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7.

Public forum

Anyone may participate in Public Forum. The detailed arrangements for so doing
are set out in the Public Information Sheet at the back of this agenda. Public
Forum items should be emailed to democratic.services@bristol.gov.uk and
please note that the following deadlines will apply in relation to this meeting:Questions - Written questions must be received 3 clear working days prior to the
meeting. For this meeting, this means that your question(s) must be received in
this office at the latest by 5pm on Thursday 16th July 2020.
Petitions and Statements - Petitions and statements must be received on the
working day prior to the meeting. For this meeting this means that your
submission must be received in this office at the latest by 12 Noon on Tuesday
21st July 2020.
Anyone who wishes to present their public forum statement,
question or petition at the zoom meeting must register their interest by
giving at least two clear working days’ notice prior to the meeting by 2pm on
Monday 20th July 2020.
PLEASE NOTE THAT IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE NEW STANDING ORDERS
AGREED BY BRISTOL CITY COUNCIL, YOU MUST SUBMIT EITHER A
STATEMENT, PETITION OR QUESTION TO ACCOMPANY YOUR REGISTER TO
SPEAK.
In accordance with previous practice adopted for people wishing to speak at
Development Control Committees, please note that you may only be
allowed 1 minute subject to the number of requests received for the meeting.

(Pages 3 - 28)

Agenda Item 7
Development Control Committee B

Public Forum
D C Committee B (Remote)
2pm on 22nd July 2020
1.

Members of the Development Control Committee B
Councillors: Tom Brook (Chair), Richard Eddy (Vice-Chair), Lesley Alexander, Nicola
Bowden-Jones, Harriet Bradley, Mike Davies, Fi Hance, Sultan Khan, Olly Mead and
Jo Sergeant/Chris Jackson (Role Share) and Clive Stevens
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STATEMENT B1
Statement to Development Control Committee B – 22 July 2020 re:
Application No.19/04932/F, 27-31 North Street Bedminster Bristol BS3 1EN
The revised application has again failed to include an acceptably detailed
overshadow/shading study. Such a study is critical, especially because this
proposal is for a 5 storey block (plus height of the solar panels which we
suspect would later need to be raised above the proposed 3° pitch) adjacent to
the south of Picture House Court. Suspiciously, Picture House Court properties
are not shown properly in the application figures for shadowing. There can be
no doubt that this proposed 5+ storey building would greatly overshadow
multiple Picture House Court properties, reducing the solar gain potential from
our existing solar panels and windows, and undermining the excellent ecoperformance of the highly-sustainable Picture House Court development (which
achieved Passivhaus and near-Passivhaus status). The construction of a 5+
storey block adjacent to Picture House Court will have a direct and measurable
reduction to the sustainability and credentials of multiple existing properties.
The City Council Sustainability Officer (02/07/20) stated “My recommendation is
that the height of this scheme is reduced such that the adjacent roof (and solar
panels) is not shaded at any time of year. If this cannot be achieved the
reduction in solar gain on the adjacent building should be modelled prior to
determining appropriate mitigation measures.”
The proposed scale of the block of the application would certainly also cast
shadows over the windows and shared outdoor amenity space between the
rear terraces of Picture House Court. This contradicts the aims of BCC Core
strategy: BCS21 (4.21.13), and BCC Policy DM27. The BCC policy is to
"Protect the daylighting sunlighting of existing buildings. Ensure good
daylighting and sunlighting of adjoining development sites." (Appendix B of
SPD).
Following the guidance of the Urban Living SPD, the high density nature of this
proposal requires in-depth studies in terms of impacts to the received sunlight
to neighbouring properties. These required studies have not been submitted
and therefore this particular concern remains to be addressed.
Charles Bacon
Director of Picture House Court Management Company. BS3 1BF
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STATEMENT B2

Noise, disturbance and security.
I own one of the flats in the Picture House Court development, that will be amongst the
closest to the proposed development.
I have many concerns about the proposed development, but will focus on noise, disturbance
and security.
The indoor communal areas are extremely cramped for the size of the development. The
actual private spaces also fall well short of the usual size for dwellings of this kind and,
taking the size of both the private and the communal areas together it makes it far more
likely that the roof terrace will be used all year round during both the day and the evenings.
This will undoubtedly lead to noise and also possible anti social behaviour at all times of the
day and evening, meaning that Picture House Court residents, particularly in the flats which
are closest to the development, will be denied the quiet enjoyment of their properties.
Light pollution, both for the area in general and also the Picture House Court residents,
would also be a problem, due to the 10m2 of roof lights that are proposed for the terrace.
The Air Source heat pump that has been proposed will cause further 24 hour noise nuisance
to the residents of Picture House Court.
Due to the nature of the proposed development, as pointed out by the Crime Reduction
team, the residents would be pre-dominantly younger people. I therefore agree with the
Crime Reduction officer who has serious concerns regarding the layout of the building and
controls on access, which will lead to security issues for the Picture House Court residents.
The Co-living concept means that there is also likely to be a high turnover of residents,
which could cause an added security risk to Picture House Court properties and will fail to
build community in the development.
Jill Shepherd
Picture House Court director and flat owner

Page 7

STATEMENT B3
Statement to Development Control Committee B – 22 July 2020 re: Application No.
19/04932/F, 27-31 North Street Bedminster Bristol BS3 1EN
The proposed development has been designed of a scale, massing, and proportions that are
out of character for the area. The north elevation of the proposed building is five storeys, at
least 2-3 storeys higher than the adjacent properties and those situated on the opposite side
of the road.
The justification for the scale, height and massing given within the Design and Access
statement is that the massing of the building is derived from the density required to make a
co-living scheme viable. To comply with DM27, the scale, height and massing of a proposed
building should be appropriate to the local context and its prevailing character. DM27 states
that “should a replacement building be accepted, the building should seek to increase the
footway width and create a uniform building line with the neighbouring building.”
The proposed development does not comply with the criteria or uniform building line for a
replacement building set out by DM27. The prevailing height of the immediate context (as
stated by the City Council Urban Design Officer) is 2-3 storey (ground floor retail with
residential/office above) with the exception of the adjacent building which is 4 storeys.
Additionally, the assertion that the proposed development constitutes a corner plot is
incorrect. The definition of a ‘corner plot’ is a plot at the junction of, and fronting on, two or
more intersecting streets. However, the land adjacent to the development is not a street, but
a private shared drive serving the neighboring Picture House Court residents and owned by
the Picture House Court Management Company. Therefore, the developer's arguments
pertaining to massing on a corner plot should be disregarded.
The proposal seeks to justify the scale of the building proposed by referencing nearby
buildings on higher land as a comparison. As the City Council Archaeological Officer noted,
doing so is “considered irrelevant as skylines are expected to vary with changes in
topography, not to have a level roofscape set at a fixed level above ordinance datum
irrespective of local topography.”
Finally, the developer's plan to install rooftop solar panels at a suboptimal 3 degree angle,
and hidden below a parapet roof is disingenuous. As stated in the application's Energy
Statement (pg. 5), the optimal tilt for the panel’s energy production is 30 degrees. It seems
unreasonable to submit plans for sub-optimal performance; therefore, we would expect the
angle of the panels to be raised post-build to the optimal 30 degrees. This would further
increase the overshadowing on the solar thermal panels of the neighboring Picture House
Court building and increase the height and visual impact of the proposed development.
I support the recommendation for refusal of Application No. 19/04932/F on the basis that
the proposed replacement’s height, scale and massing is not appropriate to the immediate
context.
Evelyne Ferraris, Director of Picture House Court Management Company. BS3 1BF
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STATEMENT B4
Statement to Development Control Committee B – 22 July 2020 re: Application No.
19/04932/F, 27-31 North Street Bedminster Bristol BS3 1EN
The proposed development has been designed of a scale (5 stories) and orientation (with 20
west facing windows) based on the spurious assertion that 27-31 North Street forms a
corner plot. To quote the Design and Access Statement (October 2019):
•
•

“The site is prominent and forms a strong corner to this stretch of the street” (p1)
“The plot sits at the end of a row, occupying a prominent position which would benefit from a
striking feature building. A prominent corner is created, which relates well to the new
residential development rising up to the south and east behind.” (p9)

The definition of a ‘corner plot’ is a plot at the junction of, and fronting on, two or more
intersecting streets. However, in this case the adjacent land to the west of the development
has never been a street, and is currently a private communal shared space, the freehold of
which belongs to the neighbouring Picture House Court residents. These communal areas
are currently used by residents for our children to play, for community events such as a
recent sports day, as well as for access. As 27-31 North Street would be a mid-block
development all of the developer’s arguments pertaining to massing on a corner plot should
be disregarded.
The members of Picture House Court Management Company as co-owners of the freehold
of the adjoining land, should be able to retain the right to develop the plot that fronts onto
North Street to the west of numbers 27-31. Historically this section of the street has been
occupied and we may wish to reinstate it in the future. There is precedent on North Street
and the surrounding area to build flats above a void/entrance in a coach house style, as
illustrated below:

(North Street and Smyth Road, BS3)
I ask the committee why these planning proposals for 27-31 North St should be allowed to
prejudice the ability to develop our site in this or other ways in the future, when we have
space for perhaps three or four flats. Putting 20 windows plus balconies on the west side of
the planned development, along with a door to the commercial unit which is angled towards
our land, would prejudice the ability for our adjacent site to be developed in the future in
contravention of Bristol City Council’s Policy DM27 which states:

“Proposals should not prejudice the existing and future development potential of adjoining sites
or the potential for the area to achieve a coherent, interconnected and integrated built form.
Where such potential may reasonably exist, including on sites with different use or ownership,
development will be expected to either progress with a comprehensive scheme or, by means of its
layout and form, enable a co-ordinated approach to be adopted towards the development of those
sites in the future.”
Jonathan Flower, resident No. 19 PHC, BS3 1BF and director of PHC Management Co.
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STATEMENT B5
Statement to Development Control Committee B – 22 July 2020 re: Application No.
19/04932/F, 27-31 North Street Bedminster Bristol BS3 1EN
The proposed development includes 20 co-living units with an average individual room size
of 25.19 square metres -- these fall short of national space standards. The development also
has a total communal space measuring of 50 square metres (a shared kitchen/living/dining
area), as well as an external shared terrace, of approximately 51.5 square metres. As was
noted by the case officer in their report to this committee, individual rooms fall well below
national space standards requirements (37 square metres for a 1 person flat, and 50 square
metres for a two person one-bedroom flat), even when the communal areas are taken into
consideration.
The Bristol City Council Urban Living SPD details the need to optimise densities for future
developments and provides target optimum densities for different areas of Bristol. According
to it, the proposed development is set within Bristol's 'inner urban' area, and the optimum
density should be 120 dwellings per hectare. With each co-living unit representing one
dwelling, the proposed development represents a density of 749 dwellings per hectare,
making it over 6 times the optimum density.
Also, a development of this density is completely outside of the character and setting of
North Street -- and the SPD specifically refers to the local context and its prevailing
character being key elements in deriving an appropriate density. The SPD also cites that
“recent research (Superdensity- HTA et al 2015) has shown that very high density can
challenge positive response to context, successful placemaking and liveabiltiy aspirations,
sometimes resulting in poor quality development.” It is clear that a density over 6-times the
optimum for an inner urban area, and over 3 times the optimum for even the city centre
would be considered “very high density”, and thus result in poor living conditions.
Lastly, it is very difficult to justify this co-living arrangement considering the COVID-19
pandemic. A Mason & Fifth co-living development that has been cited by the application has
actually postponed their opening due to COVID-19. This application's plans show only one
entrance/exit, one stairwell, one lift, one kitchen and one dining room for up to 40 residents -making it impossible for social distancing, long periods of working from home or effective
self-isolation. The lack of personal space and privacy will have a negative impact on
residents’ physical and mental well-being.
◼ Tushna Commissariat, 20 PHC, BS3 1BF and director of PHC Management Co.
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STATEMENT B6
Development Control B Committee: 22nd July 2020
19/04932/F: 27-31 North Street, Bedminster, BS3 1EN
STATEMENT BY THE APPLICANT: LAURENCE GOLDBERG
My family have lived and worked in lower North Street, Bedminster, since the
1890’s, and on this particular site since 1936. Myself and my wife Gail, as current
owners, now want to bring the site up to a modern standard as a commercial
office on the ground floor for our business, as well as developing the upper floors
as an innovative co-living residence. With the whole site being retained by the
Goldberg family in the long term. Indeed, we have already set up a new company,
Bedrock Co-Living http://www.bedrockcoliving.com, to operate the site.
My father lived in the current building as a boy, before leaving school at fourteen
to become a shoe repairer on the site until his retirement. My wife taught at a
local primary school for over five years; my grandfather worked in the local
tobacco factory all his working; my great-grandfather was a local sign writer; and
my mother manged to thrive as a business-woman and mother in Bedminster.
Over many years my family have supported the local community as best we can.
For example, during WW2, helping to build a nature area at Holy Cross Primary
School and by making our vacant offices available at no cost as a Community
Santa’s Grotto last Christmas.
The proposed modern commercial office will be both vibrant and inclusive in
comparison to the current one which is split over multiple floor levels and floors,
which severely restricts physical accessibility. Our intention is to create seven
new jobs in these modern offices. I am also particularly pleased that we will be
able to pull-back the line of the existing shop-front to create a full width
pavement, rather than the current pinch-point that currently causes difficulty to
pedestrians.
The Co-living residence, which will be on the upper floors, is my family’s
individual response to the climate emergency, housing crisis and well-being of the
younger generation. The latter being a primary driver in the proposal for the coliving residence. The reality is that many pre-child young people have few
attractive choices in terms of accommodation.
In short, co-living offers the social and cost benefits of house sharing, with the
additional bonus of residents having their own private living space, including
kitchenette and ensuite bathroom. It also offers large communal spaces, such as
a shared cooking space, laundry and chill out areas. Co-living can also deliver
additional cost benefits as it comes fully stocked and furnished, as well as
encompassing everything into one simple monthly bill. It is all about community
and connecting people to each other as well as to the area in which they live. At a
time when people are busier and lonelier than ever, co-living offers a range of
communal spaces and organised social activities for friendships to thrive. As
Jonathan Schifferes and Atif Shafique (RSA report into co-living and the common
good March 2018) state “Co-living as part of a mixed economy of housing…..can
help us to confront growing challenges, such as loneliness, facing younger
generations as they come to live independently for the first time”.
Furthermore, Bedrock will actively form partnerships with local businesses, such
as gyms, laundry services, grocers etc and facilitate Bedrock residents to use and
support them.
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Our hope is that the majority of our co-living residents will stay for several years working, living and personally thriving at Bedrock Co-Living. We want them to be
able to build solid foundations for their respective lives ahead and deeply connect
to lower North Street in the process. Lease terms would be on an assured
shorthold tenancy (AST) basis of a minimum of six months with no limit on the
maximum duration. However, in the interest of flexibility for residents, shorter
leases would be available according to circumstances.
With regards to the current Covid-19 pandemic, the lock-down experiences of my
own 26 year-old daughter, who has been a resident in a Co-living site, in Sydney
Australia, are worth referencing. Rather than being in a 1 bed flat with very little
support structure or struggling to share a bathroom and kitchen in an HMO, she
has lived in a fully supportive co-living community knowing that someone was
always on hand to help with meals/care if the worst should happen. She had her
own private living space, kitchenette and bathroom, meaning that there was no
need to share facilities as would be the case in a typical flat-share arrangement.
Moreover, with the emphasis on making working from home straightforward
through ultra-fast internet connectivity and the availability of multiple workspaces, the stresses arising to both her and her parents have been reduced
considerably. Needless-to-say, Bedrock Co-Living will have in place a
comprehensive Site Continuity Plan and has already developed a Covid-19 Safe
Plan. This includes enhanced cleaning routines, use of touchless technology and
social distancing.
As someone who has spent the last seven years of my career working in the
renewable energy and clean technology sector, I am passionate about doing
everything we can to reduce our carbon footprint. To that end, in addition to the
improved energy performance of the new modern building, we also want to install
an EV charger outside of the building and introduce an EV Car-club for use of
both Co-living residents and locals. We have also made an effort to make the
cycle store an integral part of the co-living residence. Rather than a dark and
uninviting cycle store, ours will be both functional and vibrant. Security is a given.
Beyond that we will have inspiring decor, a sink to wash muddy clothes, a secure
entrance which is easy to open whilst manoeuvring a bike and electric bike
charging points.
When it comes to building design, the viability of a co-living operation relies on
achieving a certain density, and this is reflected in the massing of the proposed
building. The site is prominent and forms a strong corner to this stretch of lower
North Street. Thus, there is an opportunity here for a striking, characterful
building which makes a real architectural contribution to the street scene.
I have left it to Nash Partnership, my Planning advisors, to feedback to BCC
Planning on the inaccuracies and omissions that are contained within the
Committee report published 14th July 2020. This has been done separately in
writing.
In conclusion, I would ask the Committee to support the Goldberg family in our
desire to continue to be an active part of the lower North Street community, bring
seven new jobs to the area, do our small bit to tackle the climate emergency and
housing crisis and to make a real difference to the well-being of the younger
generation.

Page 12

STATEMENT B7
27-31 NORTH STREET BS3 1EN (PLANNING REF: 19/04932/F)
STATEMENT BY MEL CLINTON, DIRECTOR OF PLANNING AND REGENERATION, NASH PARTNERSHIP
Good afternoon and thank you to the committee for the opportunity to present some key points on
this application.
We have worked on the project and given it a lot of thought for the past 12 months. Our approach is
one of collaboration and we have sought to do so in respect of this application. We have held
discussions with BS3 Planning Group, Bristol Civic Society and the Management Committee of the
adjoining Picture House Court. A pre-application submission was made in June 2019 but in the
absence of any feedback a planning application was submitted in October. Our first discussion with
the planning authority was eventually arranged for March 2020.
Re-use of the existing buildings is not considered viable. They have been on the market with no
takers. Indeed, planning permission has been obtained for residential conversion of no. 27 but this
has not been taken forward due to viability.
It has been agreed with the planning authority that redevelopment would result in less than
substantial heritage harm and this needs to be weighed against the public benefits.
These benefits are substantial:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

High quality, well managed co-living accommodation providing 20 living spaces.
New modern shop-front business premises on the ground floor, bringing around 7 new jobs.
Enabling sustainable living and working with access by walking (including a widened
footway), cycling and public transport.
A net zero-carbon building from day one.
An Electric vehicle charging point and Electric Car Club vehicle.
A well-designed new building incorporating street art on its elevations.
Substantial investment and an increase in footfall to support regeneration of North Street.

These benefits clearly outweigh the loss of the existing vacant buildings.
A number of concerns have been raised in respect of the report before the Committee. I won’t dwell
on these now, other than to say that there is no single aspect living because both the private and
communal spaces need to be taken into account. And, contrary to some statements in the report, it
has been agreed that an acceptable standard of residential amenity is proposed, which matches or
exceeds that of a wide range of other co-living examples.
Through discussion it has been agreed that the only outstanding issue is a difference of opinion over
building height. It is a surprise therefore to see three reasons for refusal. Taking each in turn:
Sustainability – The proposal is policy compliant. On site renewables will reduce carbon emissions
by 25% and the balance of the energy requirement will be from renewable sources. It has been
agreed that sustainable urban drainage can be secured by condition.
S106 – A Planning Obligations Statement was submitted in November 2019. No further information
or submission has been requested. However, heads of terms have been submitted, covering the
items identified in the report (Travel Plan monitoring and TRO fee), plus securing sustainable energy,
an electric vehicle charge point and an electric vehicle car club space and charge-point.
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Scale and Massing – The proposed building is one floor higher than the adjoining building. This is a
mansard style set-back. Variation in height is a characteristic of the area, sometimes dramatically so.
Here, a high quality new building will help mark what is read as a corner in the streetscene, through
modestly enhanced scale and stature.
The site owner intends to maintain a long-term interest in stewardship of the new development and
the aim is to move to delivery as soon as possible.
I hope therefore that the Committee will agree that the development proposal should proceed, to
enable delivery of the benefits outlined and to help regenerate North Street and meet the wider
needs of the city.
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STATEMENT B8
The site boundary for this application is not deliverable within land under the control of the
Applicant. The proposed entranceway to the co-living units and bin store requires access to be
gained over Picture House Court Management Company private land.
The parcel of land over which the development takes access over and claims ownership of, is shown
on, and included within, the Title Deeds for Picture House Court (freehold title BL132356).
The developers have not agreed with PHC to obtain access over our land and thus the proposals in
their current state are not deliverable.
The application should be withdrawn until it is factually accurate with regard to legal land title
ownership. To date the developers have not made any request (informally or formally) to Picture
House Court Management company with regard to use of this land.
On the 20th July 2020 Picture House Court Management company responded to BCC in an advert in
the Bristol Post dated 3rd July 2020, ref.: 225984950-01 regarding this matter, and highlighted our
ownership of this particular parcel of land.
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STATEMENT B9
Statement in Support of the application
Development Control B Committee: 22nd July 2020
19/04932/F: 27-31 North Street, Bedminster, BS3 1EN
Richard Clarke
There is no question that when considering an application such as this,
context and urban impact is a major consideration. However surely in these
times of a recognised climate emergency, greater importance should be place
on the proposed projects part in the wider issue of climate impact and
sustainability. Bristol was the first city to announce a climate emergency and
this building is a direct response to that.
The existing scheme despite some officer’s views to the contrary, and as per
our previously issued viability report is not a viable option for retention.
As a commercial unit it is at best now second or third rate. In these trying
times for commercial space there is no economic value or justification for any
real renovations and so the site would likely remain vacant or storage.
As a residential solution, this has already been tested in planning. Due to the
available configiuration of the existing property the accomodation that can
only be marketed and occupied as a one bedrroom apartment as the only
bathroom available and is annexed to one of the two bedrooms. As the
property is accessed over three floors with narrow staircases it is certainly
not DDA compliant.
Though we had not seen the officers comments at the time, there were
concerns raised about the suitability of the proposed schemes accomodation
layout, yet on every metric the new scheme outperforms the existing
residential option
 The propsoed new scheme houses 20 people, the existing would be
designed for 2.
 The new scheme is vaiable and has funding, the existing scheme has
and will have neither.
 The environmental performance of the existing building even with
some exstensive retrofitting, though limited by its ultimate value
would, by Method Consulting Ltds’ calculations produe around
12,000kgs of carbon per year, the proposed scheme produces none.

Page 16

Conservation is an important issue also and yes this building is in a
conservations area, but as stated by the planning officer Andrew Cross in our
last meeting before this committee, it was the top floor that was the only
issue preventing him from otherwise recommending the scheme for
approval, despite its location.
So all this considered the matter comes down to the benefits this scheme can
offer based on this extra half a floor over retaining the existing building
which in all probability remains in the future in an unproductive state (other
than the producing carbon), failing in its potential towards meeting Bristol
Housing market need and leading the way in the fight to remove carbon
production from the day to day operation of the buildings within the city.
It has been acknowledged that the upgrading of the fabric of the proposed
scheme beyond building regulation requirements is supported. To remove
the need for gas on the site, an Air Source Heat Pump is being installed.
We have increased the PV requirements on the roof from 13 panels (Policy
compliant) to 24. The scheme promotes sustainable travel solutions being
located on a prime bus and pedestrian route into the city as well as easy
access to both train and metro bus stops.
To further support this we have 1:1 cycle parking and have committed to
install a car share vehicle (electric) with full access to the public as well as a
publically accessible DC charger for private car charging on North Street, both
these measures have been supported by officers. Remaining power
requirements (including that for the chargers on North Street) will be
supplied through carbon free energy sourced from a certified Green Energy
Supplier. This will be secured through a PPA (Power Purchase Agreement) to
ensure compliance, this is a legally binding contract and would usually run for
15 years, i.e. past 2030.
At some point we need to start to think more about how a proposal affects
the future than its perceived impacts on the past, particularly as the agreed
view is that the heritage impacts are less than substantial.
I ask that the committee give due consideration to the huge benefits this
proposal brings to the local area and city as a whole.
Thank You - Richard Clarke
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STATEMENT B10
Statement in Support of the application

Development Control B Committee: 22nd July 2020
19/04932/F: 27-31 North Street, Bedminster, BS3 1EN

David Rhodes RIBA
As a local architect I have been involved in a number of successful project within the Bedminster
area including the regeneration of the adjacent site from a derelict Gala bingo hall to a community of
highly sustainable Passivhaus dwellings and know the area well.
In proposing a building which is a storey higher than the adjacent building I feel this is totally in
keeping with the prevailing character of North Street and the surrounding area for the following
reasons:
1. Bedminster is made up of terraces of house rising and falling over a varied landscape. The
sky line is punctured by a range of larger structures such as Robinson Building, East Street
Church, South Bristol Baths and Salvation Army on Dean Lane.
2. There is not one single pervading character and that is what makes it special, it is the variety
which helps define the area. This also allows high quality new additions to sit well within the
streetscape and contribute to this diversity.
3. The site is an end of terrace location with an access road coming alongside it. Good urban
design principle would suggest that an increase in scale would be appropriate in such a
location in order to mark a corner and bookend a terrace.
4. The location is in a low lying part of Bedminster with the land rising to the North, South and
West. This results in the proposed building being below the prevailing ridge lines in the area
and does not impact on mid and long range views.
5. The design has been carefully tested to ensure that the amenity of its neighbours are not
adversely impacted. Shadow and daylight studies have been undertaken and the design
refined through the application process to ensure the proposals sits well with its neighbours.
This scheme introduces a new kind of residential accommodation to Bedminster which is wholly
appropriate to the vibrant nature of North Street. This is at a scale which provides for a community
of shared living that is welcoming but is large enough to provide a good range of amenities within
the building. We feel that the proposals achieve this, a smaller building would be less successful and
risk not achieving the high standards we should expect. At this scale we can provide a building of
quality which is durable and has the highest sustainability credentials.
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In summary it will create a building of quality at this corner location by:
1. Contributing to the variety and character of the street with a new building of stature, in
keeping with the area’s tradition of such buildings at intervals in the street scene.
2. Use of high-quality materials.
3. A window rhythm that reflects the adjoining building and turns the corner to provide
animation to the elevation and enhancement of the street scene.
4. Incorporating public art on the building elevations to reflect this strong characteristic of the
street.
5. Providing a well-proportioned shop front that turns the corner to animate the end elevation.
I ask the committee to look favourably on this most exciting opportunity to enhance the site and the
housing offering within Bedminster.
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STATEMENT B11
I am very concerned about the excessive density of the proposed accommodation block, and the
problems that could arise from up to 40 people living in small bedsits and having to share social
space. I would expect a high level of turnover and limited social cohesion.
The building is very close to Picture House Court and, due to the 5 storey height, it will deprive the
solar panels on the roof of PHC from sunshine making them less efficient.The flats at PHC gained
Passivhaus certification, making them extremely eco friendly. Depriving the panels of sunshine
should be avoided. What is the point of installing technology to save energy if the good they do can
then be cancelled out by new development?
I could support this type of shared accommodation if it was located in a more suitable location, and
would not cause so many problems.
Dianne James
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STATEMENT B12
Statement to Development Control Committee B meeting on 22nd July 2020
19/04932/F 27-31 North Street Bedminster Bristol BS3 1EN
My various comments have been included in the officer report and reflect the ongoing discussions
with the developer about this scheme and clarifications I have sought. I understand that a briefing
note has been circulated by the applicant with an update on the current position, including some
clarification on points contained in the report.
My view remains a neutral one in that I want to see further progress in providing accommodation on
terms which provide a better balance between tenant and landlord, which can be a lottery in the
private rented sector.
The building concerned is empty and its state of condition detracts from the newer developments,
both commercial and residential, immediately adjacent.
As ever, height and massing is highly subjective. Some of the residential properties built further up
on the other (Southville) side of North Street are definitely not low rise and are close to the
footway/highway creating a canyon effect.
The proposed development will be pushed back to the current building line of adjacent properties
and the extra meter or so will make a difference to the pedestrian pinch-point on the footway there.
I also welcome the commitment to supporting green transport through both an EV car club vehicle
and public charging point, both of which will be new additions to the area and help reduce car
ownership. The investment in green energy is important and, in my opinion, is not adequately
highlighted in the report.
However, my neutrality relates to the concerns expressed by local residents, especially in Picture
House Court, focused on their amenity and the impact on PV installations. I feel these matters can
be conditioned by the Committee, should you wish to grant a conditional approval.
Given the economic impact of the Pandemic, I am concerned that loss of this development and the
local spending it would help facilitate, might further undermine the viability of nearby retail and
service businesses. Leaving an empty, increasingly derelict building and blank frontage in the heart
of this important but fragile retail street would not be beneficial.
I am unable to speak to my statement at the meeting but wish you well in your deliberations.
Cllr Mark Bradshaw
Councillor for Bedminster
21.7.20
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STATEMENT B13
Objection To Application Number: 19/04932/F
Address: 29-31 North Street Bedminster Bristol BS3 1EN
Objection to demolition of existing buildings on heritage grounds by Stephen Wickham

July Morning Sun on Rear Roofs of 27-31 North Street in the Bedminster
Conservation Area looking North across North Street. These are very old
buildings and a group of merit in the character area , worthy of preservation.

Conservation Objection:
These are some of the oldest buildings on North Street and within the Conservation Area. The proposed
loss of these buildings is extremely regrettable and really undermines the viability or credibility of the
remainder of the character area within the CA. The proposal does not enhance the CA.
Not only would the loss of these buildings adversely affect the character and appearance of this part of
the Bedminster Conservation Area but demolition is contrary to relevant heritage policies contained
within the Local Plan and the NPPF
The existing buildings present an interesting outlook of six or more ancient roofs from the recent new
build hosing behind who may be among the objectors. The proposal merely blocks their CA view across
the North street toward Southville and casts shadows across North Street.
I have given time to partake in the Pre-ap , but conservation / heritage documents were always promised
soon, never delivered, before the application became formalised.
Other Objection
The proposed replacement will overcast North Street particularly in the middle of the day in Winter
The type of accommodation may have excited the applicants but never seemed to have enough space for
its occupants , particularly not enough amenity space , And that was before anyone considered the effects
of a pandemic lock down such as we have recently experienced.
The building is not a worthy replacement for the existing structures and I would ask you to support your
Page 22 Thank you for reading this objection.
officers recommendation in refusing the application.

STATEMENT C1
Thank you for the opportunity of speaking to you today and many thanks also to you officers for their
assistance during the application progress.
We are clearly pleased with the recommendation for approval.
However, we are clearly aware of the extent of public interest in this project in respect of a number
of issues, but note that all issues have been resolved to the satisfaction of your officers.
The scheme seeks to provide two additional stories on a single storey corner building. This should be
encouraged as a means of making efficient use of land in a highly sustainable location that provides
new housing close to local shops and amenities and bus routes.
The single storey nature of the site clearly lends itself to additional development and this can be
provided on a similar scale and massing to that of the existing adjoining buildings. The proposals seek
to complement rather than imitate these existing buildings with high-quality design that makes good
use of a prominent corner location.
As such we are particularly pleased to note the comments from the fact that the City Design Group
has raised no objection and that proposals are sensitively designed.
It is therefore clear that the scheme will enhance the character and appearance of the Conservation
Area.
Concerns have been raised with regard to the prominent nature of the proposals and the potential for
overlooking. The officer report, in this regard, refers to a solitary window on the flank elevation of no
49 Westbury Hill. It is uncertain, though, as to whether this window serves a habitable room.
However, the proposals are separated by Cambridge Crescent from the nearest property and, as
stated in the officer report, a distance of some 15m is consistent with the area.
There is an existing consent to convert the existing upper floors at no 55 Westbury Hill to provide a
decent three-bedroom apartment. The current scheme takes this forward by increasing an additional
three-bedroom apartment, which creates high quality accommodation in a highly sustainable location.
It is acknowledged that the proposed additional dwelling on site does not provide on-site car parking.
However, it is clearly not possible to provide such car parking on-site, which is consistent with the
majority of neighbouring properties. It is also noted that your highway colleagues have raised no
objections to the proposals on grounds of parking.
Overall it is clear that the current proposals comprise a high quality scheme that will do much to
enhance the local area, without harming local amenities.
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STATEMENT C2
We are asking the committee to reject this application. While we do not object in principle to
residential development in Westbury Village, we believe that this proposal unreasonably affects the
amenity of existing and potential residents. This is on the grounds of parking, massing and
overlooking, each of which is dealt with separately below.
Parking
This development provides no parking spaces for 10 new bed-spaces of accommodation. We note
that TDM’s response dismisses this on the grounds that it is a reduction in units. This is flawed logic
which seems to be based on the fact that an adjoining application by the same owners for three new
townhouses has now been withdrawn. While that is welcome, we should be clear that this
development stands alone and still adds a considerable amount of new accommodation to the area.
It sits on the corner of Cambridge Crescent, which is already a hot-spot for parking problems. The
road is densely built with victorian terraces which do not have driveways. Residents compete for
kerbside parking with shoppers and with commuters who use it as a free park-and-ride. Parking is
already under intense pressure and residents face a daily battle to park anywhere near their homes.
It is a source of great stress to many as reflected in the number of requests for parking controls or
resident parking which we as ward members regularly receive from residents of Cambridge
Crescent. While other parts of our ward suffer similar problems, this particular road is almost
unique in Westbury-on-Trym for the existing pressure on parking spaces.
This development of 10 new bed spaces could easily add 4-5 additional cars or more to that
pressured situation and there is simply no room for them. This would add unacceptable daily stress
to the lives of existing residents.
Massing
Cambridge Crescent is a relatively narrow road where it meets Westbury Hill at the location of this
development. However, the fact that the buildings on both corners are currently set back above
ground floor level provides a wide and open entrance to the road as it faces Westbury Hill. This
development would bring the three storey building line right to the side of the road, creating an
unpleasant narrower and darker feel to the entrance. It also brings the building much closer to the
private home at no. 49 on the other side of the road.
Overlooking
The report acknowledges that the proposed new windows in the side of no. 51 would look directly
into a window in no. 49 Westbury Hill, but says that this is acceptable as there are already windows
in the existing building at no. 53. However, those existing windows are much further away from no.
49 than the new ones would be, and they are currently in office accommodation which is only
occupied during business hours. This development would create significant new overlooking
between private homes at much closer range than currently exists.
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We also note objections from residents on the other side of Westbury Hill whose private gardens
face the proposed development. Currently the gardens are not overlooked at all, but the new first
and second floor windows proposed in no. 51 would look directly down into them.
We believe that all of these factors make this development unacceptable, and urge you to refuse it.
Thank you.
Cllr Geoff Gollop, Liz Radford and Steve Smith,
Westbury-on-Trym and Henleaze.

Many thanks,
Steve Smith,
Councillor for Westbury-on-Trym and Henleaze.
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STATEMENT C3
Dear Sirs
We at 49 Westbury Hill formally object to the development at 51-53 Westbury Hill.
This application should not be considered separately from the recently withdrawn application by the
same developers for the adjoining property on Cambridge crescent. This is clearly an attempt to
push the boundaries on both developments
The development is overbearing and out of keeping with the neighbouring properties. It affects the
privacy of our property with the development directly looking onto what is currently a private
courtyard where my 2 young daughters currently play and we spend family time and leisure. It also
looks directly into neighbouring properties including yew tree cottage where it looks straight into
the garden and upper floor bedrooms. A number of the other properties along Westbury Hill will
lose their site lines.
No consideration has been taken in respect of parking. Currently there are no spaces available and
already it is difficult for current residents to park. This development is likely to bring in a number of
cars without any provision for this. The developer needs to be honest about its plan for the
Cambridge crescent application and the 51-53 Westbury Hill development and produce a sensible
plan that doesn't destroy the local neighbourhood. The repeated developments along the back of
Westbury Hill have already created significant problems.
Yours sincerely
Dr James Cross
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STATEMENT C4
The Westbury-on-Trym Society
Proud of our past…. shaping our future

For the meeting of Development Control committee B
Wednesday 22nd July 2020
Reference: Application No 19/05300/F: 51-53 Westbury Hill

There is considerable disappointment that this application has received a recommendation for
acceptance from the planning officer concerned for the following reasons:1 Intrusion into visual amenity at this prominent section of the Conservation area of Westbury
on Trym.
The height and overall size of the resulting block at that corner of Cambridge Crescent and at the
significant junction of Westbury Hill, Waters Lane and Cambridge Crescent will be overbearing and out
of proportion with surrounding buildings. It is also above the established roof line of shops and
apartments that complete the streetscape on Westbury Hill down as far as the War Memorial.
2 An apparent acceptance that there will be no further pressure on street parking from the new
residents’ ownership of cars, in an area that cannot sustain the enormous numbers of established
residents’ and commuters’ cars already – and with the public car park occupied by patients visiting the
Health Centre already causing lack of space for shoppers coming into the district, as they do from
many parts of north Bristol to use banking and many other service facilities in Westbury. Those making
this judgement are clearly not aware of the daily traffic congestion from double decker buses, delivery
vans and traffic that uses the village as a rat-run cum by pass to the A4018, in this area already.
3 Surprise that internal storage of waste bins is still to be allowed although it has now been
placed on the ground floor. This will surely create unpleasant odours and even contamination
for occupants of the shops on the ground floor and will travel upwards to the flats above especially in
warm weather.
In view of the Covid 19 pandemic and transfer of particles into the air from any form of waste material
and stored material over a number of days/weeks, should this not now be considered by our planners
as undesirable and even a possible source of virus production in the future?
4 The acceptance that these apartments will have no outdoor amenity space for immediate
access at all. Given that their occupancy could amount to being by 10 persons (according to bed
spaces) and that might be families with children or young people, is this right or fair and does it really
accord with the principles laid down recently for urban living conditions by Bristol’s Urban SPD? How
does this give any allowance for future good health in physical or psychological terms and the
possibility of future virus problems and the need for people to be able breath fresh air at regular
intervals? Are our Councils yet addressing this problem that has been proven over and over in recent
months. Would this be allowed in Council built/sponsored Social housing and like wise point no 3? If
not, then why must it pertain in private developments?
I/We urge the committee to consider these important new aspects of all development applications
including this one, before agreeing to their implementation.
Hilary Long pp The Westbury Society
www.westburyontrymsociety.org.uk
Registered Charity Number 265486
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