change for the entire parish the NDP proposes to cover. The NDP cannot avoid
the West of Stonehouse issues.
Approach to housing: Bathurst does not consider that the NDP’s approach to housing is sound or in conformity with the NPPF. Its
conformity with the Stroud Local Plan will need to be assessed in the context of the outcome of the examination. Bathurst
considers that, in Stroud district, larger villages and settlements with good services and public transport should be seen as
opportunities for modest expansion in line with sustainable development principles. Eastington clearly falls into that category and
has substantially more and better services and public transport facilities than many other settlements. Bathurst can see no
evidential basis for the NDP’s proposal to constrain housing development (to just 7 units per annum) and there appears to have
been no testing of the impacts (and benefits) of higher growth level scenarios.
Approach to affordable housing: There is no sound basis for the NDP proposed requirement for substantially more onerous levels
of affordable housing (50% compared to the Local Plan’s 30% requirements). The NDP should adopt the same levels and tenure
split as contained in the Local Plan and associated policies, which have been robustly assessed in terms of viability. Evidence of
housing need in the district is substantial but the proposed adoption of higher levels in a selected parish is neither appropriate nor
will it deliver more affordable homes. Rather, it will act as a deterrent and barrier to sustainable housing developments.
Land allocated for new housing: Map 6 of the NDP proposes a small housing allocation to the north west of Alkerton along with a
‘loop road’. Bathurst is concerned that other sites have not been fully considered, and is further concerned whether the viability
and practicalities of building a ‘loop road’ have been robustly assessed given the very limited amount of development proposed. It
is also unclear where the ‘reserve’ site is located (para 8:6:6 refers).
Local Green Space designation: Bathurst opposes the proposed LGS A and LGS B designations in the strongest terms. It considers
that the draft NDP may be seeking to use proposed LGS  designations as a blocking tactic for potential future development, rather
than their purpose intended through the NPPF. Neither of the areas pass the “...demonstrably special” test set out in para 77 of
the Framework and, more fundamentally, both clearly represent an ‘extensive  tract of land’ . The NPPF makes very clear that LGS
designations are not appropriate in these circumstances (para 77).Draft allocations LGS A and LGS B should be deleted, as they
have no sound Planning basis and would conflict with the NPPF.
Overall Bathurst does appreciate the hard work and effort that has gone into producing  the first draft NDP and recognises the
difficulties for the parish in developing a plan when the upper planning policy tiers are still subject to change. We also  fully
acknowledge that a developer’s perspective may not always align with some local opinions. However, our comments are made in

Affordable housing allocations will be
addressed through the Local Plan.
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the spirit of identifying, in a positive context, the areas where we feel the plan needs to change, adapt and evolve. We are keen to
contribute to the continuing dialogue and trust you will contact me when you wish to meet to discuss our concerns further.
Broadly in agreement.  Careful consideration to be given to each development so that it would be of direct benefit to the local
community and not just add to more community elsewhere or to flood risk.

Acknowledged

I am in total agreement of a local plan that consultation with the community is absolute. Acknowledged
I feel that the general plan for the parish is basically acceptable Acknowledged
I've read through the draft consultation for the Neighbourhood Development Plan The plan is very informative and having only
living in the village [The Claypits] for 2 years has made us very aware of the importance of living in the countryside yet being so
close to urban areas. The plan gives a fantastic insight into the history of the whole area that we live in and should appreciate
what there is and reinstate as much of what is lost as possible.

Acknowledged

Dear sir I notice that on the Current Environment Plan, a pond in the field known as Upper Honey Hills is not highlighted as a
Current Pond.

Maps are being revised

I agree that we need to try and get some control over the future development of our village. Well done the team. A huge amount
of work has been done on our behalf

Acknowledged

The architects of the NDP should be proud; current and future residents and visitors will I hope appreciate the work put in, and
the expertise shared, to give a vision of a ‘greater Eastington’. There are a couple of things I would have seen some or more about,
but perhaps these are covered under broader headings or just not in scope:- Disabled access to the countryside, canal and
facilities, Signage (e.g. village visitor ‘map’, leaflets), Recycling facilities, Public toilets for locals and visitors (e.g. canal side),
Motorway Noise levels - Can anything be done? Trees, fences, surface treatment? Internet - full tilt broadband for Millend please!
Public Art and street furniture (Victorian style preferably!!) ‘Yoof’ - facilities, opportunities, voice (mind you, what do the young
know?!) Little mention of public transport, buses etc.? Most FCU land is too near the (noisy) motorway imho.

Acknowledged, but much of this is out
of scope of NDP.

Section 5.2 has one too many bullet points. ‘tranquillity' is missing an ‘l’ according to my (American) spell checker P13 - Should it
be Pike, not Pyke? P36 has ‘of the of the’ on it on it! P39 - should be 'inroads' not 'in roads’ I think the maps need an increase in
resolution (I know it increases download time….hence super fast broadband for Millend!) And lastly, who said 0 care homes
required?! I’d like to put my name down please!! Now onwards to make sure the policies are implemented and honoured and not
walked all over by greater (darker?) powers!

Acknowledged and changes made

Having been involved where possible in the consultation so far we would like to say that we are as happy as we can be with the
local plan as it stands and would like to offer our support for the plan for the area with no adverse comments.

Acknowledged

Slimbridge Parish Council have read Eastington’s NDP and have noted this at their Parish Council meeting on Monday evening
(18th May). There were no further comments from the Parish Council.

Acknowledged

My comments on the NDP are as follows :-I have read the whole document and found it to be very detailed, well thought out and
clearly presented document. Congratulations to those who have worked hard to accomplish this task. All of my questions have
been answered within the plan and it certainly addresses my and my family’s concerns regarding the future of the parish. I
confirm my approval of the general intent to empowering the community and to the specific wording of the plan.

Acknowledged

COMMENTS - EASTINGTON NEIGHBOURHOOD DEVELOPMENT PLAN (NDP) DRAFT FOR CONSULTATION Firstly, I wish to express
my appreciation to the members of the Eastington NDP steering group for their time and efforts in assembling this draft
document. An enormous amount of work has clearly gone into this. I trust that the comments and suggestions of parish residents
will be properly considered and appropriate amendments made to the various policy strands to ensure that the final version of
this key document is reasonably unanimously supported. Comments I am restricting my comments and recommendations largely

Acknowledged
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to those parts of the draft NDP with which I am not content or about which I have concerns.
Having read through the document I would comment as follows: Clearly a lot of time and effort has been put into producing this
document, from researching the background of how Eastington was and is, to the proposals for the future. The language of the
document is of a certain style, perhaps to adhere to guidelines for the writing of development plans and to achieve some
conformity. However, this may deter some residents from reading the detail of the whole document. Overall I think the plan is
well written and provides a framework from which residents, local employers and developers can appreciate the type of village
Eastington is and how its residents’ would like it to be, enabling such parties to plan accordingly. I highlight the word framework
because I cannot see how we can set a plan in stone. Many unpredictable things may come along over the coming years which
may cause original plans to be amended or not put in place at all. I broadly agree with the document. However, I do question
whether it is practical to place such emphasis on building as much as possible close to the amenities of the village. Albeit a good
goal to set but I do not see there is the available space to achieve this and therefore some building may be required on the outer
edges of the village.

Acknowledged

My family are now Eastington residents of 3 generations and value the vibrant community and sense of belonging. I want other
families to feel safe, secure and part of our society that values all, not just those who are powerful, connected or articulate.

Acknowledged

Thank you all for the great deal of hard work that has gone into preparing this draft NDP. It is very good indeed. Acknowledged
You may wish to consider the attached list of typing amendments which came to my attention when reading carefully through.
You may not agree with all of them, and no doubt I have missed some! (list provided separately)

Acknowledged and changes made

It would be difficult to find kindly words to say about the ‘vision’. Suggest making it more realistic, less patronising and relating it
to the ‘average’ resident.

Noted.

Why has the front cover got a picture of Stonehouse? The photo on the front needs to show Eastington. The photos pp 13, 21, 23,
29, 43 are recognisably relating to Eastington.  Replacement of remaining photos should similarly represent Eastington, and would
‘personalise’ this Plan to Eastington. e.g ECC building at OHMG could show renewable energy panels.

Acknowledged – photos are being
amended.

Landscape protection zones are unclear on Map 4 Maps are being revised.
It is very difficult to see some of the detail on the maps – perhaps these need to be expanded. The titles are missing from Maps 8
& 9.

Maps are being amended.

Thank you for giving Stroud District Council this first opportunity to comment on the contents of your draft neighbourhood
plan.To fulfil our duty to guide and assist, required by paragraph 3 of Schedule 4B to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as
amended), the Council has endeavoured to identify whether the policies and supporting text in the Eastington Parish Council
Neighbourhood Development Plan 2015-2031Draft for Consultation have been worded clearly, concisely and positively and
whether they have been based on robust evidence, clearly structured and of additional value to the existing policy framework. To
communicate our response in a simple, constructive and positive manner; we have used track changes and comment boxes
throughout the document, consequently, this response must be read as a whole. The track changes offer additional/alternative
wording considered necessary to make policies and supporting text acceptable. The comment boxes explain what we consider to
be required alterations to ensure the plan complies with national and local planning policies and to convey additional guidance.

Acknowledged.

In line with National Planning Practice Guidance, we have also endeavoured to highlight, wherever possible, the areas that at this
stage we consider to be non compliant with the ‘basic conditions’ set out in paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B to the Town and
Country Planning Act 1990 (As Amended). These include but are not limited to:

Acknowledged.

The objection to the West of Stonehouse strategic allocation (SA2 of the emerging Local Plan) expressed in paragraph 1:3:2 – due
to conflict with national and local planning policies and guidance as outlined by comments r7and r85.

NDP being amended to comply with
national and local planning policies.
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Envisaged levels of growth – due to conflict with national planning policy and guidance as outlined by comments r23, r37, r61, r64,
r84 and r97

NDP being amended to comply with
national and local planning policies.

Failure to consider reasonable alternatives – due to conflict with national planning policy and guidance as outlined by comments
r23, r34, r103, r107, r152.

NDP being amended to comply with
national and local planning policies.

Policy EP1 – due to conflict with national and local planning policies and guidance as outlined by comment r37 NDP being amended to comply with
national and local planning policies.

Policy EP3 – due to conflict with national and local planning policies and guidance as outlined by comments r60 and r61. NDP being amended to comply with
national and local planning policies.

Policy EP4 – due to potential conflict with national planning policy and guidance as outlined by comments r63 and r64 NDP being amended to comply with
national and local planning policies.

Policy EP7 – due to conflict with national planning policy and guidance as outlined by comments r88 and r90. NDP being amended to comply with
national and local planning policies.

Policy EP8 – due to conflict with national and local planning policies and guidance as outlined by comments r103, r105, r107and
r109.

NDP being amended to comply with
national and local planning policies.

Policy EP9 – due to conflict with national and local planning policies and guidance as outlined by comments r130 and r131 NDP being amended to comply with
national and local planning policies.

Policy EP11 – due to conflict with national and local planning policies and guidance as outlined by comments r142 and r143 NDP being amended to comply with
national and local planning policies.

Policy EP12 – due to conflict with national and local planning policies and guidance as outlined by comments r148 and r149 NDP being amended to comply with
national and local planning policies.

Policy EP13 – due to conflict with national planning policy and guidance as outlined by comment r152 NDP being amended to comply with
national and local planning policies.

Policy EP15 – due to conflict with national planning policy and guidance as outlined by comment r159 NDP being amended to comply with
national and local planning policies.

We have serious concerns over the robustness of the evidence base informing the supporting text and the policies in the
neighbourhood plan. Proportionate, robust evidence should support the choices made and the approach taken in your
neighbourhood plan. Comments r10, r15, r17, r21, r23, r25, r30, r33, r34, r36, r42, r47, r48, r56, r57, r59, r61, r63, r69, r80, r83,
r88, r93, r94, r97, r99, r103, r111, r112, r113, r105, r106, r107, r108, r111, r112, r113, r116, r119, r121, r123, r125, r128, r141,
r192, r143, r150, r151 and 152 outline areas where the Eastington NDP is not considered to be supported by appropriate
evidence. Independent examiners may recommend that a policy is deleted or modified if it is not supported by appropriate
evidence

Further evidence is being gathered to
support NDP.

The Council is committed to helping communities deliver successful plans. We have dedicated a significant amount of effort to
positively comment on the policies and supporting text with the objective of making them acceptable. However, it is important
that the positive language used by the Council is not misinterpreted as an endorsement of the policies and supporting text in their
current draft format. The Council objects to all aspects of the plan that are not in accordance with the Council’s comments and
recommended modifications. We look forward to working constructively with you to help you implement the recommended
modifications identified at this stage and supporting you throughout (full letter available on file)

Acknowledged.  NDP being amended
to reflect a more positive language.

We attended the meeting at Eastington Village Hall on 6/6/15. Very impressed with the plan, the information available and the Acknowledged.
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enthusiasm of the people. We think the plan is a good thing, it’s the right way to the approach development of the area, by the
Eastington People for the Eastington people. In general we agreed with most of the proposals, below are the comments we have:
We do not have any representations or comments to make on Eastington’s Neighbourhood Development Plan, but I thank you for
including Highways England in your consultation.

Acknowledged.

Thank you for your email. Eastington is not within Wessex Water’s statutory area for the provision of water supply and sewerage
services. Please direct your query to Severn Trent

Acknowledged.  STW also consulted.

Thank you for consulting The Coal Authority on the above. Having reviewed your document, I confirm that we have no specific
comments to make on it at this stage.

Acknowledged.

Background information re National Grid – further comments under ‘infrastructure’ Acknowledged.
Thank you for inviting the Marine Management Organisation (MMO) to comment on the above consultation. I can confirm that
the MMO has no comments to submit in relation to this consultation. If you have any questions or need any further information
please just let me know. More information on the role of the MMO can be found on our website

Acknowledged.

Summary of response from Pegasus - Please see full response at Appendix 6
 Failure to meet basic conditions relating to contribution of achieving sustainable development and general conformity with

the strategic policies of the Local Plan. Thereby the NDP should not proceed any further in its present form.
 Reference to the following policies and paragraphs in NPPF:

o para 15, para 16, para 17,
o Objectively identified housing needs and alignment with local needs and priorities - ref to NPPF paragraph/ para 16,

47, para 49. Ref to NDP Policy EP1, para 156, 185
o Blocking strategic allocation in emerging Local Plan (Site SA2) Ref to NPPF para 185, 156 and Planning Practice

Guidance (PPG) paras 069. 070, 75. Ref to para 1.3.2 and 8.4.1 of Eastington NP
 Query use of consultant employed by parish council to produce screening opinion
 EP1- General development management (does not met basic conditions). Policy should be removed
 EP2 – Protect and enhance biodiversity and the natural environment (fails to state how it accords with national policies) -

Policies should be removed or redrafted
 EP3- Preservation of village character – use of historic hamlet green zones (Map 4) – should comply with Local Green Space

requirements – ie not extensive tracts of land. Some of area covers the Emerging Local Plan allocation SA2 and would inhibit
the development Policy should be removed or exclude proposed HHGZ designation from the strategic site allocation area.

 EP4 – Protection of Green Spaces and Other Sensitive Areas - should comply with Local Green Space requirements – ie not
extensive tracts of land. Policy should be removed or exclude proposed landscape protection zone covering the strategic site
allocation area.

 EP5 – Policy EP7- Delivering and Retaining Affordable Housing – cross refers to Policies EP1 and EP3 – failure to conform with
basic conditions.

Acknowledged.  NDP and policies are
being revised to incorporate the
strategic policies of the Local Plan.
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2. Comments on Housing Responses
Why can’t we look at brown field sites for house building instead of farmland, 30 houses or so at Swallowcroft, 6 at Alkerton, now 50
or so … on red zones on map? Is there any hope for our countryside without chopping down trees, and ploughing fields and
destroying the environment for wildlife? Yes we do need homes but look at alternatives instead of building on precious farmland
otherwise Eastington will be another “Hardwick” or “Quedgeley” and a village no more!

Acknowledged.  Site allocations for
housing are being revised.

We are aware that the proposed allocation of land for future development was made rather late, and clearly calls for further
consideration.  We believe the proposed ‘relief’ road to be a nonstarter in that a) it follows the line of high voltage overhead cables
b) the highways authority has not been consulted and c) it would breach the restrictive covenant over O.S. Fields 3258 and 4363.  It
is ironic that Council should be seeking to impose so many restrictions but is proposing to breach a long standing and legally
established one. The Design Guide referred to in EP5 should be incorporated in the document.

Site allocations for housing are
being revised.
Design Guide reference removed
from policy.

The village needs to be sustainable and thus provide for older people.  Older people will remain in the village if suitable housing is
provided.  Sheltered housing and/or bungalows of low density on playing field FCU(B) would be suitable once all other spaces have
been explored.

Acknowledged

The access route to any new housing on FCU(B) would need to be considered carefully.  Access through Bradestones Way would not
be sensible due to narrow roadway and parked cars.

Site allocations for housing are
being revised.

I agree with the loop road in principle providing access to Bath Road is safe.  Further traffic calming, slowing down to 30 coming into
the village would be needed e.g. roundabout as pedestrian numbers increase.

Proposed loop road has been
removed from the NDP.

Bungalows should be protected and not replaced with houses.  These are essential for the elderly. Acknowledged
The housing section refers to using the current playing field for elderly accommodation (which could also provide employment for
the community) however it isn’t until section 10.6 that you realise the plan to relocate the school into the area designated as ‘Future
Community Use’ – there needs to be a link between these two sections

Housing section is being revised.

I am pleased to hear that the land designated as ‘high visual impact land’ will not be developed. Acknowledged
We would prefer a development of more satellite housing, to maintain the open space within the village.  Retaining the feeling of
village charm, and village life. Large urban areas often have higher counts of antisocial behaviour. Smaller estates often promote
more inter-social attitudes. Requirement for a link road, based on the current housing occupancy seems unnecessary.

Acknowledged

I think this is a bad idea to the plan.  Houses being built on farming land and yet another green space lost including hedges. Houses
that are backing onto the fields where people have moved for a peaceful life yet again to be invaded with yet more houses. Valuable
farming land to be ripped up and built on.   Once this starts where does it stop? Land for houses, in my view, should be built on
brown field sites and leave the village alone or to be built on land in a village where no crops are grown and is NOT used for farming.

Site allocations for housing are
being revised.

Limited amount of new build Concentrating on affordable housing to help older people downsize and young families stay in the
village.

Acknowledged

MAP 6 only shows 1 site Key not explained – a statement such as ‘only land marked as future development is proposed for housing’
8:6:6  2 sites cannot be clearly seen on the map EP8 now 3 sites??
Vision 3:0:2 Mixed housing development to ensure mixed communities i.e. not all elderly people in 1 place.

Maps are being updated to be
clearer.  Site allocations for housing
are being revised.
Vision – acknowledged.

It is fantastic that the project has been undertaken to remove the ‘hearsay’ from the process. There is no opposition to growth and
for more people to enjoy our wonderful village, but this needs to be done in a controlled manner and ‘planned’ for. Many bodies call
for ‘localism’ to be incorporated into decision process.  This is a test of whether this is true.

Acknowledged
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Excessive housing is being proposed for this area Site allocations for housing are
being revised.

Respond to housing needs:- affordable housing (rent) also high quality housing well designed Housing section is being revised.
Affordable housing and suitable accommodation for the elderly needed.  Small scale developments preferable. Acknowledged.
Support for proposed loop road with landscaped area and access to 60 new houses to connect to Broadfield Road, the route is
tortuous to discourage through traffic.  New roads to be built in advance of housing

Site allocations for housing are
being revised.

It is most important that house building is restricted to the NDP outlines Acknowledged
The idea of small housing developments to ensure those that live in the village stay here and allow them to live in smaller or larger
accommodation that is affordable or to return to their original roots would be great although the new development of the Millend
mill when looking at prices seems that most will be sold to 'outsiders'.

Acknowledged

And lastly, who said 0 care homes required?! I’d like to put my name down please!! Now onwards to make sure the policies are
implemented and honoured and not walked all over by greater (darker?) powers!

Housing Needs Survey 2013 results
indicate that no respondents
requested to live in a care home.

I am very concerned about planning for a lot of housing in field near my property .this will devalue it and the amount of traffic will
impact on the enjoyment of my house that myself and my wife work very hard to pay for .it will also spoil my view . And the two car
space per dwelling is not enough . We have a lovely community spirit this will also be spoiled. And why does a grade 2 listed gazebo
deserve a buffer to protect its setting any more than my dwelling . Also it appears that the information supplied shows this outside
the village envelope .Why can't we build on the local green space field first and see how that works out. And on another note the
pavement outside my house is still damaged from development of bush close would be nice if damage that is done by big lorries
would be rectified before you start RUIN another part of this lovely village.

Site allocations for housing are
being revised.
Government policy dictates the
number of parking spaces per
dwelling.

Thank you in anticipation of your response. Ps also the traffic to this development would not clay pits entrance it would nearly all
come through the village making it a rat run. I would like a response to this email. Thanks again

Proposed loop road has been
removed from the NDP.

I welcome the increased provision of sheltered housing for older people but what opportunity will there be for older people to move
into existing bungalows enabling them to continue to live independent lives? Some bungalows may offer large gardens and building
plots that could be part of the plan for new build. Is there a risk that older people with additional needs could be accommodated in
"block" housing rather than diverse communities?

The detail of any proposed
developments will be developed as
part of any application coming
forward. Mixed housing will be
encouraged.

I do however support the proposal to contain any new development within the boundaries of the village centre and sustainability
zone (as shown on Map 6) where sites for development have already been identified.

Noted

Objection to development in field next to Broadfield Road (land marked in red on Eastington NDP) The site proposed seems to be
more of an after thought of the proposed site off Alkerton Rd. Having a separate estate makes more sense as Broadfield Road and
Victoria Drive are already over populated as an estate. Traffic already travels fast along these roads, to add to this would be mad
considering there are lots of young children living in this part of the village. To assume a link road through Claypits would ease the
traffic through Broadfield Road is ludicrous as most people will drive through the village rather than use the A38 to enter the
proposed development. The top of Victoria Drive is hazardous more than ever due to the increasingly popular Old Badger (which is a
wonderful pub and has had a hugely positive impact on the village) and also the amount of parked cars. My 3 year old son was
knocked off the pavement and into the road on Victoria Drive outside the house with the taxis (if you're local you will know where
that is) due to parked cars. This incident occurred en route to school at 8:30am and luckily he escaped with only grazes. Putting such
a large area of social housing in this area of the village (where there is already enough) will lower the value of existing properties and

Site allocations for housing are
being revised.
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therefore be making this part of the village less desirable. Homes for locals, they won't be, a very small percentage. Your plans have
been rushed and definitely kept as quiet as possible. None of my neighbours knew about it as they believed that planning was
submitted for the Alkerton Rd site (which it has and which you clearly do not want to go through). As a builder and a business in the
village planning is always something I watch. I know you can build onto grade 2 listed buildings and even English heritage under a
watchful eye, so building next to a listed building (Alkerton Rd site) is more than possible and not even a valid objection. This is the
long game of planning! Broadfield road is the field you are after, this is why you have been so quiet with the proposal. It's a case of
make this estate bigger as people there already live on an estate and ensure you're homes in the 'desirable' part of the village are
protected from disruption. I think more time is needed to get the views of more people who have just found out the proposal
(especially those who are going to be directly affected - residents of Bush Close and Broadfield Road), if you have any cares about
the Parish. Bradestones Way didn't affect the community like the Broadfield Road development will, this is something you should
model future developments on. It's straight off a main road and doesn't affect an already over populated estate. On a final note, if
the plans go ahead my family will be finished with Eastington, it's not why we moved here. We live in the village for the countryside
views (why my right to a view is less important than those objecting the site at Alkerton Rd baffles me) and the small friendly
community with a safe environment to bring our children up. We have invested a lot of money into our house. In one decision you
will take all of this away. I'm sure there are other Parish councils that fight for all of their Parish not just a select few. It should be
for the majority not the minority. Thanks a lot!
My comments on the above document are: 1:0:1 It's a good thing for local people to have more of a say about the potential planning
in our area, and I can see that a lot of hard work has gone into producing the plan. However my overall feeling is that I would like to
see several smaller areas reserved for possible planning applications for smaller developments of houses, rather than just Sites A
and B being the first 2 options, with Site A having a large number of houses. 1:3:2 it would be helpful perhaps to know more about
what is meant by a potential dispute regarding a proposal in the draft local plan for identifying an area between Nastend
and Nupend as suitable for major housing growth, which I agree is unacceptable. What would be the potential effect on the
Neighbourhood plan if this does or does not go through? 1:4:1 The issues which concern me most are developments fitting in with
the location, protecting habitats and views, and the potential amount of extra traffic on Broadfield Road, Victoria Drive and the main
roads through the village, especially with respect to road safety and noise pollution. 5:1:7 and 5:2 The M5 being so close seems like a
blessing and a curse. It is helpful Eastington being so close to the motorway and I have used the motorway to get to work ever since
we moved here in 2001. However it makes me concerned for the future of Eastington because of the ease of commuting and I
would hate to see the area turning into a massive rabbit warren of characterless houses. My husband and I are both born and bred
in the countryside and that's why, out of the houses we could afford, we chose to live in a small and friendly village where we are
near the countryside and can see views of countryside and hills (Cam Peak one way and May Hill the other). This is why the thought
of a potential of an extra 60 houses on Site A, a few doors down the road from us near the end of Broadfield Road, is very
concerning. Not only the view could be lost, but the extra traffic noise could spoil the peaceful road we live on. Policy EP8. Of major
concern is road safety for all of us especially for the young children and older people at the sheltered accommodation on Broadfield
Road. I think it unlikely that people driving off the motorway will bother to drive all the way round to use the A38/Claypits entrance,
when it would be quicker to drive through Victoria Drive and Broadfield Road.  The entrance to Victoria Drive is already under
pressure at certain times of the day/week from people parking for the village hall and The Old Badger, which is a great pub for our
village to be really proud of, and we love to go there with colleagues, friends and family, and it is no wonder people from other
places want to visit it too. However it is sometimes difficult to get to the turning into Victoria Drive due to parking on the road next
to the village hall and then to turn in to Victoria Drive due to extra cars parked there. So cars from an extra 80 houses on Sites A and

Site allocations for housing are
being revised.
Correction regarding reference to
EP14 has been made.
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B will only exacerbate this issue. Victoria Drive, Broadfield Road and Cotswold Avenue are narrow roads and are clogged full of
parked cars already, and so it will become increasingly difficult for people to drive safely along them. 80 houses is far too many for
these roads. It is stated that 50% of the housing should be affordable. Is the only reason for this so that young people can stay in
Eastington? Yes that is a lovely thought in an ideal world, and I would love to have been able to afford a house in my home village,
but that's life and unfortunately it is not a human right to be able to stay in the same village you grew up in. 8:6:3 drains are
definitely an issue. I don't know about the rest of the village, but we have certainly had more than enough problems with sewerage
coming up into people's gardens in Broadfield Road. 8:6:5 what is a village envelope and what is it's purpose? Sites within a 800m
radius of 2 central hubs within the village envelope may not necessarily themselves be within the village envelope and to me it
seems faulty logic to identify potential sites this way. 2:2:5 states that 'The plan intends over time that Eastington Primary School
moves to the village centre with access to playing fields and parking.(EP14) ' however EP14 is the policy for Drainage, whereas EP13
is the policy for school provision, maybe this is a simple typing error or further explanation needed. Yours faithfully What I also
meant to say regarding the 50% social housing is that the 50% is too high, there should be more of a mixture, more of 'something for
everyone'.
Having read the proposed plan and met with members to discuss at the village hall I have to say I am extremely disappointed with
the site which has been proposed for development. I am aware that currently there is a planning application at SDC for a
development of 30 houses off Alkerton Road and find it rather worrying that this land has NOW been marked as a 'green' site on the
Eastington NDP even though it is currently awaiting a decision for planning. And low and behold the land at the end of Broadfield
Road has been put forward for development. Looks like some people are trying ensure that their view and properties are not
devalued at the expense of others in the village. I thought a Parish Council looked after the interests of all Parishioners, not just a
select few! To propose a further development to this already large estate seems very ill thought out. For a start a major concern will
be the increase in the amount of traffic through Victoria Drive and Broadfield Rd which is already busy throughout most of the day
(having had first hand experience of the dangers when my son was knocked into the road a few months ago). There are lots of young
children and also many elderly folk living in this part of the village for whom this would be a real problem. A link road from Claypits
certainly will not address the traffic situation as residents will almost certainly use the village to access the development rather than
routing through A38 and Claypits. I have lived in Eastington for 9 years and absolutely adore the village. I am also involved with the
committee at the village playgroup (and have been for 3 years) so I am not someone who does not give back to our community even
though I work too. My husband and I purchased our property because it had such a lovely view and also we could not afford some of
the more expense properties in the village at the time. We have spent a considerable amount of money on our property which I fear
will be money thrown away as the proposed development will surely see the value of our property (and our neighbours) fall.
Especially as the proposal states a development of approximately 60 dwellings, 50% of which are to be affordable (ie social housing).
We already have a number of social housing on the estate and I am aware that some would deem our estate to be the 'undesirable'
part of the village. Well, increasing the size and number of social housing will just make it even more undesirable. It is just plain
unfair. We will be directly affected by this development as our property is at the end of Broadfield Rd and right next to the proposed
site. What really is so wrong with the site currently in planning? Yes it has some listed buildings but that doesn't mean development
can't take place around them. I am also aware that many of the people who will be directly affected by this proposed site have only
recently found out. Many have not had a clue and since they have been made aware are furious. Many of us are hardworking people
who have worked hard to buy our homes - for what now I ask?! I completely object to this proposal

Site allocations for housing are
being revised.

2.1  20% growth - This allows for 135 houses. This number doesn’t match the figures in 8.3 Housing section is being revised.
7.5.5 1960s development - This should be 1940’s housing development Corrected
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8.3 - Add ‘bungalows’ for the expanding elderly population. Housing section is being revised.
8 – missing policy - Add protection to stop existing bungalows from being converted into houses. Bungalows are in high demand as
demonstrated by their fast sale and when bought by elderly people will release a family sized house. New ones are rarely built.

Out of scope of NDP – applications
to convert bungalows must be
considered in line with NPPF and
planning legislation

It’s a reflection on our modern society that more and more housing has to be built to support the growing population. We have no
problem with that, If it is done responsibly. The NDP has encompassed that responsibility well. Our fear is that profit and
responsibility are not good bedfellows and the developers and planners will put profit above everything else and ignore the plan. We
as a parish have shown determination to oppose irresponsible planning, keep up the good work you have our support

Acknowledged

3. Comments on Hamlets Responses
We believe that there are far too many restrictions for what are referred to as ‘Historic Hamlet Zones’ and it is unlikely that all
these restrictions will be approved by an inspector.

Acknowledged.  Character
Assessments are being produced for
additional evidence.

Preservation of character.  There is no evidence of decline and decay.  The hamlets need protection from all new build to protect
character.  Development within the hamlets is inconsistent with the rest of the plan. Any agreement to develop will be exploited.
The identified sites with the parish should be adhered to

Acknowledged.  References to
negative aspects of decline are being
amended.

What evidence is there for the potential neglected/decay of the hamlets and how will more housing address this? Hamlets do not
have any social infrastructure to lose as it is.

References to negative aspects of
decline are being amended.

NO evidence to support contention that hamlets may decline or decay!! On the contrary, there continues to be modest
development of the existing properties. Infill development in the hamlets would be a serious mistake if included in the policy.  This
would be exploited by developers and the hamlets would change in character.  This is inconsistent with the stated aim of
protecting the hamlets and the essential character of Eastington

References to negative aspects of
decline are being amended.

The hamlets, I believe, are not ‘in decline’.  They have already lost any pubs/shops etc. they may have had, and now comprise
housing and a few home run businesses/farms. What evidence is there that building a very small number of houses would re-
generate the hamlets? If there are a limited number of houses to be permitted, what happens if one developer successfully gets
permission for the entire number on one site (an existing application that would do this in Nupend is already in place)?

References to negative aspects of
decline are being amended.

I have read the draft and, as I understand it, almost no extra houses will be allowed in the hamlets of Nupend, Cashes Green,
Nastend etc., all development to be concentrated around Alkerton. This I strongly disagree with this, I live in Nupend, and my
family would like to purchase/build a small house in Nupend to remain close to the families.  At present there are no small houses
suitable for young couples or the elderly in retirement, when houses do come on the market they are too big and expensive for
young couples to afford. We have land available for small houses and would be happy to restrict ownership to family members or
Nupend resident’s families. While I agree with most of the draft, I think the no development policy for hamlets will be the death of
them as the residents increase their ages and no influx of youngsters happens.

NDP Policy EP5 allows for new
development that meets certain
criteria.

Should like to see the rural nature and historic aspects of the parish preserved, but should west of Stonehouse and other proposed
developments go ahead, this could see Eastington and particularly the hamlets increasingly marooned in an urban environment.

Acknowledged.

Hamlets should be protected, they are certainly not in decline, some ‘in filling’ is welcomed spread over the next years, definitely Acknowledged.
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not all at once.  The hamlets to be protected by a ‘green barrier’ if any major developments encroach the area.  Hamlets to be kept
for residential purposes, not industry.
Support policy and in respect of single dwelling infill in hamlets especially for elderly/disabled rehousing, (landowner interest
declared)

Acknowledged.

2.2.4, 6.04, Policy EP1 – these references from the NDP all include the statement/proposal that the hamlets should not be allowed
to “decline or decay” and therefore that “limited infill development in the hamlets will not be discouraged”. However, there is
absolutely no evidence that the hamlets may be neglected or might decline. On the contrary, the Middle Street hamlet is a vibrant
and energetic community. The proposal to allow limited infill development in the hamlets should be removed from the document.
It is incongruous with the sustainability statement and it contradicts other stated aims within the NDP to protect the unique
character and separation of the historic hamlets (2.3.2, 3.04, 7.4.8). The policy needs to be robust but this particular proposal
undermines the strength of the policy and would doubtless allow it be exploited by developers.

References to negative aspects of
decline are being amended.
NDP has to demonstrate positive
perspective on local development.

agree EP3 Acknowledged.
Again flexibility is needed. Infill building as a whole needs to be considered on a case by case basis and I think it would be very

difficult to enforce a blanket ban or insist on only like for like development.
Acknowledged.

Q1 What is the benchmark against which small hamlets decline will be measured? In some hamlets there is little space to achieve
infill without application to build on existing gardens or green space, which surrounds Upper and Lower Middle St.
Q2 How can small scale development in the hamlets and gardens be prevented from uniform design if the same builder is
contracted to offer plans and materials across the area?

References to negative aspects of
decline are being amended.  Policy
EP5 applies to all the hamlets in
Eastington.
NPPF paragraphs 56-68 ensure good
design of new developments.

6.0.1 to 6.0.3 Yes, should be protected but delete ‘but also that they should not be allowed to decline’. Investment should not
mean building new houses or businesses.

References to negative aspects of
decline are being amended.

6.0.4 Delete last 3 sentences. Nurture and support must not mean building new houses and businesses. Having done a good job in
containing development within the boundary of the ‘Village Centre Envelope’ for reasons of sustainability, that good work would
be undone by the poorly thought through wording of the last 3 sentences. Be assured Middle Street is alive with young families
and children playing in the street. Buildings are in a very good state of repair and there is absolutely no danger of neglect and
decay.

References to negative aspects of
decline are being amended.

EP1 Delete the first bullet point (lines 12, 13 and 14). Infilling means building in open space. This means loss of open space which is
in conflict with the principle objectives. In many instances this will conflict with the separation of the hamlets due to their irregular
pattern. The word limited is ill defined. Even building one house in a hamlet garden will set a precedent for others to follow suit in
face of strong legal challenges. Therefore this would allow a ‘free for all’ and urbanise hamlets which is in conflict with the last aim
of 7.4.14.

Policies are being revised to be in line
with local and national planning
policies.

7.4.8 Delete “unblemished” – inappropriate word. Suggest ‘retain their distinctive character’. Noted.
7.4.9 I challenge the idea that businesses have revived Middle Street and probably the other hamlets and seek the evidence that
claims to support that. It is more to do with the vibrancy and sociability of the hamlet residents

Noted.

7.4.14 Delete ‘restricting the density and number of’ and put ‘not allowing’ NDP has to demonstrate positive
perspective on local development
whilst retaining local character.

EP3 There should be no exceptions to “inappropriate development’. Inappropriate development should never happen. The Historic Policies are being revised – see Policy
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Hamlets Green Zone increases the risk of development within hamlets resulting in opening the door to well organised and
persistent developers. Already there are 3 development proposals in hamlets which these zones encourage. Therefore these zones
need to be deleted completely with development only allowed within the Village Centre envelope.
EP3 Delete ‘inappropriate’ and ‘within the Historic Hamlets Green Zone (HHGZ) as shown on Map 4’.
EP3 Bullet 1 Delete entirely for my reasons given under EP1 above.
EP3 Bullet 5 Delete entirely for my reasons given under EP1 above.
EP3 Bullet 7 ‘engineering operations’!! What do you mean? Fracking? Drilling for oil? Mining? THIS NEEDS TO BE DELETED AS IT IS
DANGEROUS

response section below.

However, I must register my dissatisfaction on the lack of development allowed in the hamlets, almost all building being
concentrated around Alkerton. I live in Nupend with my family, my daughter would like to live here when she leaves home.  At
present there are no small houses suitable for young couples or retired couples, everything is too large and expensive. A 10%
increase in houses (small or bungalows) would ensure the hamlet did not die a slow death, these houses could be restricted to
Nupend families if need be. This applies to all the hamlets around Eastington and could rejuvenate them.

NDP Policy EP5 allows for new
development that meets certain
criteria.

4. Comments on Employment Responses
Very important without being too intrusive. Noted
Reference should be made to opportunities for home working with ‘Fastershire’ coming on line by December is bringing high speed
broadband to the village.

NDP amended to include reference
to Fastershire Project coming on line
in December 2015

Section 9:7:3 tells us there are 50 businesses in this parish – again this does not indicate a parish/hamlet in decline Sections referring to hamlets being
at risk of decline to be re-written
(2:2:4 and 6:0:4)

Either here or infrastructure – BROADBAND 9:4:5 comments – passing trade for shops 9:4:7 – Staytes, Hinton 9:6:1 – make more of
net exporter – we have adequate housing for jobs 9:7:1 – Table 2 How many miles in cycling distance?

Acknowledged.
Fastershire coming on line in
December 2015
Cycling distance clarified in text.

Employment possibilities are not good Noted
Small firms create local work and working from home Acknowledged
Support for working from home and the improvement of broadband.  Support housing, employment and horticulture on Churchend
Mill site alongside R. Frome

Noted

Working from home is to be encouraged to restrict the necessity to travel Acknowledged
The plan does not allocate any land for employment purposes. It explicitly allocates land for 120 houses and further housing is
implicitly implied through infilling. There are addition households being created by current planning applications and there is a
waiting list at Westend Office Suites for local firms. (For avoidance of doubt this includes firms in the Parish). If the NDP is to be
considered sustainable and to meet the needs of the Parish then land needs to be allocated for the employment of people in the
parish.

NDP has not allocated employment
land as land has been allocated in
the Stroud Local Plan (EK2 Meadow
Mill Industrial Estate)

From the Chairman of the Federation of Small Businesses (FSB) for Gloucestershire and the West of England - invited to respond on As above
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behalf of the local branch which covers Eastington to the Neighbourhood Development Plan for the area. The Cotswold branch of
the Federation of Small Businesses (FSB) broadly welcomes the Eastington NDP as we believe it recognises the importance of small
businesses to the growth and economic prosperity of the area. We particularly welcome the express commitment to fight to resist
the loss of existing business premises (especially those that offer a community service) in the Employment Policy (Policy EP9) as it is
vital we have a mixture of business and home dwellings for community cohesion and prosperity. We also welcome other allowable
planning proposals in this section including the conversion of disused agricultural/rural buildings for small business use and the
commitment to allow building conversions to provide new shops and restaurants especially those which may be small scale and run
by people in the community for the community. We are also encouraged by the policy’s commitment to support those who work
from home (Policy EP10). It is estimated there are now more than four million UK home workers and this helps reduce congestion
on the roads and gives local people even more of a stake in the community if they both live and work there so all policies to support
home working to expand should be welcomed and encouraged. We feel the aim of this policy to look sympathetically towards those
who need to consider planning permission to their dwellings to make home working a possibility is a worthy one. We also feel the
policy commitment towards supporting low carbon and renewable initiatives (EP15) is sensible and should help further enhance the
reputation of Eastington and the wider Stroud area as being an environment that encourages green small businesses to grow and
prosper.  We would, however, query the fact that there is no explicit commitment to provide land specifically for new business
building beyond expressing support for the potential conversions of use mentioned above. We would hope that this is something
that will be considered for inclusion. Overall we welcome and support the Eastington NDP.
Q.1 What will the parish hope to do to achieve better broadband connection in parts of the community to enable people to work
from home effectively?

Fastershire Project is delivering
faster broadband to Eastington in
December 2015

Most people would want to support healthy businesses, and there appears to be existing support in the District Plan to encourage
such. Other than setting a general precedent to support all business development proposals, it is difficult to see what exactly this
policy adds to the general well-being and benefit of residents.

NDP policy supports businesses that
will not impact the health and
wellbeing of residents

Existing policies in the Local Plan have permitted significant extensions to some residential dwellings and enabled a significant
increase in scale of some home based commercial operations. Some residents have been significantly inconvenienced by some
operations and little control has been effected by SDC.  Some roads are simply too narrow for large vehicles and frequent deliveries
to premises in the hamlets have presented significant risks e.g. I have almost been run over by a rushing delivery vehicle.

Acknowledged

Having experienced first hand a car restoration business nearby with grinding metal and spraying paint, EP10 does nothing to make
such situations more bearable for neighbouring residents. The conditions set by EP10 are ineffective. There is no benefit to policy
EP10 and indeed it seeks to enable even more degradation of residents’ lives.  This policy should be removed entirely.

NDP policy addresses those wishing
to work from home to limit impact
to neighbouring residents

Eastington is a small parish and does not offer huge employment opportunities. We both work out of the area and have to
commute, myself in Bristol, my wife in Cirencester. I would support working from home, you just need to convince my employer

Acknowledged

5. Comments on Environment Responses
Most important trees and wildlife habitat must be secured. At all costs NDP Policy EP2 noted
Where is the newt corridor in Middle St.? Newt corridor identified on revised

map.
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Local Green Space - Very good Acknowledged
Define watercourse e.g. All roads have ditches and houses in 10m 7:4:14 Seems ambitious but also anti developer Acknowledged
‘Bridle paths’ should be denoted as BRIDLEWAYS Changed
Try to protect landscape/views (Swallowcroft) Acknowledged
Should like to see the rural nature and historic aspects of the parish preserved, but should west of Stonehouse and other proposed
developments go ahead, this could see Eastington and particularly the hamlets increasingly marooned in an urban environment.

Acknowledged – Character
Assessments have been developed
to support preservation of rural
character of hamlets

Page 10 2:3:2 Bridle ways and footpaths are regularly used, and should NOT be turned into ‘concrete jungles’ an important part of
the rural community

Acknowledged

Page 25 7:4:14 These points are what I totally agree with (these refer to 'Aims for policies mentioned under Purpose & reason for
Policies - EP3, 4, & 5)

Acknowledged

Propose 1 – 3 wind turbines in SW of parish, E of M5 and S of playing field. NDP supports small scale renewable
energy schemes

Policy EP15 Support small scale renewable energy schemes (hydro, wind, solar) sensitive to rural surroundings. Acknowledged
The plan to protect the bridleways is important to me as I use them regularly.  It is most important to the rural aspect of the hamlet. Acknowledged
The need to protect the flood plain and green areas within the village boundaries are a must and to increase/improve these would
ensure that revival of some of the original woodlands etc would ensure that we remain a 'country village'. This includes the
fantastic renovation of the Stroudwater Canal that is progressing at a great rate to bring to the areas around it tourism and
employment. The efforts of all groups involved with the future of the village and what it stands for are making a fantastic effort to
input to this plan for the good of all. I would like to extend a big thank you to all that have taken their time to produce this plan and
look forward to hearing and seeing how this concludes.

Acknowledged

Thank you for consulting the Cotswolds AONB Board. It would appear that Eastington falls outside the AONB boundary but may be
considered to be within the setting of the AONB. There are views to/from Eastington towards and from the Cotswolds Escarpment
therefore there may be potential for new development to impact on the character and qualities of the AONB (see photos of views
within the Neighbourhood Plan). The Board therefore recommends that reference is made within the Neighbourhood Plan to
Eastington being within the setting of the Cotswolds AONB (and accordingly cross reference our Management Plan, Position
Statements and Guidance). The Board is in the process of producing some guidance notes on Neighbourhood Plan preparation. It
would be very helpful to have some feedback on the attached document as to whether it would assist in your case of being outside
but within the setting of the AONB. I hope the above is of assistance and we would be very grateful for any feedback on the
attached.

NDP to be amended to include
reference to “setting of Cotswolds
AONB”

Local Green Spaces 7.5 – It would appear that the field which separates Middle Street & Bath Road, containing one of the ponds
and well-used footpaths, is not incorporated within the green space for protection (LGS A shown on Map 5). Why is this? Can it be
incorporated?

Local Green Spaces are being
revised.

Q1 Middle St. and Bath Rd. have been subject to significant flooding over the past few years. How will the parish ensure that all
necessary evidence is gathered to ensure building on Bath Rd. does not result in water being held on the surface in Middle St. as
water courses could be blocked by development

Developments must comply with
local and national planning policies
which includes how flooding and
drainage is managed.
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I welcome the proposals to open the canal link to Saul and encourage activity, both on and beside the water. How will the plan
protect our side of the A419 if building applications for recreational development are passed in the Chipman's Platt area/Nupend?

NDP seeks to influence that all new
development is sustainable

The value of green spaces that are not just corridors between housing is essential to people's mental and emotional well-being.
Does the Parish put value on these areas being large enough to allow children, families, older people and dog walkers to be far
enough away from housing and traffic to feel free, safe and refreshed. In the 34 years my family has lived in this village the number
of walkers and people accessing green spaces has increased. The benefits to reducing depression and building communities are
outlined in NHS 5 steps to Mental Health. The 5 points are very pertinent to the whole NDP.

Policy EP3 is being amended.

The purpose and reason for policy identifies several important environment zones (7.26). EP2 fails in giving any support or guidance
to these zones. The sunken lane between Cress Green and Middle Street is well used and appreciated by those on foot. It is a route
to and from school by the many children living in the area as well as a popular circular walk around the Village. Suggest designating
this lane as pedestrian priority for the safety of those on foot particularly as large vehicles are a danger here and frequently block
the lane.

The NDP does not provide detailed
solutions but provides 'hooks' for
future more detailed proposals to
come forward. However, the NDP
team recognise there are local issues
which are reviewed by the Parish
Council.

EP2 also fails to address protection of flooding identified in 7.3. Middle Street is as much at risk now as it was in 2007 when the
majority of homes flooded in the village were in this location. Suggest making landowners, householders and developers maintain
their ditches and to deal responsibly with the water run-off from their properties.

Landowners, householders are
already obliged to maintain their
ditches and watercourses.

I note there is no mention of Great Crested Newts in this Development Plan. There is an obligation to include location of protected
species like Great Crested Newts in development plans such as this. Protection zones such as the wildlife corridors for these
amphibians through Middle Street and at the Allotment Pond need to be indicated properly in Map 4 ‘Protection Zones’.

Newt corridor added to revised map.

Support protection of green spaces Acknowledged.
The distinction between Map 3 & 4 is muddled. Surely the environment areas such as ponds and wildlife corridors should be under
protection zones against development as much as the built environment. This is not so in Map 4 at present.

Acknowledged, changes planned

7.4.14 Bullet pt 9 Include ponds together with ‘main water courses’. Acknowledged. Sentence amended
We agree and support all the aims in this section, in particular the parish needs to maintain its identity. So many other local areas
around Gloucester have lost their identity, especially when large housing developments engulf the community. The people of
Eastington have a strong sense of identity, it’s one of the factors that attracted us back to the area

Acknowledged

Summary and extracts from Environment Agency – for full response see Appendix 7

Local Plan: EA has worked closely with SDC on the Local Plan and has no concerns with the site allocation West of Stonehouse.
Additional assessments may be needed for any NDP site allocations.

Flood Risk: Proposed NDP site allocations are all within Flood Zone 1 which is good.
EA welcome the wording in policy EP4.  Canal Marina application will need a FRA. EA suggest that the NDP can include ways to
reduce risk of flooding.

Water Quality & WFD: NDP should seek to complement aims of WFD
River Frome catchment is considered “moderate” and WFD aim to achieve “good” by 2027
Wicksters Brook is considered “moderate/good” and WFD aim to achieve “good” by 2027

Thank you for the detailed response.
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Foul Drainage: NDP site allocations should assess increase in foul sewage. EA welcome acknowledge wording in 10.7 and policy
EP14.

Water Resources: EA supports policies ES1 and ES4 of the Local Plan.

Biodiversity: Paragraph 109 of NPPF refers regarding conserve and enhance. EA welcome protection and enhancement of
biodiversity and acknowledge policies EP2, EP5 and EP6.  Suggest NDP could seek to safeguard all watercourses and make space for
nature with watercourse corridors.  EA suggest green spaces/corridors to access waterways. Refer to Local Plan policies CP14, ES6
and ES11.

Land Contamination: NDP should accord with Local Plan policy CP14 on site allocations and consider potential effects. NPPF
paragraphs 109 and 120 also refer.

6. Comments on Infrastructure Responses
Speed limits through village must be maintained with better signage! The NDP does not provide detailed

solutions to roads & transport
issues but provides 'hooks' for
future more detailed proposals to
come forward. However, the NDP
team recognise there are local
issues which are reviewed by the
Parish Council.

The ‘comprehensive report’ regarding roads and transport referred to in 10.4.3 tells us nothing we did not know about and indeed
typifies the definition of a Management Consultant as ‘someone who borrows your watch to tell you the time’.  However, the
recommendations to introduce 20 mph zones are sensible and indeed should have been put in place by now.  It is doubtful whether
the proposals for Alkerton Road would be cost effective and, of course, they would need to involve Glos. C.C. The question of the
disgusting state of our roads should also be addressed. Proposals for accelerating internet access need to be included.

Acknowledged.

Drainage is an issue – how easy would it be to run a direct connection to Bridgend treatment works from the village to ease flow? Not within scope of NDP but
comment has been noted and will
be passed onto the relevant
authority.

Foul and storm water drainage – this section deserves much greater attention and amplification: this should be a major component
of the infrastructure section. It is well known that Severn Trent Water will never comment adversely on any planning application!
The initiative for improvement of the foul and storm water drainage infrastructure must come from this document, the Parish and
Local Council

Noted.

There should be the following topics included here: Infrastructure Needs – Broadband (fibre optic/cable) links improved Drainage –
infrastructure improvements/planning

Fastershire in December.
Noted
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If development goes ahead, we could expect ‘real’ speed bumps/restrictions to be in place, in Broadfield Road, as this would then
become a rat run for traffic accessing the A38, a risk to children and the elderly who live in the sheltered housing.
Congestion restriction is mainly due to out of village parking, visits to the Badger Inn.  A new road layout with improved visibility, and
parking, would alleviate the need for a link road.

Site allocations for housing are
being revised.
The NDP does not provide detailed
solutions to roads & transport
issues but provides 'hooks' for
future more detailed proposals to
come forward. However, the NDP
team recognise there are local
issues which are reviewed by the
Parish Council.

As above Broadband 10:6:3 school not shown on map 6 Maps are being revised.
If the proposed housing development is implemented the A419 would not cope with increased traffic flow (especially at peak times) Noted.
Speeding traffic
Safety with childs buggies

The NDP does not provide detailed
solutions to roads & transport
issues but provides 'hooks' for
future more detailed proposals to
come forward. However, the NDP
team recognise there are local
issues which are reviewed by the
Parish Council.

Due to communities close proximity to junction 13 of the M5, access to A38, traffic is particularly heavy especially at peak periods
therefore any further expansion needs controlling.  Most hamlets have 2 vehicles per property (family homes) and these narrow
lanes cannot take more.

Noted.

We work in Stonehouse and Stroud and commuting can sometimes be a chore with the amount of traffic that already use the village
and arteries from the main roads. Getting off our own drive can take a while with the speed and quantity of traffic. To add into this
mix a large scale development of housing within the village and surrounding areas would make this even harder especially when the
speed limit is never adhered to by drivers of any vehicular motors e.g. lorries etc. that come from or through the village to get from
A to B.

Site allocations for housing are
being revised. The NDP does not
provide detailed solutions to roads
& transport issues but provides
'hooks' for future more detailed
proposals to come forward.
However, the NDP team recognise
there are local issues which are
reviewed by the Parish Council.

In terms of what the NDP covers, would it be possible to include another bullet here for infrastructure, particularly dealing with issue
such as: water supply, foul and storm water drainage, communications – particularly the provision/extension of fibre/cable for
broadband/tv etc)?

Foul & Stormwater Drainage is
mentioned at 10.7 on page 32.
Other points outside the scope of
NDP.
Fastershire Project is delivering
faster broadband to Eastington in
December 2015.
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The area around Middle Street which suffered flooding from run-off water in 2007 does not appear to be addressed. The
maintenance of the drainage ditches (or lack of) continues to pose a potentially serious threat of flooding. The statement at 10.7
and the policy at EP 14 seem to be extremely brief and insufficient. Who decides on – “...unless it is demonstrated that the means of
disposing of foul sewage and stormwater is satisfactory” at EP14? We know that Severn Trent will never raise any objections to
planning applications because the drainage infrastructure is inadequate. I would like to see this section of the NDP strengthened.

Acknowledged.

Many things would need to be considered on any application such as access, utilities (drainage & watercourses), impact on
neighbours (light, space and privacy) and pressure on local services (school, doctor) and as such a degree of flexibility needs to be
kept.

Acknowledged.

EP11 How will the parish enable the children to walk or cycle to the proposed Primary School if it is relocated? Travel along Bath
Road from Middle St. is dangerous and pavements are too narrow for small children to cycle safely. Cycling on Bath Rd is far too
risky if speed restrictions are not enforced.

A travel plan will be produced as
part of any proposed school move.

Infrastructure is a tricky subject. On the whole we think that access to and from Eastington is good but at peak times it gets busy. If
housing development increases then access needs to be a priority. We fear the chaos that would be caused if the West of
Stonehouse development gets the go ahead. Speeding Traffic and HGVs travelling through the village is a problem, however weight
limits and speed limits have already been put in place but alas people ignore them. Enforcing them is the key issue and that is the
remit of the police force not Eastington Parish. We both thought the idea of having a psychological approach to traffic calming is
good and support the installation of ‘gates’ at the three entry points of the village similar to those on the old Gloucester Stonehouse
road.   We are both advocates of local walking and support the preservation of the local PROW. We already do our best to keep
walking them as often as we can. We also support the re-development of the canal especially the PROWs, we thing that a canal café
would be a good idea along the way close to Eastington.

Acknowledged.

An assessment has been carried out with respect to National Grid’s electricity and gas transmission apparatus which includes high
voltage electricity assets and high pressure gas pipelines and also National Grid Gas Distribution’s Intermediate / High Pressure
apparatus. National Grid has identified that it has no record of such apparatus within the Neighbourhood Plan area.

Noted.  Thank you for reading the
NDP.

Gas Distribution – Low / Medium Pressure : Whilst there is no record of National Grid Gas Distribution’s Intermediate / High Pressure
apparatus, there may however be Low Pressure (LP) / Medium Pressure (MP) Gas Distribution pipes within proposed development
sites. If further information is required in relation to the LP/MP network please contact plantprotection@nationalgrid.com

Thank you for checking local
situation & note need to check out
low & medium pressure pipes
within proposed development sites.

7. Comments on School: Responses
A playing field next to the primary school would work better and be utilised more often. Acknowledged.
Also – nothing is remembered about the intended future use of the school if it is relocated – what opportunity does this present? The existing primary school is owned

by the Church of England and as
such would decide the future
opportunities of the building.

Support provision for a new school to be built alongside playing field.  This site has good vehicular access and is close to village
housing

Acknowledged

EDP11: agree though would like to point out that parking around the primary school is extremely dangerous as it stands even Acknowledged
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though it is only a problem in term times (this is not "short term") Re-siting the primary school would solve this problem but this
will take time. In the meantime it is almost impossible for emergency vehicles to get to the school and surrounding houses at either
end of the school day. Parking on the main road also causes huge problems, especially during the morning rush hours. Making
Churchend one way only would help solve some of the problems
Section 10.6 School Provision An excellent proposal to move the school to the land adjacent to the OHMG site, giving access to
playing/sports fields. However, severe road controls would have to be implement to slow the traffic on the Claypits road to
prevent a serious accident, which would inevitable without proper 'foresight' when designing. Other Points: Supportive of building
road between Broadfield Road and Claypits Road, as well as providing green-space next to Alkerton Grange. This road would need
to be 'speed-ramped' to discourage speeding. Suggest at the same time (if the school proposal were to go-ahead) that the Snakey-
Lane entrance to OHMG site be re-routed and 'squared-off' to the Claypits road to remove the current dangers with increased use
by children and farm-traffic at the entrance. A new entrance would also make the OHMG site more visible for all visitors to the
area.

Acknowledged

Comment on Policies (please note words that have strikethrough were as received from respondents) Responses

EP1 – General development management
EP3 & EP1 Preservation of character.  There is no evidence of decline and decay.  The hamlets need protection from all new build to protect
character.  Development within the hamlets is inconsistent with the rest of the plan. Any agreement to develop will be exploited. The
identified sites with the parish should be adhered to.

Reference to decline and
decay removed.

Bullet point relating to
“limited infilling” has been
moved to policy
EP3/deleted.

Section relating to “no
development outside the
boundary of Alkerton” re-
worded and moved to
policy EP5.

“Sensitive land use” re-
worded and clarified.

EP1 NO evidence to support contention that hamlets may decline or decay!! On the contrary, there continues to be modest development of
the existing properties. Infill development in the hamlets would be a serious mistake if included in the policy.  This would be exploited by
developers and the hamlets would change in character.  This is inconsistent with the stated aim of protecting the hamlets and the essential
character of Eastington
EP1 Support policy and in respect of single dwelling infill in hamlets especially for elderly/disabled rehousing, (landowner interest declared)
2.2.4, 6.04, Policy EP1 – these references from the NDP all include the statement/proposal that the hamlets should not be allowed to
“decline or decay” and therefore that “limited infill development in the hamlets will not be discouraged”. However, there is absolutely no
evidence that the hamlets may be neglected or might decline. On the contrary, the Middle Street hamlet is a vibrant and energetic
community. The proposal to allow limited infill development in the hamlets should be removed from the document. It is incongruous with
the sustainability statement and it contradicts other stated aims within the NDP to protect the unique character and separation of the
historic hamlets (2.3.2, 3.04, 7.4.8). The policy needs to be robust but this particular proposal undermines the strength of the policy and
would doubtless allow it be exploited by developers.
EDP1: agree totally with the policy and the purpose and reasons behind it
Delete the first bullet point (lines 12, 13 and 14). Infilling means building in open space. This means loss of open space which is in conflict
with the principle objectives. In many instances this will conflict with the separation of the hamlets due to their irregular pattern. The word
limited is ill defined. Even building one house in a hamlet garden will set a precedent for others to follow suit in face of strong legal
challenges. Therefore this would allow a ‘free for all’ and urbanise hamlets which is in conflict with the last aim of 7.4.14
Policy EP1 – due to conflict with national and local planning policies and guidance as outlined by comment r37
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Comment on Policies (please note words that have strikethrough were as received from respondents) Responses
No development will be permitted outside the settlement boundary of Alkerton shown on Map 4 unless:
• it comprises very limited infilling within the structure of one of the hamlets and is designed in character, scale and appearance with the
form of the hamlet and in the case of housing, comprises no more than one dwelling;
• it is an extension of an existing building and is designed in keeping with the host building;
• it is a conversion of an existing building of traditional sound construction;
• It is a replacement dwelling.
Comment [r37]: This is conflict with Paragraph 28 of the NPPF. – Planning policies should support economic growth in rural areas in order to
create jobs and prosperity by taking a positive approach to sustainable new development. This policy conflicts with SDC’s affordable housing
Exception policy HN6 of the adopted local plan 2005, which allows development outside the settlement boundary in certain specific
circumstances.
All development shall be designed and located having regard to the principles and advice set out in other policies of the Plan and with advice
to be produced in a design guide for Eastington. It must not significantly and adversely affect:
sensitive land uses
Comment [r38]: Ensure your policies are clear and unambiguous. They should be drafted with sufficient clarity that a decision maker can
apply them consistently and with confidence when determining planning applications. Care needs to be taken in order to ensure that your
intention is clear and that your policies do not include words that are open to different interpretations. Please define sensitive land uses or
re word the policy to exclude the term.

Page 72 of 103



Comment on Policies (please note words that have strikethrough were as received from respondents) Responses

EP2 – Protect & enhance biodiversity & the natural environment
Define watercourse e.g. All roads have ditches and houses in 10m 7:4:14 Seems ambitious but also anti developer “Watercourses” have been

added to the Glossary.

Character Assessment
produced to support
evidence of environmental
matters.

“Preserve” changed to
“conserve”.

Watercourse “buffer”
reduced to 10 metres and
explanation behind the
measurement is in the NDP
text.

We consider that our interest in the natural environment is well covered within the Plan and we particularly support the positive approach
set out in Policy EP2:
EPD2: agree
The purpose and reason for policy identifies several important environment zones (7.26). EP2 fails in giving any support or guidance to
these zones. The sunken lane between Cress Green and Middle Street is well used and appreciated by those on foot. It is a route to and
from school by the many children living in the area as well as a popular circular walk around the Village. Suggest designating this lane as
pedestrian priority for the safety of those on foot particularly as large vehicles are a danger here and frequently block the lane.
EP2 also fails to address protection of flooding identified in 7.3. Middle Street is as much at risk now as it was in 2007 when the majority of
homes flooded in the village were in this location. Suggest making landowners, householders and developers maintain their ditches and to
deal responsibly with the water run-off from their properties.
I note there is no mention of Great Crested Newts in this Development Plan. There is an obligation to include location of protected species
like Great Crested Newts in development plans such as this. Protection zones such as the wildlife corridors for these amphibians through
Middle Street and at the Allotment Pond need to be indicated properly in Map 4 ‘Protection Zones’.
designated sites
Comment [r44]: It is important to distinguish what designations are being referred to here.
What assessments have been carried out that identify special features or to justify the merits for a special designation
Hedgerows
Comment [r45]: Have you considered the limitations and exemption under the Hedgerow Regulations 1997? There are only limited
circumstances where consent from the LPA is required for the removal of a hedgerow. The Council’s Senior Arboriculture Officer can
provide further guidance and support on this matter.
preserving conserving
Comment [r46]: Preserve is a term rarely appropriate outside of the consideration of listed buildings and conservation areas. It discourages
positive change that could improve and enhance the neighbourhood plan area. Neighbourhood plan policies should strive to promote the
enhancement of the local area.
affording protection status to all existing and historic orchards;
• preserving all conserving existing ponds;
Comment [r47]: What evidence supports this proposal. Are these sites available? Have you considered the impact of not developing these
sites in relation to sustainability of the neighbourhood area.
Has consideration been given to other reasonable forms of development for these sites?
Within 50 m of all watercourses within the Parish
Comment [r48]: SDC’s Water resources engineer has advised that 50m is excessive.
We would draw your attention to the Cringleford Neighbourhood Plan where the independent examiner recommended a buffer zone
either side of power lines be reduced from 50m to 15m. The examiner stated that “…there is no evidence … [Cringleford Parish Council] has
explained that their figure of 50 metres was selected arbitrarily”.
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Comment on Policies (please note words that have strikethrough were as received from respondents) Responses
1. In flood zone 3, unless exceptional circumstances indicate otherwise

Comment [r49]: Ideally applicants would be directed to the Environment Agency’s map as this would offer the most up-to-date information
1.2. Within 8m of any watercourse

Comment [r50]: A buffer of 8m could be supported by Stroud District Land Drainage Byelaw 9.
Policy EP 2 (Page 22) – We recommend you expand and change the first bullet point to “conserve designated sites, legally protected and

priority species, priority habitats including ancient woodlands, hedgerows and ponds”. Using this text with ponds included would mean the
6th bullet point would be unnecessary.

Comment on Policies (please note words that have strikethrough were as received from respondents) Responses

EP3 – Preservation of village character
EDP3: Agree with this policy - it is vitally important to maintain the current diversity of the village population - it may be that we also need
to encourage a more ethnically diverse population

Policy EP5 (previously EP3)
has been re-worded and
includes some bullet points
previously in EP1.

Reference to “engineering
solutions”.

Reference to “historic
protection zones” removed
and instead refers to
protecting the unique
separate identity of the
hamlets – uses some of the
same wording as Local Plan
policy CP15.  Character
Assessment produced to
support evidence for
preservation of village
character.

EP3 & EP1 Preservation of character.  There is no evidence of decline and decay.  The hamlets need protection from all new build to protect
character.  Development within the hamlets is inconsistent with the rest of the plan. Any agreement to develop will be exploited. The
identified sites with the parish should be adhered to.
There should be no exceptions to “inappropriate development’. Inappropriate development should never happen. The Historic Hamlets
Green Zone increases the risk of development within hamlets resulting in opening the door to well organised and persistent developers.
Already there are 3 development proposals in hamlets which these zones encourage. Therefore these zones need to be deleted completely
with development only allowed within the Village Centre envelope.
Delete Bullet pt 1 entirely for my reasons given under EP1 above.
Delete Bullet pt5 entirely for my reasons given under EP1 above.
EP3 bullet pt 7  ‘engineering operations’!! What do you mean? Fracking? Drilling for oil? Mining? THIS NEEDS TO BE DELETED AS IT IS
DANGEROUS.
Policy EP3 – due to conflict with national and local planning policies and guidance as outlined by comments r60 and r61.
PRESERVATION OF VILLAGE CHARACTER
Comment [r59]: You need to outline the various elements of character you want the reader to consider, for example, the layout, building
height and materials. You need to include supporting evidence (such as a design and character assessment) that defines the local character.
In order to preserve the unique historic and dispersed character of the village and to retain the openness between hamlets, inappropriate
development will not be allowed except in very special circumstances, within the Historic Hamlets Green Zone (HHGZ) as shown on Map 4
unless:
Comment [r60]: This Policy is contrary to Policy SA2 of the emerging Stroud District Council Local Plan.
• it lies within the structure and form of a hamlet and is development as defined in Policy EP1;
• it is for the purpose of agriculture and forestry;
• it is for the provision of facilities for outdoor sport, outdoor recreation and for burial grounds, as long as it is of a scale appropriate for the
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Comment on Policies (please note words that have strikethrough were as received from respondents) Responses
benefit of the local community and it preserves the openness of the Green
Zone and does not conflict with the purposes of including land within it;
• the replacement of a building, provided the new building is in the same use and not materially larger than the one it replaces;
• limited infilling or partial or complete redevelopment of previously developed sites which would not have a greater impact on the
openness of the Green Zone;
• it is for community purposes and located within a reserved site as defined on Map 4.
Development of any kind is considered inappropriate other than:
• engineering operations;
• local transport infrastructure that can demonstrate a requirement for the location;
• the re-use of buildings which are of permanent and substantial construction;
• development brought forward under a Community Right to Build Order.
Comment [r61]: This policy does not use a positive language. There is no evidence supporting the proposed 100m buffer. The policy sets
out stronger controls than AONB and Green Belt. The requirements appear overly restrictive and unduly onerous. Has there been any
consideration of the potential positive impacts of development?
The overly restrictive nature of this policy creates a significant and fundamental conflict with the NPPF because it prohibits development, in
a particular area, having no regard to how sustainable that development may be. When considering the inclusion of green space
designations, communities should also ensure the neighbourhood plan will contribute towards the achievement of sustainable
development. This means allowing for growth opportunities whilst also protecting those assets most valued to a community.
• engineering operations;
• local transport infrastructure that can demonstrate a requirement for the location;
• the re-use of buildings which are of permanent and substantial construction;
• development brought forward under a Community Right to Build Order.
Comment [r62]: The policy makes an exception to development brought forward by a Community Right to Build Order. We also have
concerns over the fact that this exception relates to who can carry out development instead of what type of development would be
acceptable
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Comment on Policies (please note words that have strikethrough were as received from respondents) Responses

EP4 – Protection of green spaces & other sensitive areas
EDP4: agree Policy EP3 (previously EP4)

re-written to show the local
green spaces listed for
designation.  Support for the
designations is included in
the main text.

Discussions have taken place
with landowners.

EP4 green spaces Support
EP4 bullet pt 5. Landscape protection zones are unclear on Map 4
Policy EP4 – due to potential conflict with national planning policy and guidance as outlined by comments r63 and r64
PROTECTION DESIGNATION OF A LOCAL GREEN SPACES AND OTHER SENSITIVE AREAS
Comment [r63]: The National Planning Policy Framework identifies evidence requirements and criteria for the designation of Local Green
Spaces and their management. Please ensure there is robust evidence covering the methodology and reasoning behind the selection of
each site.
I would draw your attention to the Rolleston on Dove Neighbourhood Plan where the examiner concluded that he “…did not see anything to
indicate that this land was available for public recreational use. In addition I cannot identify any particular feature of this land that would
distinguish it from the vast majority of other land surrounding the village nor can I see that it has any particular merit for special
designation. I conclude, following a site visit, that this site does not meet the criteria for inclusion and should be deleted from the list in the
policy”.
Development will not be permitted on:
Comment [r64]: When considering the inclusion of green space designations, communities should also ensure the neighbourhood plan will
contribute towards the achievement of sustainable development. This means allowing for growth opportunities whilst also protecting those
assets most valued to a community
areas of land shown on Map 5 designated as Green Space
Comment [r65]: Have discussions taken place with the landowner to understand whether the land is available, whether there are any
constraints to development and to secure their agreement?
the Parish Council to draw up a Management Plan
Comment [r66]: Would it not be more appropriate to develop the management plan during the NDP process?
• corridors of land within which are public footpaths and bridleways of significant local recreational and amenity value;
• historic orchards as defined on Map 3
• flood areas as shown on Map 3
• landscape protection zones as shown on Map 4.
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Comment on Policies (please note words that have strikethrough were as received from respondents) Responses

EP5 – Siting & design of new development & conservation
EDP5: agree though would emphasise the need to encourage high quality design as current developments have been somewhat uninspiring
- don't we need to reflect contemporary design in the way our older buildings did rather than encouraging poor quality pastiches of older
designs?

Policy EP7 (previously EP5)
amended.  Duplication with
policy EP1 removed.

Reference to appropriate
green spaces re-worded to
be clearer.

Explanatory notes removed
from policy.

The Design Guide referred to in EP5 should be incorporated in the document.
EP5 Providing my modifications are accepted for EP1 & EP3 I would support policy EP5.
EP5 bullet pt 2  Add ‘protected wildlife habitats’.
POLICY EP 5:
Comment [r68]: This Policy appears to duplicate the requirements of Policy EP1
DESIGN OF NEW DEVELOPMENT
Comment [r69]: Design policies in neighbourhood plans must be based on robust evidence and a detailed understanding of the local
characteristics of the neighbourhood area. Many groups undertake a Design and Character assessment to support design policies. The
Council can help you assess and improve the robustness of your evidence base. We can also provide support and assistance in the
preparation of a Design and Character assessment.
Appropriate
Comment [r70]: Policy lacks precision, NDP should identify what is appropriate.
it respects the privacy and amenities of neighbouring properties and conforms to a future
Eastington Design Guide when adopted by Stroud District Council;
• it respects the integrity, character and appearance of the Industrial Heritage
Conservation Area, and when adopted, the Nastend Conservation Area adopted
Conservation Areas, including Industrial Heritage Conservation Area and its management plan.

Note: A Design Guide will be produced to help guide new development in accordance with the intentions of this policy. This will reflect the
unique character of the various hamlets that together make up Eastington. Conservation Area status will be sought for Nastend.
Comment [r71]: It would be more appropriate to have explanatory notes outside the policy text.
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Comment on Policies (please note words that have strikethrough were as received from respondents) Responses

EP6 – Restoration & development of the canal corridor
EDP6: agree Policy EP4 (previously EP6)

amended to include
footpath links, and smaller
mooring basins.

Reference to Historic
Protection Zone removed.

Re-worded to use positive
language.

EP6 Missing bullet pt. Add bullet point to include providing additional pathways for pedestrians linking the village and the canal as cited in
7.6.7.
EP6 Canal corridor Support
or smaller mooring basins
Comment: If acceptable, this would be a helpful addition as a major marina is looking slightly less likely at the moment.
(Delivery, viability?)
Comment [r76]: According to the Cotswold Canals Trust the viability clearly depends on the canal being connected to the G&S Canal at Saul
Junction. There are a number of ways delivery could be achieved. The smaller boat basin options may be delivered, or partially created, as
part of the initial restoration work.
Historic Canal Protection zone
Comment [r77]: What is this designation based on? Is it part of SDC’s Industrial Heritage Conservation Area which does follow the canal
route through the Parish?
should only be developed for
Comment [r78]: This could be worded in a positive language. This can be achieved by using phrases such as ‘planning permission will be
granted provided that’ and development will be encouraged where it’ rather than ‘should only be developed for’. The words ‘encouraged,’
‘supported’ and ‘will be permitted all convey positive approaches to development.
Watercraft boating activities.
Comment [r79]: Watercraft a slightly unusual term. “Boating activities” might be clearer.
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Comment on Policies (please note words that have strikethrough were as received from respondents) Responses

EP7 – Delivering & retaining affordable housing
Limited amount of new build Concentrating on affordable housing to help older people downsize and young families stay in the village. Original Policy EP7 deleted.

Replaced with Exception
Site Policy EP6.

Stroud District will meet
affordable housing needs
through the Local Plan but
where appropriate the
Exception Site Policy can be
applied.

EDP7: agree - admirable intentions which could be achieved by the plans put forward
Support
Policy EP7 – due to conflict with national planning policy and guidance as outlined by comments r88 and r90.
Planning permission will be granted for affordable housing that meets objectively assessed local needs having regard to Policies EP1 and EP3.
Comment [r88]: The HNS report is designed to be used as evidence that may be used in support of a planning application for affordable
housing with a proportion of market housing.
You must ensure housing need evidence meets the requirements of Planning Practice Guidance (ID:2a)
http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/housing-andeconomic-development-needsassessments/
Where planning permission is granted for affordable housing, first and future occupation of each affordable dwelling will be controlled by
planning obligation to ensure that occupation is limited in the first instance, and in subsequent sales or lettings, to people meeting local
needs and, where appropriate, local connections criteria as set out in Appendix A.
Comment [r89]: Local connection criteria can only generally be attached where affordable housing is developed under an Exception policy.
Even then, a cascade needs to be applied otherwise the properties would be unlikely to be developed, due to the problems of attracting loan
finance to support development.
Where this cannot be achieved a cascade arrangement for first and future sales and lettings shall be set out in the planning obligation
seeking occupation first by people in housing need in the parish, then those from adjoining parishes, then those in need across Stroud
district. This mechanism shall have permanent effect in controlling the occupation of the dwelling as affordable housing unless it can be
demonstrated that there is no longer any local or wider need for affordable housing.
Comment [r90]: As above. This also clashes with national policy which allows disposal of affordable units in some circumstances, subject to
the recycling of subsidy. Has there been any consideration for the needs o other communities (gypsies, travellers, etc)?
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Comment on Policies (please note words that have strikethrough were as received from respondents) Responses

EP8 – Land allocated for new housing
EDP8: agree - vehicular access as outlined makes far more sense Original Policy EP8

deleted.

Site allocations and
proposed loop road lacked
community support; lack
of evidence to support site
allocations, and sites
undeliverable.  Strategic
Allocation at West of
Stonehouse will provide
more than enough new
housing for the parish.

The status of our Gazebo referred to in Clause 7.5.5 and EP8 is Grade 2 Star and not Grade 2.  This is extremely important in Planning and
Heritage contexts. Clause 7.5.6 refers to 4 No. Parish Greens, but only 3 No. are detailed.
Limited amount of new build Concentrating on affordable housing to help older people downsize and young families stay in the village.
MAP 6 only shows 1 site Key not explained – a statement such as ‘only land marked as future development is proposed for housing’ 8:6:6  2
sites cannot be clearly seen on the map EP8 now 3 sites??
Policy EP8. Of major concern is road safety for all of us especially for the young children and older people at the sheltered accommodation on
Broadfield Road. I think it unlikely that people driving off the motorway will bother to drive all the way round to use the A38/Claypits
entrance, when it would be quicker to drive through Victoria Drive and Broadfield Road.
Support
Policy EP8 – due to conflict with national and local planning policies and guidance as outlined by comments r103, r105, r107and r109.
LAND ALLOCATED FOR NEW HOUSING
Comment [r103]: This policy is not backed by robust evidence. A neighbourhood plan can allocate land for housing. As part of this process
options and alternatives should be considered. The decision should be supported by a robust evidence base which clearly identifies how the
decisions have been made, the issues which have been considered and evidence that the sites are likely to be developed over the plan period.
This can be done through an appraisal of options and an assessment of individual sites against clearly identified criteria. Guidance on
assessing sites and on viability can be found on:
Housing and economic land availability assessment
http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/housing-andeconomic-
land-availability-assessment/
Viability http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/viability-guidance/
developed in phases
Comment [r104]: Phasing the development could impact on S106 contributions. Has this been taken into account?
subject to viability
Comment [r105]: A viability study does not appear to form part of the NDP’s public evidence base. The policy is not backed by evidence that a
50% requirement viable. If it is not, should the site remain undeveloped or have a lower % of affordable housing
Vehicular access should be provided from Claypits Road and Broadfield Road.
Comment [r106]: There is no evidence that this aspect of the proposal been discussed with the Local Highways Authority
which will act as a buffer to protect the setting of the neighbouring Grade 2 listed gazebo
Comment [r107]: Discussions with conservation specialists or Historic England do not form part of the NDP’s public evidence base. There is no
evidence that the proposed buffer constitutes an acceptable/ appropriate mitigation measure. There is no evidence that other reasonable
alternatives have been considered
Site B: School Playing Field
Land shown on Map 6 is allocated for the erection of 20 dwellings for elderly people and for public open space, subject to the following
criteria:
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Comment on Policies (please note words that have strikethrough were as received from respondents) Responses
• Capacity: approximately 20 dwellings for elderly people;
Comment [r108]: Is there robust evidence justifying why the policy is benefiting one demographic group and not anyone in need of
affordable accommodation?
• Vehicular access should be formed from -Cotswold Avenue
The remainder of the land should be set out as public open space;
Structural landscaping will be required to lessen the impact of development in the surrounding countryside and the adjoining residential area.
Comment [r109]: The allocation of Site B conflicts with Policy RL1 and RL3 of the Local Plan 2005, policy ES13 of the emerging local plan and
Paragraphs 73 and 74 of the NPPF. Has there been any discussions with GCC or Sport England? SDC Outdoor Space Study 2013
(http://www.stroud.gov.uk/docs/planning/planning_strategy.asp#s=sectioncontent2&p=lp14,BASE,oplay ) shows there is a shortage of
playing fields.
Site C: Land at Claypits
Comment [r110]: Is it in a sustainable location? Does it comply with policy EP1?

Comment on Policies (please note words that have strikethrough were as received from respondents) Responses

EP9 - Employment
EDP9: agree Policy re-numbered EP8.

Employment Site
allocations with the Stroud
Local Plan at Meadow Mill
and West of Stonehouse,
it is envisaged these will
meet a range of business
sizes.

Policy EP8 (previously 9) is
supporting proposals
within the parish that are
of an appropriate scale for
a rural village.

We particularly welcome the express commitment to fight to resist the loss of existing business premises (especially those that offer a
community service) in the Employment Policy (Policy EP9) as it is vital we have a mixture of business and home dwellings for community
cohesion and prosperity.
EP9 Most people would want to support healthy businesses, and there appears to be existing support in the District Plan to encourage such.
Other than setting a general precedent to support all business development proposals, it is difficult to see what exactly this policy adds to the
general well-being and benefit of residents.
Policy EP9 – due to conflict with national and local planning policies and guidance as outlined by comments r130 and r131
POLICY EP9: EMPLOYMENT
Comment [r127]: The plan outlines the varied nature of businesses and employment in the parish, who may well have different requirements
if they are to grow/expand and some of a scale not seemingly envisaged in policy EP9. Policy EP9 and EP10 are useful in as far as they look to
support micro/small business growth. However, they need to make suitable provision for different sizes of business, including inward
investment and this includes providing a range and choice of sites and premises. This may be particularly the case here with potential
allocations/extensions around the Stroudwater/Oldends Lane estates, possibly within the NDP area, that shouldn’t be precluded by policies
potentially limiting the scale of development.
Development proposals which create, expand and generally help develop business initiatives will be permitted subject to there being no
significant and adverse impact on neighbouring properties, or the locality in general, by reason of such things as noise, fumes, odour or other
nuisances and traffic related nuisance or visual impact and otherwise subject to compliance with policies EP1 and EP2. Acceptable proposals
include:
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Comment on Policies (please note words that have strikethrough were as received from respondents) Responses
Comment [r128]: Will be permitted…” is best used when you want to set out the requirements that will be expected from new development.
Please ensure the requirements are backed by robust evidence and that the policy is not overly restrictive.
the conversion of existing dwellings to provide space for home-working (subject to the criteria set out in Policy EP 10)
• the conversion of disused agricultural and other rural buildings for small business use.
• the conversion of buildings for use as shops, restaurants, leisure, educational or similar purposes.
Comment [r129]: Quite often this does not require planning permission
New buildings for these purposes will only be permitted if they are of a limited scale to
meet the needs of the local community.
Comment [r130]: The imposition of such limitation creates a significant and fundamental conflict with the NPPF as it would not allow for any
new development, no matter how sustainable, above the needs of the local community.
• the loss of existing business premises, particularly those that offer a community service, will be resisted unless permitted under other
policies in the plan.
Comment [r131]: Policy EM4 of the local plan 2005 and Policy EI3 of the emerging local plan covers this issue with a more adequate degree
of flexibility. The NDP policy has no regard to viability issues potentially discouraging positive changes which could improve and enhance the
neighbourhood plan area.

EP10 – Working from home
Support for working from home and the improvement of broadband.  Support housing, employment and horticulture on Churchend Mill site
alongside R. Frome

Whilst acquiring faster
broadband connections is
outside of the NDP, there
is now mention of the
Fastershire project within
the main text.

Reference to sensitive
land uses removed.

Bullet point 2 restricts
those activities which will
impact on neighbouring
properties.

EDP10: agree - would like to see some mention of acquiring faster broadband connections as a priority in order to encourage working from
home.
We are also encouraged by the policy’s commitment to support those who work from home (Policy EP10).
EP10 Q.1 What will the parish hope to do to achieve better broadband connection in parts of the community to enable people to work from
home effectively?
EP10 Existing policies in the Local Plan have permitted significant extensions to some residential dwellings and enabled a significant increase
in scale of some home based commercial operations. Some residents have been significantly inconvenienced by some operations and little
control has been effected by SDC.  Some roads are simply too narrow for large vehicles and frequent deliveries to premises in the hamlets
have presented significant risks e.g. I have almost been run over by a rushing delivery vehicle.
EP10 Having experienced first hand a car restoration business nearby with grinding metal and spraying paint, EP10 does nothing to make
such situations more bearable for neighbouring residents. The conditions set by EP10 are ineffective. There is no benefit to policy EP10 and
indeed it seeks to enable even more degradation of residents’ lives.  This policy should be removed entirely
WORKING FROM HOME Comment [r132]: Quite often the activities allowed by this policy do not require planning permission
office and/or light industrial uses Comment [r133]: It might be beneficial to define the use class targeted by this policy.
other than minor ancillary support, servicing and maintenance, all work activities are carried out only by the occupants of the dwelling;
Comment [r134]: How does the NDP proposed to control occupancy?
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Comment on Policies (please note words that have strikethrough were as received from respondents) Responses

EP11 - Traffic & Transport
EDP11: agree though would like to point out that parking around the primary school is extremely dangerous as it stands even though it is
only a problem in term times (this is not "short term") Re-siting the primary school would solve this problem but this will take time. In the
meantime it is almost impossible for emergency vehicles to get to the school and surrounding houses at either end of the school day.
Parking on the main road also causes huge problems, especially during the morning rush hours. Making Churchend one way only would
help solve some of the problems

In reference to comment
r142 – this criterion is in line
with Stroud Local Plan
policy SO4.

Evidence now included
supporting requirement of a
minimum of two car spaces
per dwelling.

EP11 How will the parish enable the children to walk or cycle to the proposed Primary School if it is relocated? Travel along Bath Road from
Middle St. is dangerous and pavements are too narrow for small children to cycle safely. Cycling on Bath Rd is far too risky if speed
restrictions are not enforced.
Policy EP11 – due to conflict with national and local planning policies and guidance as outlined by comments r142 and r143
must should:
and instead to provide safe and convenient walking and cycling routes to local services and facilities and to offer a link to public transport
services to destinations further afield;
Comment [r142]: We have been unable to find any evidence that supports this requirement as being reasonable, proportionate and viable.
provide a minimum of two car spaces per dwelling;
Comment [r143]: We have been unable to find any evidence that supports this requirement. Without a robust evidence base, this policy is
in conflict with national policy. Parking standards are covered in paragraph 39 of the National Planning Policy Framework. The following text
now needs to be read alongside that paragraph: “local parking standards for residential and non-residential development should only be
imposed where there is clear and compelling justification that it is necessary to manage local road network.”
https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/planning-update-march-2015
Where there are existing traffic issues, communities are urged to work together with the highways authorities to help identify appropriate
measures that could be delivered through a neighbourhood plan.
ensure that traffic movement within the parish and parking facilities within the village centre and around the school are not significantly
harmed. Proposals that improve and enhance the situation will be encouraged.
A Traffic Management Plan for the parish will be produced as a guide for potential investment in improved facilities and for consideration of
development proposals. Comment [r144]: Not a planning issue, this is a matter for the Highways authority
POLICY EP11: TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORT: Development proposals that accord with the Neighbourhood Development

Plan must: should encourage sustainable means of transport, including measures to provide for and where possible enhance, the provision
of pedestrian and cycle routes to reduce the need for major transport infrastructure; should, where practical, be well designed and located
to reduce reliance on private cars and instead to provide safe and convenient walking and cycling routes to local services and facilities and
to offer a link to good quality public transport facilities and services to destinations further afield; provide a minimum of two car spaces per
dwelling; (unless there is robust evidence to support this policy it is not NPPF compliant - see attached written statement) ;  provide
facilities for cycle storage and, in the case of housing for the disabled, buggy storage;  ensure that traffic movement within the parish and
parking facilities within the village centre and around the school are not severely harmed. Cost effective proposals that improve and
enhance the situation will be encouraged. A Traffic Management Plan for the parish will be produced as a guide for potential investment in
improved facilities and for consideration of development proposals.
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Comment on Policies (please note words that have strikethrough were as received from respondents) Responses

EP12 - Public Rights of Way & Wildlife Corridors
EDP12: agree - would it be possible to publish detailed maps of footpaths and bridleways as these are very hard to find (Eastington falls
between several OS maps!!)

Policy EP12 (now re-
numbered to EP11) has
been re-worded.
Requirement for 20 metres
removed but inclusion of
requirement to protect the
existing PROW and
associated views from
them.

To retain the pleasant
experience of walking in
open countryside, this
policy seeks to ensure
wherever possible that
diverted footpaths are not
diverted onto pavements
which reduces the benefits
of walking in the
countryside.

We also support policy EP12: Public Rights of Way and Wildlife Corridors, which will encourage access to the surrounding countryside and
enhance local ecological networks.
Policy EP12 – due to conflict with national and local planning policies and guidance as outlined by comments r148 and r149
POLICY EP12: PUBLIC RIGHTS OF WAY AND WILDLIFE CORRIDORS
Existing footpaths and bridleways will be retained and protected. In particular:
• no development will be permitted within 20 metres of any existing or realigned public rights of way;
• where it becomes necessary that existing public footpaths or bridleways should be retained or realigned through new development, they
should not be routed along estate road pavements as part of the highway network, but be designed into landscaped wildlife corridors of at
least 30m in width.
Comment [r148]: This Policy is contrary to Policy SA2 of the emerging Stroud District Council Local Plan.
POLICY EP12: PUBLIC RIGHTS OF WAY AND WILDLIFE CORRIDORS
Existing footpaths and bridleways will be retained and protected. In particular:
• no development will be permitted within 20 metres of any existing or realigned public rights of way;
• where it becomes necessary that existing public footpaths or bridleways should be retained or realigned through new development, they
should not be routed along estate road pavements as part of the highway network, but be designed into landscaped wildlife corridors of at
least 30m in width.
Comment [r149]: This policy is unreasonable and not legally compliant with existing legislation governing the diversion of Public Rights of
Way. Section 119 of the Highways Act 1980 provides for diversions by the highway authority in the interests of the public, the landowner,
or both, subject to public consultation. It is unreasonable to prevent householders or landowners from applying to divert paths which may
pass by their kitchen window in the interests of privacy and security in this 21st Century. It also does not follow the spirit of the De-
Regulation Act 2014 which is seeking to make diversions easier. The diversion of public rights of way affected by planning permission, such
as a housing estate, are processed by the planning authority under the Town and Country Planning Act. Section 257 sets out the criteria for
such diversions – ‘to enable development’. Again it is made the subject of public consultation. There is a real advantage to be considered
here in these times of limited budgets – and that it that such paths diverted to pavements will be adopted as part of the road scheme and
thus receive a higher level of maintenance.
(GCC Public Rights of Way Officer)
Policy EP 12 (page 45) - Some altered wording here we think is necessary to avoid confusion, provide clarity and to better emphasize the
wildlife/accessible green corridor function we feel. The policy should perhaps say: Existing footpaths and bridleways will be retained and
protected. In particular: new development will not normally be permitted within 20 metres of any existing or realigned public rights of way;
where it becomes necessary to retain or realign existing footpaths or bridleways to facilitate new development they should a) avoid being
routed along pavements next to roads and b) placed almost entirely within carefully designed wildlife corridors of at least 20m in width that
connect to other green space and landscape features.
POLICY EP12: PUBLIC RIGHTS OFWAY AND WILDLIFE CORRIDORS: Existing footpaths and bridleways will be retained and protected. In
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Comment on Policies (please note words that have strikethrough were as received from respondents) Responses
particular: no development will be permitted within 20 metres of any existing or realigned public rights of way; (why?). where it becomes
necessary that existing public footpaths or bridleways should be retained or realigned through new development, they should not be
routed along estate road pavements as part of the highway network, but be designed into landscaped wildlife corridors of at least 30m in
width. (what is the harm?);

EP13 – School provision
Support provision for a new school to be built alongside playing field.  This site has good vehicular access and is close to village housing Policy has been removed as

NDP lacked evidence to
support provision of a new
school alongside the playing
field.

EDP13: agree - this is much needed
2:2:5 states that 'The plan intends over time that Eastington Primary School moves to the village centre with access to playing fields and
parking.(EP14) ' however EP14 is the policy for Drainage, whereas EP13 is the policy for school provision, maybe this is a simple typing error
or further explanation needed. Yours faithfully What I also meant to say regarding the 50% social housing is that the 50% is too high, there
should be more of a mixture, more of 'something for everyone'.
Policy EP13 – due to conflict with national planning policy and guidance as outlined by comment r152
Land identified on Map 6 as FCU will be safeguarded for use of the community, including the construction of a new primary school
Comment [r151]: The site allocation should be supported by a robust evidence base which clearly identifies how the decisions have been
made, the issues which have been considered and evidence that the site is likely to be developed over the plan period.
Land identified on Map 6 as FCU will be safeguarded for use of the community, including the construction of a new primary school
Comment [r152]: This policy is not backed by robust evidence. A neighbourhood plan can allocate land. However options and alternatives
should be considered as part of this process. The decision should be supported by a robust evidence base which clearly identifies how the
decisions have been made, the issues which have been considered and evidence that the sites are likely to be developed over the plan
period. This can be done through an appraisal of options and an assessment of individual sites against clearly identified criteria.
While the existing school serves Eastington parish, any new housing should be phased in order to allow the school to adjust to increasing
intake numbers.

Comment on Policies (please note words that have strikethrough were as received from respondents) Responses

EP14 - Drainage
The area around Middle Street which suffered flooding from run-off water in 2007 does not appear to be addressed. The maintenance of
the drainage ditches (or lack of) continues to pose a potentially serious threat of flooding. The statement at 10.7 and the policy at EP 14
seem to be extremely brief and insufficient. Who decides on – “...unless it is demonstrated that the means of disposing of foul sewage and
stormwater is satisfactory” at EP14? We know that Severn Trent will never raise any objections to planning applications because the
drainage infrastructure is inadequate. I would like to see this section of the NDP strengthened.

Policy removed as the water
authority is a statutory
undertaker that has a duty
to connect new
developments and the policy
was not legally compliant.

Typo in paragraph 2:2:5

2:2:5 states that 'The plan intends over time that Eastington Primary School moves to the village centre with access to playing fields and
parking. (EP14) ' however EP14 is the policy for Drainage, whereas EP13 is the policy for school provision, maybe this is a simple typing
error or further explanation needed. Yours faithfully What I also meant to say regarding the 50% social housing is that the 50% is too high,
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there should be more of a mixture, more of 'something for everyone'. amended.
EDP14: agree
DRAINAGE
Planning permission will not be granted for development unless it is demonstrated that the means of disposing of foul sewage and
stormwater is satisfactory.
Comment [r155]: This policy is not legally compliant. Statutory undertakers have a duty to connect new development. This means any
development would be compliant regardless of whether there are any capacity issues.

EP 15 – Small scale renewable & low cost energy
Policy EP15 Support small scale renewable energy schemes (hydro, wind, solar) sensitive to rural surroundings. Policy EP15 has been re-

numbered EP12.

Policy has been re-worded
to remove final clause.

- EDP15: very much in favour of this initiative
Policy EP15 – due to conflict with national planning policy and guidance as outlined by comment r159
POLICY EP15: SMALL SCALE RENEWABLE AND LOW CARBON ENERGY SCHEMES
Comment [r158]: The supporting text talks about a potential renewable energy scheme undertaken by the Parish Council. This policy could
be used to allocate and promote sites where renewable energy generation could take place.
adjoining properties are not adversely or significantly adversely affected by reason of noise, flicker, vibration, odour, loss of public visual
amenity or electromagnetic interference.
Planning permission will be refused for large scale schemes which are intended to serve a greater proportion of the wider market area than
the local community.
Comment [r159]: Proposals should be considered in their own merits. The overly restrictive nature of this policy creates a significant and
fundamental conflict with the NPPF because it prohibits development, in a once an arbitrary threshold is met, having no regard to how
sustainable that development may be. This policy adds burden and restriction to aspects that the planning system has systematically tried
to simplify and encourage. Domestic and non-domestic small scale renewable energy generation often fall within permitted development
rights.

Missing policies
Missing Policies. Policies are required for developing recreation and community participation. Also there needs to be a policy for supporting
and encouraging young people to be engaged in the community.

There is no section within
the NDP for developing
recreation and community
participation.  Policy to
encourage young people to
be engaged is not
appropriate in a NDP.
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APPENDIX 7 – FULL RESPONSE LETTER FROM ENVIRONMENT AGENCY

Cllr Peter Edis-Bates
Chairman of The Eastington Neighbourhood Plan
Eastington Parish Council
C/o GRCC
Community House
15 College Green
Gloucester
GL1 2LZ

Our ref: SV/2010/104083/OT-
03/PO1-L01

Your ref:

Date: 12 June 2015

Dear Cllr Edis-Bates

CONSULTATION ON THE DRAFT EASTINGTON NEIGHBOURHOOD DEVELOPMENT PLAN (2015 – 2031)

Thank you for your consultation with respect to the emerging Eastington Neighbourhood Development Plan
(NDP).  We have reviewed the report submitted and wish to provide the below advice which we trust will be of
assistance as the plan develops.

We understand in September 2013, the Parish of Eastington was conferred with the status of Neighbourhood
under the Localism Act 2011, Part 2 of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012.

Given a Neighbourhood Plan (NP) attains the same legal status as the Local Plan (LP) once it has been agreed
at a referendum, we acknowledge this document will become part of the statutory development plan, and
therefore will be a material planning consideration when assessing future planning applications.

In line with the visions, and policies contained within the plan, we have focussed our comments on those
environmental issues within our remit.

Emerging Stroud Local Plan

We have worked very closely with Stroud District Council on the Emerging LP.  At this stage we are aware that
there is potentially only one strategic allocation being proposed within in the LP that lies within the boundary
of the NP area.  This is referred to as Site Allocation SA2, Land West of Stonehouse.  The allocation has been
identified as a sustainable mixed use urban extension to Stonehouse. It is proposed to deliver development
including housing (1350), employment (B1,B2 & B8 on 10Ha), local centre and open space that meets the day-
to-day needs of its residents.  We acknowledge this has been referred to in section 1:3:2 of the NP and note
your Parish are currently opposed to this site for major housing growth.

This site and all other sites being brought forward through the LP have been subject to detailed assessments,
and the council has produced robust evidence base documents to support those allocations. These include
Strategic Flood Risk Assessments (Level 1 and 2), a Flood Risk Sequential Test document, and the Infrastructure
Delivery Plan (IDP).

From our perspective, when considering those issues within our remit, we raised no concerns with Site
Allocation SA2 being brought forward in the LP, subject to recommended site specific policy wording and
recommendations within the supporting Flood Risk Sequential Test Document being included.
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At this stage, it would appear from Map 6 and detailed in Policy EP8 of the draft NP that currently land to the
north of Alkerton (known as Site A) is the preferred site being proposed for additional housing (currently 60
dwellings), with Site B being allocated for the erection of 20 dwellings for the elderly.  We understand Site C is
also to be reserved for future residential use, should sites A & B prove unavailable.

Therefore, if the LP evidence base does not cover those areas being brought forward in the NP, or indeed if
further sites are to be allocated within the NP area then there may be a need for the plan to produce
additional assessments/documents to demonstrate that the proposed allocations are appropriate and can be
delivered.

Flood Risk

Based on our Flood Map for Planning (Rivers and Sea) and correctly shown on Map 2 of the NP, the River
Frome, which is classified as Main River and the Stroudwater Canal, run through the centre of the NP
area.  The Map also illustrates there is floodplain (Flood Zones 2 and 3) associated with the River Frome.

In addition the Wicksters Brook, which is also Main River in part, forms the Southern boundary of the NP
area. There are also numerous ‘Ordinary Watercourses which bisect the area.  It should be noted that not
all watercourses have been modelled on our Flood Map, as the Map primarily shows flooding from main rivers,
not ordinary watercourses with a catchment of less than 3km2.   However, those ‘Ordinary Watercourses’
which flow through the site area known as (West of Stonehouse), will have been assessed as part of the Level
2 SFRA, evidence base, referenced above.

Any new development proposed through the NP should be sited outside of Flood Zone 3 (the ‘High
Probability’ 1 in 100 year floodplain) and Flood Zone 2 (the ‘Medium Probability’ 1 in 1000 year
floodplain), and wherever possible located within Flood Zone 1 (the ‘Low Probability’ area, effectively
outside of the floodplain).

We acknowledge those additional sites currently being promoted though the NP, are all located in Flood
Zone 1, and therefore accord with the principles of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). We
also welcome the inclusion of the wording in Policy EP4, which states, ‘Development will not be permitted
on flood areas as shown on Map 3’.

We note however that point 7:6:5 of the NP states that the plan favours a small marina.  Given it will
support the function of the canal, it is likely it would be located in Flood Zone 3. We acknowledge this will
not include any residential dwellings, and would therefore be deemed as ‘Water Compatible’
Development in accordance with Table 2 of the National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG), however any
future application would need to be supported by a Site Specific Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) which
demonstrated that the development would be safe for its lifetime taking account of the vulnerability of its
users, without increasing flood risk elsewhere.

The NPPF details the requirements for a risk based Sequential Test (ST) to be undertaken as part of the NDP
process (see paragraphs 100-104 of the NPPF).  Essentially the test aims to allocate development in locations
at a lower risk of flooding first, and where possible avoid allocating development in flood risk areas. This risk-
based approach to the location of development aims to avoid where possible flood risk to people and property
and manage any residual risk, taking account of the impacts of climate change.
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As highlighted above, we would expect any further sites which may be brought forward through the NDP
process, to be in conformity with the both the requirements of the NPPF, and the emerging LP, specifically
Delivery Policy ES4 (Water quality, resources and flood risk), which sets out how future development will be
designed and brought forward within the district, taking into account, water quality, water resources and flood
risk.

In addition to the current Emerging LP Submission Draft, there was a subsequent consultation titled Stroud
District Council LP Post-submission Proposed Changes (including main modifications).  We would therefore
recommend you also refer to this document which details any proposed amendments to both site specific and
delivery policy wording.

Overall, opportunities for flood risk betterment should be sought in line with the policy aims of the NPPF
and NPPG. For example, the plan provides an opportunity to identify watercourse improvements,
including the removal of culverts where practicable, and should seek opportunities to remove or modify in-
stream barriers) to enable fish passage in line with the NPPF and the objectives of the Water Framework
Directive (WFD).

The NP may, in certain cases, wish to promote/focus on reducing any known flooding hotspots, and it can
help your area to manage environmental risks and improve its resilience to climate change. By highlighting
local problems and developing polices for land use, you could help your community to manage the risk of
flooding by providing landscaping to manage and store water, and by promoting the use of Sustainable
Drainage Systems (SuDs).

Further guidance is provided in paragraph 061 (Ref ID: 7-061-20140306) of the NPPG which advises you
should:

 seek to ensure Neighbourhood Plans and Neighbourhood Development/Community right to build
orders are informed by an appropriate assessment of flood risk;

 ensure policies steer development to areas of lower flood risk as far as possible;
 ensure that any development in an area at risk of flooding would be safe, for its lifetime taking

account of climate change impacts;
 be able to demonstrate how flood risk to and from the plan area/ development site(s) will be

managed, so that flood risk will not be increased overall, and that opportunities to reduce flood risk,
for example, through the use of sustainable drainage systems (SuDS), are included in the plan/order.

When considering surface water flood risk, drainage proposals should be designed with sufficient
attenuation, through SuDS techniques, to maintain the existing pre-development greenfield runoff rate or
betterment for brownfield sites. As the lead in this regard, we would recommend that you consult with
Gloucestershire Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA), and Stroud District Council’s own Land Drainage
Engineer.  They will also provide up to date information on any local flooding issues in the area

Water Quality & Water Framework Directive (WFD)

The NP should seek to complement the aims of the WFD. For information, the priorities of the WFD include:
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 To prevent deterioration in the status of aquatic ecosystems, protect them and improve the ecological
condition of waters;

 To achieve at least good status for all waters by 2015. Where this is not possible, and subject to the
criteria set out in the Directive, aim to achieve good status by 2021 or 2027;

 To conserve habitats and species that depend directly on water;
 To reduce or phase out the release of individual pollutants or groups of pollutants that present a

significant threat to the aquatic environment;
 To reduce the pollution of groundwater and prevent or limit the entry of pollutants;
 To help reduce the effects of floods and droughts.

Planning Authorities have a duty under the WFD to take account of the River Basin Management Plans
(RBMPs) and can help deliver WFD objectives. Planning policies and activities can ensure that any new
development does not create adverse pressures on the water environment that could compromise our ability
to meet WFD objectives. Failure to comply with WFD requirements may lead to European Commission
bringing legal proceedings against the UK.

The River Frome Catchment is WFD Waterbody: GB209054032450. Currently the status is Ecological:
Moderate, Biological: Moderate. The WFD seeks to achieve a

Good overall status by 2027.

The Wicksters Brook Catchment is WFD Waterbody: GB209054026570.  Currently the status is Ecological:
Moderate, Biological: Good. The WFD seeks to achieve a Good overall status by 2027.

Whilst it is unlikely the plan will be shaped by the aims of the WFD, it should strive to complement and
contribute to its objectives.

Therefore, the above is a key body of baseline evidence the NDP should be mindful of.

Further details on WFD and the RBMPs, can be found in the Severn District River Basin Management Plan,
available on our website at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/river-basin-management-plan-
severn-river-basin-district

Foul Drainage

As part of our discussions with the Council on the LP we have sought to ensure that the IDP includes the most
up to date information on foul drainage capacity and infrastructure, as well as flood risk management
infrastructure information.

We would therefore re-iterate that those additional sites currently being brought forward as part of the NP
should assess the possible impacts of any increases in foul sewage volumes, storm sewage volumes or
land use changes that may adversely affect the water quality, habitat quality or ecological communities of
any watercourses. We also recommend that you consult with Severn Trent Water.

We therefore welcome this has been acknowledged in Chapter 10.7 of the NP, and the Policy EP 14 has
been included.

New infrastructure capacity must, of course, meet the requirements of the WFD including long term objectives
for the condition of water bodies.
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Water Resources

Deliver Policy ES1 of the LP (Sustainable Construction and Energy Efficiency) sets out the water efficiency
measures expected to be incorporated for any new residential development and also water efficiency
techniques to be incorporated within the design of non-residential buildings.

We fully support the policy wording which is to encourage the use of sustainable construction techniques
and designs that promote the reuse and recycling of building materials, maximise opportunities for the
recycling and composting of waste on all new development proposals (residential and non residential).

We would also support development that improves water efficiency through incorporating water
conservation techniques including rainwater harvesting and grey water recycling, as set out in Delivery
Policy ES4 of the LP.

Biodiversity

Paragraph 109 of the NPPF recognises that the planning system should aim to conserve and enhance the
natural and local environment by minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity
where possible, contributing to the Government’s commitment to halt the overall decline in biodiversity,
including by establishing coherent ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures.
Article 10 of the Habitats Directive stresses the importance of natural networks of linked habitat corridors to
allow the movement of species between suitable habitats, and promote the expansion of biodiversity. River
corridors are particularly effective in this way. Such networks and corridors may also help wildlife adapt to
climate change.’

We therefore welcome that protection and enhancement of biodiversity and the importance of the canal are
key aims of the draft NP, and acknowledge the inclusion of Policy EP 2, EP 5 and EP6.

We would also expect any sites promoted through the plan process to utilise a Green and Blue Infrastructure
approach and embed a commitment to implement exemplar SuDs strategies. As mentioned above SuDs not
only attenuate surface water but also provide water quality, amenity and biodiversity betterment.

We would wish to see the safeguarding of all watercourses, including the canal corridor, to ensure that
they are not detrimentally affected by the plan proposals and that sufficient space is retained to allow
natural floodplain functioning. With this in mind the NP should consider targeting watercourse corridors
and their floodplains for open space, with an emphasis on making space for nature.

You could identify opportunities for new green spaces or improvements to public space through new
development. This could include linking open spaces to make ‘green corridors’ for people and wildlife, planting
trees, or making improvements to local waterways. You could also encourage good design to ensure that new
development reflects and complements the character of the area.

All the above advice and recommendations demonstrates how sustainable re-development offers significant
opportunities to enhance watercourses and improve the Ecosystem services.

Again we would recommend reference to the following policies in the LP:

Core Policy CP14 (High Quality Sustainable Development)
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Delivery Policy ES6 (Providing for Biodiversity and Geodiversity)

Delivery Policy ES11 (Maintaining, Restoring and Regenerating the District’s Canal)

In addition many of the other delivery policies within Chapter 6 of the plan (Our Environment and
Surroundings) have recommendations and aspirations to help conserve and enhance the natural environment.

Groundwater and Land Contamination

The plan must also consider the potential effects of any possible developments or land use changes on
the quantity and quality of groundwater in the area, and accord with the principles set out in the NPPF and
Core Policy 14 of the LP (High Quality Sustainable Development), which states ‘improvements to soil and water
quality will be sought, through the remediation of land contamination’.

National Guidance

The NPPF paragraph 109 states that the planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and
local environment by preventing both new and existing development from contributing to or being put at
unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by unacceptable levels of water pollution.

Paragraph 120 states that local policies and decisions should ensure that new development is appropriate for
its location, having regard to the effects of pollution on health or the natural environment, taking account of
the potential sensitivity of the area or proposed development to adverse effects from pollution. Government
policy also states that planning policies and decisions should also ensure that adequate site investigation
information, prepared by a competent person, is presented (NPPF, paragraph 121).

The NPPF takes a precautionary approach to land contamination. Before the principle of development can be
determined, land contamination should be investigated to see whether it could preclude certain development
due to environmental risk or cost of clean-up (remediation). For sites where land contamination may be
present as a result of previous or current land use, any planning applications should include appropriate
information about this and demonstrate how the development will deal with any contamination present. This
is so that the development does not cause or exacerbate contamination, and to ensure that it, future users
and the environment are not at unacceptable risk from contamination.

Further information can be found in paragraphs 121 and 122 of the NPPF, and the ‘Land Affected by
Contamination’ section of the NPPG, available at:
http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/land-affected-by-contamination/land-affected-
by-contamination-guidance/

Pollution prevention and regulating existing/new industry.
We seek to control land use and ensure that all appropriate measures are taken to protect groundwater
through a number of routes including the planning regime.

The overall sensitivity of groundwater is again broadly based upon the groundwater vulnerability
classifications and the source protection zones. In general the higher the groundwater vulnerability, the more
stringent the protection measures will be. Aquifer vulnerability will effect several development options.
Further information on the Environment Agency’s guidance in relation to control of land use can be found in
our document ‘Groundwater Protection Principles and Practice (GP3): Policy and Practice Part 4 (legislation
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and policies)’, available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/groundwater-protection-principles-
and-practice-gp3

All relevant pollution prevention measures should also be applied to new and existing land uses where a there
is a potential for contamination of the ground to occur.

Additional Information:

We now have an online data portal 'DataShare' where Local Authorities can access our data, and data
from Defra, Forestry Commission, Natural England, English Heritage, Canal and River Trust and the UK
Hydrographic Office. The Local Planning Authority can register to access our data online. The following
link should take you to further information on DataShare: http://www.geostore.com/environment-
agency/

I trust the above is of assistance and will support your evidence gathering and policy making process going forward.

Yours sincerely

Mrs Anita Bolton
Planning Advisor

Direct dial 01684 864529
Direct e-mail anita.bolton@environment-agency.gov.uk
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