11 August 2016

Bredon Parish Submitted Neighbourhood Plan – Wychavon DC Comments
The below comments are made by officers representing various departments of Wychavon District
Council on the submitted Bredon Parish Neighbourhood Plan for consideration by the examiner.
Reiss Sadler/Andrew Ford – Planning Policy
Para 1.3 – Plan period just needs to say 2016-2030?
Para 1.8 – Final sentence regarding the Neighbourhood Plan taking precedence over the nonstrategic policies of the Local Plan is correct but only where the NP is more up-to-date than the LP.
Para 3.8 Plan C – needs to be updated as SWDP59/15 is no longer a ‘proposed’ allocation but an
adopted one following the adoption of the SWDP.
Policy NP2 – Wording may need to be updated in line with the Gloucester Cheltenham Tewkesbury
Joint Core Strategy Inspector’s Interim Report (31 May 2016), Paragraphs 160 to 173 (attached),
which recommends that the JCS authorities approach Wychavon District Council with a view to
seeking an agreement on the release of land at Mitton to contribute towards Tewkesbury’s housing
requirement.

Jonathan Edwards, Development Management
Policy NP4, 3 – I am struggling to understand what “that is have a floor area less than half of the
original building before the addition of later extensions” really means. Also, we have to have regard
to PD rights that can allow well in excess of half the original floor area. The policy currently leads to
a DM difficulty in ascertaining what is original and what is not – there is nothing similar in the
SWDP. For these reasons, I think this part of the policy is unworkable.
Policies NP4 and NP5 could easily be combined.
Policy NP6 – this policy includes a number of works and development that are covered by PD
rights such as domestic lighting, paths and patios. A lot of this policy will therefore be unworkable
in practice with regard to the PD rights.
Policy NP9 – policy is fine providing the list is accurate. I note that the list in Appendix 2 includes
structures and buildings that are not identified in the Conservation Area Appraisal as being of local
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interest. Unless these are somehow shown on a map may be difficult for DM officers to pick these
up.
Policy NP13 – I think this policy is too vague. I note the examples of very special circumstances in
the justification but the policy is open to so much interpretation it will make it difficult for decision
makers to apply consistently. Also, the number of Local Green Spaces seems to be at odds with
the advice in the NPPF paragraph 77 which states that “The Local Green Space designation will
not be appropriate for most green areas or open space”. I think where designating these an
explanation should be provided as to why the space is demonstrably special to the local community
and holds a particular local significance. Some of these Green Spaces are not reasonably close to
the community, for example Mitton Allotments, and arguable extensive tracts of land.
Policy NP14 – goes a lot further than the NPPF in stating that the proposals that have a detrimental
impact will be resisted. Paragraph 118 of the NPPF allows mitigation or even compensation where
significant harm can not be avoided.

Eileen Marshall, Landscape
Further to my comments on the draft BPNP, I note the wording of Policy 14 has been changed to
“will be resisted”, which I suggest is now acceptable.

Kind Regards,

Reiss Sadler
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