
2018 Extra Objections and responses

Objections

34. The Applicant has not followed the advice of his own Solicitor in that he has offered no further 
analysis on the effectiveness of the bunds.
- We have responded to this in a previous correspondent.  No theoretical study would conclusively 
prove what level would be in reality achieved.  Three diffirent noise consultants have said we can 
achieve the desired level. Albeit the last one who said WITH conditions

35. The bunds as outlined in the various plans submitted by the Applicant do not allow for sufficient 
space for shooting ranges to meet the CPSA regulation.
- A Senior Safety Range Officer from the CPSA was consulted and submitted a letter stating that 
the bunds are accurate (all this is in the report)

36. The addition of the small bore shooting indicates that the “down the line” ranges would not 
meet the CPSA requirements for competitive shooting.
- The rrange in question could be used for either activity.  We are not removing the DTL layout but 
adding a small bore rifle range for diversity.

37. For small bore shooting, the bunds would not be needed, a simple low bank would suffice that 
could easily be removed by the Applicant at a later date to restore the land to its current state.
- The small bore rifle range association (SBRA) states the safety backstops needed and these are the 
same as the bunds in the application.  To say a low backdrop is adequate is nonsense.  The low back 
drop would not be unacceptable for either the SBRA or Police. For an objector who is keen on 
SAFETY to state the above is ridiculous.  SBRA bund heights have been submitted.

38. The applicant has exceeded the 28 days shooting and enforcement action is being sought 
through Stroud District Council.
- This is untrue and we are currently in contact with Stroud District Council regarding the matter 
and no action is being taken by SDC

39. No evidence of the Police Safety reports has been submitted in support of the application. Such 
reports indicating that it is acceptable to allow overshooting of private land would need to be 
escalated to a higher authority.
- The police do not get involved in safety reports for either clay pigeon shooting or small bore rifle 
shooting.  No such report exists to furnish the council with.

40. As the site is so very obviously not suitable for Clay Pigeon shooting, it follows that if allowed, 
it would in reality simply be for the creation of a very lucrative tip.
- The site is obviously suitable as we have been operating on the site for the past 12 years.  Had the 
complainants not applied for a Noise Abatement Notice on the site.  The bunding would not be 
necessary.  However as the notice was sought the bunds were applied for to reduce the noise.  The 
above comment is ludicrous.

41. The reason that there have been no complaints by local residents is because prior to this 
application shooting days were attended by between 50 and 75 shooters, each shooting either 50 
cartridges or in some cases 100. In addition to the sheer quantity, some shooters insisted in using 
very high power cartridges which made significantly more noise. This resulted in the noise 
abatement notice.
- Since furnishing the council with the dates we have shot at the site since 2013.  There has been a 
complaint to Stroud district council stating we are overshooting the 28 days per year.  Up until we 
submitted these dates there had been no complaints.  

42. Many documents are 4 years old, and official consultees comments are 4 years old as well.



- The consultee reports are still adequate as the planning application hasn’t changed since 2013 to 
now.  Neither has the site or the surrounding area.  Therefore the age of the reports is irelevant

43. Highway consultations appear to be particularly 'old' and completed by the in house 
Development control highways section of Glos CC, and not the 'nuts and bolts', 'on the ground' 
highway department of Glos CC. The Glos CC PROW dept. were not consulted.
- The application has been in the domain since 2013.  The local parish councils and councillors have 
known about the application since 2013 too.  Infact we attended a Kingswood parish council 
meeting where we discussed with them the concerns over the highways and agreed with them 
conditions.  These were added as an amendment to planning condition 8 (operating hours) of the 
2015 committee report.  Highways were consulted and were satisfied and so were the PROW 
officers. 

44. In the recent past I have struggled to negotiate CKD 44 on a firing day and other days, I confirm 
I have not seen any Marshals; warning signs; alarms; whatever.
- All shooting points shoot AWAY from any PROW and no fallout (shot or clay) can land on or 
over the PROW.  With that said as NO shooting takes place ON or OVER the PROW, there is no 
need for Marshals/warning signs/alarms etc. As we are present on shoot days I can confirm that no 
one has walked the footpath on any shoot day and this is a total fabrication.

45. The submitted plans are very poor, with large areas of draughtsman’s licence, especially over 
the location of the footpaths relative to the shooting areas, with no north pointers.
-  There are North points on the plans and the footpaths are clearly marked on the plans in the 
correct place. 

46. The site is ill kept with large piles of shooting debris, and CKD 44 has been up to very recently 
totally obstructed in the north easterly direction, plus there NO way marks on site.
- There are no piles of shooting debris on the footpaths and the footpaths are passable.  There were 
way marks installed several years ago by the footpath people.  

Comments 42 – 46

These comments relate to Mr Christopher Dunns objections on the planning portal. 2018

Mr Dunn is a Kingswood Parish Councillor and has had access to the planning application since it 
was first submitted in 2013.  Mr Dunn was in attendance when we went to the Kingswood Parish 
Council meeting and agreed the amendment of the operating hours etc. Mr Dunn did not make 
complaints about the original planning application.


