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Appendix 1
The individual sites

1.1.0 RAD.1 
Delivery of RAD1 hinges on securing planing permission. Somer Valley Friends of the 
Earth and Cam Valley Wildlife group have submitted representations setting out the view 
that there have been various changes to national planning policy, to the site, to a 
pertinent UK BAP habitat definition and to development proposals that indicate that it 
would not be appropriate to consider that permission should or would be granted for the 
scale of development on the land that B&NES desires. We have argued that there are too 
many uncertainties surrounding the development and that extension of the outline 
planning permission, which is live but not actionable, is not possible. We argue that the 
cumulative impact of further developments that are part of the regeneration case has 
not been examined. We have argued that the site is not suitable for development and 
that the allocation should have been re-examined as part of the SHLAA process. We 
consider that this was not done. There have now been further changes that have a 
bearing on the capacity to deliver housing on this site.

1.1.2 The road system that B&NES and the HCA propose to provide instead of the 
applicants has been changed in design. There will now be two-way through traffic 
including heavy lorries on the Frome Road, which was to be closed under the outline 
plan to all through traffic bar buses and was to provide a riverside residential and 
shopping area of a character that will now be totally changed, thus removing a further 
stated benefit of the outline proposal whilst also reducing revenue to be gained from 
sale of the private residential 'waterfront' apartments and so reducing scheme viability. 
Impact on existing local traders will still be negative, whilst the gains to traders in newly 
constructed shops will be less than envisaged in the original outline permission, thus 
further reducing the benefits that were deemed to outweigh the considerable ecological 
losses - these in turn now have a higher perceived value due to the urgency of the need 
for ecological adaptation to the effects of climate change that has more recently been 
subsumed into Government Policy. It is possible that noise levels in Frome Road will be 
high enough to reach the level at which permission is normally refused and which 
breaches the WHO limits. Part of the proposed development adjacent to Frome Road 
already suffered this level of noise at outline. This could also have financial implications 
through a need to improve build standards to mitigate this in the case where permission 
was given nonetheless.

1.1.3 Delivery of RAD1 causes a policy conflict regarding the protection of the railway 
route and puts into sharp focus the need to work with Mendip, the neighbouring 
Authority, regarding the implications for Mendip of delivery of the NRR site, which lies 
close to the border with Mendip. The rail feasibility study commissioned by B&NES has 
not been completed, but Simon de Beer, speaking for B&NES on Day 6 of the Inquiry, 
pointed to an amendment to the Core Strategy that could open the door to rail. There 
remains some doubt regarding the rail issue. Officer Rab smith, speaking for B&NES on 
Day 6 of the Inquiry said, with regard to the Radstock railway issue, that the space for  a 
terminus was covered by the existing permission, so any terminus would have to be 
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outside Radstock. This means that it would be outside B&NES as well. There is no 
suitable location between the southern tip of RAD1 and the B&NES boundary and the 
southern end of RAD1 is already too far away from the centre to promote satisfactory 
use of any station. There is no scope for any railway line passing through the site to a 
terminus elsewhere in Radstock, which is supported by the statement made by Rab 
Smith. Any such opportunity is ruled out in the masterplan for the site, which includes 
ecological mitigation land to be managed solely for ecological use in perpetuity on the 
trackbed that is not developed. Even the national cycle network cycle route will not 
pass over this to exit the site, leaving no link after development (drawing submitted by 
Linden homes as part of the application for extension of the outline application). The 
removal of the possibility of rail within the plan period  could be said to work against 
Objective 1, bullet 2  of the CS regarding enabling, through location of development, 
the fullest use of public transport. Rab Smith for B&NES said on Day 6 that it was 
unlikely that there would be a compelling business case to attract patronage for the £44 
million cost. He stated that rail operators would not consider promoting this line. It 
should be noted that first Great Western has said that it would welcome the opportunity 
to operate a line from Radstock. It paid for work that identified cost above £40 million, 
but community group-based projects can achieve the same ends for lower costs, as has 
been demonstrated elsewhere and there is much enthusiasm for rail in the town.

1.1.4 B&NES claimed on Day 6 of the Inquiry that the Council is happy with the 
mitigation for impact on the commuting route between SACs regarding RAD 1 and that 
funding from the HCA to enable the project and the road proposals to go ahead had been 
arranged. Regarding the first of these claims, there have been no documents added to 
those on the B&NES website in respect of the application for an extension of the outline 
permission, for which adequate mitigation is a condition, and the B&NES ecologist who 
deals with planning matters has not been consulted and is not aware of any information 
regarding this matter or progress upon it (pers. comm. 1st February 2012). The following 
questions have been sent to the ecologist:

Is there any progress regarding the light mitigation regarding dark corridors on the 
Radstock NRR/Linden Homes development site?
Has the Council received light contour mapping? 
Has the Council received any revised site layout of lighting design?
Has the matter of protecting the Foxhills boundary from light incursion been addressed 
to the satisfaction of the Council sufficient to provide a dark corridor of sufficiently low 
lux for horseshoe bats ?
Has the matter of control of lighting on private and commercial properties been 
addressed to the satisfaction of the Council sufficient to ensure the preservation of dark 
corridors, including on the Foxhills boundary, of sufficiently low lux for horseshoe bats?
Have the developers announced to the Council their intention to address the above 
issues differently than it was for the outline application they have applied to have 
extended?

Until a reply is received, we are assuming that what B&NES means regarding being 
happy with the mitigation is that it is happy to pre-judge its decision on satisfaction of 
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the conditions regarding mitigation with reference to bats.

Radstock Action Group has questioned the allocation of funding for the affordable 
housing, as it has not found evidence that this has been agreed. There were claims a few 
years ago that funding for affordable housing was allocated through the Kickstart 2 
programme, but the HCA's funding was slashed resulting in a much reduced offer to 
NRR/Bellway. The £4.3 million funding at that time was, however, awarded for both 
affordable and market housing pending handover if development started on time, 
despite the claim that it was for affordable housing.

1.1.5 The cost of the road scheme to be paid by B&NES and the HCA indicates that the 
outline application was not financially viable, which was an element which Councillors 
were insistent on before giving approval. This undermines the validity of the original 
outline consent and puts into question the integrity of NRR, the company set up by 
B&NES that it nominated as the preferred developer to deliver its landholdings and 
realise their asset value, was allocated as the vehicle to deliver the Railway Land outline 
application, and was the agent by which the planning of Radstock centre would be 
determined and delivered. 

Funding for the road was agreed at a total of £1.2 million to deliver the road scheme 
permitted at outline which NRR and Bellway Homes were to deliver. £400,000 of this is 
to come from B&NES (which would have donated £150, 000 under the Section 106 
agreement for the outline application). However, in the NRR/Bellway Regeneration case 
setting out the costs of its proposals to show financial viability in 2007, the cost for  Off-
site public realm and highways, including Frome Road diversions and a new footbridge  
to school was a mere  £675,000. This £675,000 was to pay for a greater amount of 
infrastructure than the £1.2 road scheme will - the £1.2 million did not include the cost 
of the bridge and one of the bus stops. It would appear from these figures that the case 
for financial viability was significantly flawed. The work of the company that assessed 
this viability based its assessment upon information provided by the applicants (the 
Councillors insisted that the applicants provide evidence and a separate regeneration 
case document,which were produced very shortly before the committee meeting).

1.2.0 RAD.3

1.2.1 RAD.3 is currently an employment site adjacent to a car sales retail site on the 
A362; the retail site extends to the entrance road to the Mill Road industrial estate and 
lies opposite another current employment site, Ryman's engineering. Loss of this 
employment space suitable for small/medium size business expansion well connected to 
the road network, the town centre, and to any future rail terminus on RAD1,is in conflict 
with Core Strategy Policy SV1 3c, which protects land in existing business use. It appears 
from the SHLAA that housing only is proposed for this site. The site hosts a building that 
has historical and architectural value in the context of the town. Its loss would be 
contrary to Policy SV3a.
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1.2.2 The apparent assumption in the SHLAA that the anticipated reduced parking 
standards will not lead to parking displaced on-street is dubious, due to the bridges 
connecting the site with the parking opportunities in Waterloo Road and the public car 
park in between, if not developed for housing (RAD4). 

1.2.3 Residential use has the potential to conflict with SV3 1d, as this site is directly 
adjacent to a summer and winter bat roost used by a range of species including both 
species of horseshoe bat, which are light sensitive. The proposal is for 50 dwellings at 
similar in size and massing to the RAD1 development, which is three-storey in the 
central area. Lighting would be at significantly higher elevations than the adjacent river 
corridor, yet no action to overcome constraints has been identified in the SHLAA. 

1.2.4 Traffic from the proposed 50-dwelling residential development would far exceed 
present traffic generation at peak times and would mainly feed into the congested town 
centre area. Under the recently revised road proposals, traffic is most likely to travel 
northward from the site to the centre, adding to pressure on the A362/A367 junction. 
the traffic analysis is based upon 2009 traffic data and yet the SHLAA, dated May 2011, 
concludes that a Transport Assessment is required to consider the impact on local roads 
and further afield . We consider that assessing the impact in the context of the centre of 
Radstock should have been done as part of the analysis that determines suitability. We 
think that addressing the impact of traffic would count against inclusion of this site for 
housing. 

1.5.0 RAD.4

1.5.1 B&NES  takes the view that the need for the existing car parking and open space 
needs to be established but neither would appear to be essential . We suggest that it 
should have been possible to establish car parking and open space needs as part of the 
LDF process and as part of the SHLAA assessment. The assessing part appears not to have 
been given the attention it needs. Given the confidence that B&NES appears to have in 
the longstanding regeneration case, that included the future development of land in 
B&NES' and other ownership in central Radstock, this could be thought surprising.

1.5.2 The incidental open space referred to in the SHLAA is a well used and pleasant 
open area. Groups of teenagers, parents with small children, and  people sitting on the 
grass/grassy humps to eat their lunch backed by a tree-covered 'batch' (former spoil tip 
in a valley bottom - a unique feature of the local heritage) is a common site in the 
summer. The ambience is of high quality and suits well the NCN 24 cycle path which 
crosses it, giving an inviting feel to cycle path users of benefit to the town in a 'gateway' 
position. It is also a feature of one of the four Radstock heritage walks and presents an 
opportunity for a heritage board pointing to six important heritage features in that 
location  and much more in the immediate surrounds and further afield. Sections 2, 3 
and the last paragraph of section 9 of the leaflet for the Radstock Heritage walk 4, the 
Whitelands Walk, is specific to the open space and its immediate vicinity (see end of this 
document)
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The green space provides a pleasant setting for the now-developed RAD 4a rank of 
cottages, complementary to the townscape. This informal green space would be well 
suited to 'village green' status and provides a good alternative to the formal Miner's 
memorial garden with its hard surfaces, herbaceous borders and benches.

This space is an important feature in an area which the Green Spaces strategy points out 
suffers from a lack of accessible green spaces. Its removal for housing development 
would decrease the quality of the public realm, conflicting with CS Objectives 4 and 6.

The development of this space conflicts with Policy SV1, 1a and 8a and works against 
Policy SV1 1b. It also conflicts with Policy SV3 1b, 3a, 3c, 3d, and 3f and looks to work 
against policy 3g (if an informal  leisure area constitutes an amenity).

1.5.3 What the SHLAA describes as the site frontage to Waterloo Rd is a B&NES-owned 
public car park adjacent to the Miners' memorial garden and almost opposite the highly 
acclaimed and much-visited museum, which has no car parking facilities of its own. It is 
used for coach parking and as a drop-off point for school and community group visits to 
the museum. This is the only turning point for the coaches.

In addition, on a Sunday, the public Waterloo car park is filled by Jehovas Witnesses 
attending the Kingdom Hall opposite. As Waterloo road is an on-road section of the 
Radstock - Shoscombe arm  of Colliers Way, National Cycle Route 24, any increase in on-
street parking on a Sunday is undesirable from a cyclist safety point of view. Waterloo 
Road also leads to two residential areas at Tyning and Whitelands.

We believe that these local considerations count against delivery of the site through 
unsuitability on planning grounds. It conflicts with CS Objective 4, bullets 1, 9 and 10 
and with Objective 3, bullet 3.

1.6.0 RAD.5

1.6.1 The Post Office Sorting office is a major employer in Radstock centre, with over 
60 people employed. Redevelopment of this site would entail loss of this employment 
site and of an amenity used by local people and businesses collecting and sending 
parcels.

1.6.2 Office use is identified in the SHLAA for this site. The identification of a need for 
office space in the centre comes out of the analysis that suggests that diversification of 
the employment offer is needed, but there are a number of problems. The measure of 
demand for office space in central Radstock is unclear and there appears to have been 
no analysis of how competition with Frome, 8 miles away in Mendip, which has ample 
vacant accessible and cheap office space, would affect uptake; lack of uptake could 
lead to conversion to residential use.

1.6.3 The capacity of the site to provide sufficient employment places to replace all of 
the 60+ Post Office jobs that would be lost is unclear. This employment location is close 
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to the bus routes and a cycle network. The bulk of travel is in journeys to work, so 
'man-for-man'  replacement is important. There is absolutely no guarantee that the 
sorting office would relocate within Radstock.

1.6.4 The site is not large enough to accommodate sufficient car parking space to cater 
for 60 replacement workers and 15 flats; the implications of the combination of this 
with the allocation in the SHLAA of all three of the public car parks in Radstock for 
development without replacement of the bulk of the spaces is a worry. The parking 
implications have not been assessed. We think that the above factors would constitute 
planning hurdle that cannot be overcome and work against delivery.

1.7.0 RAD.6

1.7.1 Development of half of this site for housing this site would remove a public car 
park. The evidence base regarding retail sales in Radstock shows clearly that passing 
trade is a significant element - this requires easy access to parking. Radstock comprises 
a collection of settlements on the hills and valley sides and the 2001 Census showed that 
78% of journeys to work from the old Radstock Ward (pre-governance review) were by 
private car (destinations both within and outside the Midsomer Norton/Radstock area). 
This demonstrates reliance on private cars by local people and the importance to traders 
of of car parking in the centre. The Radstock traders are very unhappy with the plans for 
reduced car parking that will result from the revised road changes to facilitate 
development in the town. Some of the traders feel that the impact of the changes will 
cause them to go out of business. Loss of further public car parking space can only serve 
to increase pressure on the existing traders and discourage take-up of any new retail 
premises on the RAD1 site should it be delivered. This works against a healthy centre 
and so against Objective 4 of the Core Strategy.
 
1.7.2 The SHLAA appears to suggest that reduced parking standards would be 
acceptable, but also says that it cannot lead to vehicles displaced on-street. On-street 
parking would be likely on Church Street as a result of residential development with 
reduced parking standards. Normal parking standards would decrease housing numbers 
and site viability, given that it is also assumed that the existing community uses of two 
buildings would be redeveloped as part of the site proposals and one of these buildings is 
an old traditional local building of value to  heritage and town character. 

1.8.0 RAD.7

1.8.1 Delivery of RAD 7 entails raising early 1960s buildings to three storeys for the 
purpose of providing flats. This does not seem to be a realistic proposition as the 
buildings are unlikely to be structurally sound enough  to  do this without at least 
underpinning, which is very expensive. There may also be further costs associated with 
the existing businesses and residents. 

1.8.2 The existing buildings are  out of keeping with the rest of the town centre as they 
are and he northern end of RAD7 is in an  area of high noise and air pollution levels . It is 
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difficult to envisage any developer taking on this proposal.

1.9.0 RAD.12, RAD.13i and RAD 13ii

1.9.1 Allocation of RAD.12 under GDS. NR13 has not resulted in delivery of this site for 
mixed use, yet an employment plot immediately adjacent has been granted permission 
for housing, despite being located outside the housing boundary. 

1.9.2 The RAD12, RAD13a and RAD13b  developments appear to be part of a ribbon 
development in Coombend which has already started through planning permissions. This 
location is subject to pinch points in both directions and a difficult exit into the Town 
Centre. The SHLAA identifies a number of significant difficulties regarding 13 a and b 
and it is unclear from the assessments whether or not any commercial element would be 
retained on these sites. Housing development would replace employment opportunities, 
accompanied by  higher traffic volumes.

Radstock Heritage walk 4 leaflet:
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