
Bristol City Council
Minutes of the Development Control B Committee

9 November 2016 at 6.00 pm

Members Present:-
Councillors: Harriet Clough, Mike Davies, Carla Denyer, Richard Eddy, Martin Fodor, Olly Mead, 
Kevin Quartley and Afzal Shah

Officers in Attendance:-
Gary Collins and Allison Taylor (Democratic Services Officer)

1. Welcome, Introduction and Safety Information

2. Apologies for Absence

Apologies were received from Councillor Margaret Hickman, Celia Phipps and Sultan Khan.

3. Declarations of Interest

None.

4. Minutes of the previous meeting

The Committee agreed to the following amendments:-

Minute 13 - Avonbank, Feeder Road, Page 8, Bullet Point 1, 2nd line – add ‘two aspects of’ before 
‘the noise assessment’. Add ‘:’ after ‘diesel engines’ Delete ‘and the’ before ‘tonality’. 3rd Line 
delete ‘in’ and add ‘and the likely additional noise at’ before ‘start-up and shut-down’. 6th line, 
add ‘nor start-up noise’ after ‘did not cover tonality’.

Minute 13 - 2, Southernhay Avenue, Page 13, Bullet Point 5, 2nd line, add ‘for use by the resident 
of this property’ after ‘retained’.

Subject to these amendments, the Minutes were agreed as a correct record and signed by the 
Chair.
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5. Appeals

The Representative of the Service Director – Planning drew the Committee’s attention to:-

 Item 2, 11 – 13, Queens Road, which was an on-going appeal for and A1 use to A 3 use 
and was also the subject of an application on this agenda. The Committee were 
informed that should the application before the Committee be granted, it was for the 
applicant to decide whether to withdraw the on-going appeal due to a change in 
circumstances. The Committee should not have regard to this in their decision-making;

 Item 4 – Fishponds Road, McDonalds Restaurant. The Public Inquiry was due to start 
yesterday but the applicant’s Barrister had become ill. Alternative dates were now 
being considered and it was now likely that the period of the Inquiry would be longer, 
potentially 7/8 days.

6. Enforcement

The Committee was advised there were no updates for this meeting. 

7. Public Forum

Members of the Committee received public forum statements in advance of the meeting. 

The Statements were heard before the application they related to and were taken fully into 
consideration by the Committee prior to reaching a decision. (A copy of the public forum list and 
statements are held on public record by Democratic Services). 

8. Planning and Development

The Committee considered the following reports of the Service Director, Planning -

(1) 16/03185/F - 11 – 13, Queens Road.

An Amendment Sheet was provided to the committee in advance of the meeting, detailing 
changes since the publication of the original report.

The Representative of the Service Director – Planning commented as follows:-
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 The application was for a change of use from A1 retail outlet to a mixed A1/A3 coffee shop 
use. The site forms part of the Queens Road and Park Street primary shopping area and 
frontage as identified in the Central Area Plan. It currently traded as a charity shop;

 An application for change of use to an A3 restaurant was refused under delegated powers 
in September 2015 and an appeal was due to be heard at the end of November 2016;

 Objections were received from three local amenity groups whose primary concern was that 
the area had gone beyond the tipping point with respect to food and drink outlets;

 Officers had assessed the objections, local plan policies and recent appeals and concluded 
that on balance the proposals preserved the retail function and contributed to the vitality 
and viability of the primary shopping area and frontage. The proposals were also 
acceptable in terms of amenity and highway safety and it was therefore recommended for 
grant subject to conditions.

The following comments arose from debate:-

 With respect to seating on the highway outside the building, officers were confident that a 
3m wide pavement could be maintained. There was no application for A Boards, although 
it was noted that this was an issue across the city and needed careful attention in this area. 
He was confident that enforcement and Streetscene officers would deal with such matters 
quickly in this area;

  It was noted that a condition prevented any boundary or screening around the tables and 
chairs;

 Councillor Mead was satisfied with the proposals and moved the officer recommendation 
and this was seconded by Councillor Eddy.

On being put to the vote it was unanimously:-

RESOLVED - that permission be granted subject to the Conditions and Advice(s) in the report and 
the Amendment sheet.

(2) 16/03774/F – Police Dog & Horse Training Centre, Clanage Road, Bower Ashton.

An Amendment Sheet was provided to the committee in advance of the meeting, detailing 
changes since the publication of the original report.

The Representative of the Service Director – Planning commented as follows:-

 The applicants, the Caravan club, were currently based on land at Baltic Wharf which was 
owned by the Council who wished to sell the land;

 The proposed site was on the busy A369 and could be accessed by public transport serving 
Bower Ashton Campus;
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 The site adjoined the Ashton Court registered historic park and garden and was an 
important green buffer zone from the city;

 The site was in Flood Zone 3 which meant there was a high probability of flooding and had 
the Environment Agency had objected on that basis;

 Objections were also received from highways as there was poor visibility at the access and 
slow moving, heavy vehicles would present a danger on a busy road;

 The Coal Authority had submitted a late objection as the assessment provided did not 
meet their requirements;

 The Committee were asked to assess whether the special circumstances cited by the 
applicant to justify an exemption to established green belt policy, ie. a lack of alternative 
sites outweighed the harm caused.

The following points arose from debate:-

 It was noted that the Baltic Wharf site was also in Flood Zone 3 but the application site  
would also experience water coming down the hill which was an additional threat;

 Councillor Mead believed it was short sighted for the Council to sell the Baltic Wharf site if 
it was in a Flood Risk Zone as it seemed unlikely that anybody else would want it. The Chair 
noted that the Council had previously decided against a school on the site due to flood risk. 
The Representative of the Service Director – Planning reported that a planning application 
was not submitted for the school as it was the wrong side of the docks to serve the 
children it was intended for and would therefore require parents to drive there. The 
rationale for selling the site was to realise the value of property assets in light of the 
challenging financial situation the Council was in. He added that new applications in a 
regeneration area would benefit from the sequential test and a more relaxed view would 
be taken in planning policy terms if a suitable flood evacuation plan was in place and the 
Environmental Agency were content. Finally, he emphasised the need for the Committee 
to consider what was before them and not why it was before them;

 Councillor Mead asked whether a signalled junction could mitigate the highway concerns 
and was informed that the fundamental concern was that large vehicles would not be able 
to pull out quickly enough onto a very busy road;

 It was noted that the adjacent site had experienced flooding in recent years. The main 
concern for this site was that caravans were extremely vulnerable in a flood risk area as 
they would be washed away in a flash storm. It was made clear to the Committee that an 
abrupt flood could result in loss of life and there were no mitigations to sufficiently 
alleviate the risk;

 The Representative of the Service Director – Planning was unclear with respect to the 
Council’s legal obligation to find the Caravan Club a new site though he was aware that 
there had been an extensive site search. He advised the Committee to focus on whether 
the benefits of the Caravan Club to the local economy and the lack of alternative options 
outweighed the significant issues of concern;
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 The Chair observed that the applicants having extensively searched believed that this site 
met their needs and it appeared there was a focus on the issues of concern rather than the 
benefits to the applicant;

 Councillor Mead asked whether it was possible to approve with a pre-commencement 
condition regarding further investigation of the flood risk and if unsurmountable the 
application be rejected. He was informed that there were four reasons officers had 
recommended refusal and two of them were fundamental. Any permission in Greenbelt 
land would have to go before the Secretary of State for consideration as it was so contrary 
to policy. Officer’s interpretation of Greenbelt policy was that this was not an appropriate 
development in the Greenbelt. Similarly, a sustained Environment Agency objection on the 
grounds of flood risk would also need to go before the Secretary of State. Had it been 
possible to include a condition to overcome these fundamental issues, officers would not 
have recommended refusal;

 The Chair observed that a Caravan Club development seemed an appropriate one for 
Green Belt land; 

 Councillor Denyer agreed noting that there was now acceptance of the use of Green Belt 
land for housing provision. However, she was minded to accept the officer 
recommendation on the flood risk reason alone;

 Councillor Eddy stated there was a moral responsibility for the Council to find the Caravan 
Club a satisfactory home. He was not convinced on most of the grounds for refusing but 
accepted that the flood risk was substantial and would therefore support the officer 
recommendation to refuse. He also proposed that this Committee urge the Cabinet and 
Mayor to put more resources and proper attention to finding a permanent home for the 
Caravan Club and this be formalised into a recommendation. 

 Councillor Shah gave weight to the significant contribution the Caravan Club made to the 
local economy but shared concerns regarding flood risk and would therefore vote to 
refuse. He supported the additional recommendation;

 The Representative of the Service Director – Planning suggested that the Committee 
recommend that officers write to relevant Place Service Directors asking them to assist the 
Caravan Club in finding a new site;

 Councillor Denyer moved the recommendation along with the additional recommendation 
and this was seconded by Councillor Clough.

On being put to the vote it was unanimously:-
 
RESOLVED – 

1. That permission be refused;
2. That officers write to the relevant Service Directors – Place asking them to assist the Caravan 
Club in finding a new site.
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(3) 16/03832/F and 16/03833/F – 112, Coombe Lane.

An Amendment Sheet was provided to the committee in advance of the meeting, detailing 
changes since the publication of the original report.

The Representative of the Service Director – Planning commented as follows:-

 The applications  had been referred to Committee by the local ward member;
 The site was located on the junction of Coombe Lane and Canford Lane and the area was 

made up mostly of houses within large garden plots. There had been some development in 
the area with properties being built within large gardens. There were also some extant 
permissions;

 There were two trees in the corner of the site with TPO’s but they were not affected by the 
proposals;

 The first application was to demolish the bungalow and build a six-bedroom dwelling, 
garage and driveway. The access would be widened to 3.5m with lane at 3m;

 The second application was the same as the first application with the addition of a second 
dwelling to the rear and the access widened to 4.1m with lane at 3.5m;

 The second application would require the junction to be rearranged so as to narrow it thus 
making it slower and tactile crossings would be provided;

 A swept paths assessment had been undertaken;
 The key issues arising from consultation relating to the second application was that the 

house and garden was now visible from the street and there was intervisibility between 
houses. The other issues were access and trees;

 Officers recommended approval of both applications subject to conditions set out in the 
report.


The following points arose from debate:-

 The developer would most likely apply for self-build CIL exemption but this could not 
happen until permission was granted and this was within regulations;

 Councillor Eddy proposed that a condition be imposed requiring the developer to pay 
£5000 of CIL to the Neighbourhood Partnership for the cost of a pedestrian refuge island. 
He believed this was a reasonable requirement and an appropriate mitigation. In response 
he was informed that CIL could only be used for strategic infrastructure and NP’s were 
entitled to 15% of a contribution. It was not reasonable to ask for more. It was appropriate 
to tighten up the junction for the two-dwelling application but beyond that it was not 
proportionate or reasonable although the Committee might take its own view;

  The Chair noted that the  NP had expressed concerns about the junction but not done 
anything about it;

 It was noted that the Swept path Assessment had shown that buses, including double- 
deckers could make the manoeuvre. This assessment included buses coming in both 
directions;
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 It was noted that a condition was proposed to give adequate screening with the laurel 
hedge for neighbours and this would be undertaken as soon as the next planning season 
started;

 Councillor Mead was unconvinced by the second application;
 Councillor Eddy confirmed that he felt it was not unreasonable to insist that the developer 

contribute £5000 for a pedestrian refuge island. He did not believe the applications should 
be refused but would abstain if this condition was not imposed. The Representative of the 
Service Director – Planning advised that the Committee could grant as per the 
recommendation and in addition a condition requiring the provision of a pedestrian refuge 
at the junction (or amend the existing condition 7 requiring highway works);

 Councillor Eddy moved the recommendations for both applications subject to an additional 
condition on the second application requiring the developer to provide a pedestrian refuge 
island as part of the highway works via an amendment to recommended condition 7. This 
was seconded by Councillor Mead.

On being put to the vote, it was unanimously:-

RESOLVED - 

1. That the first application (one dwelling) be granted subject to Conditions and Advice in the 
report and the Amendment Sheet.
2. that the second application (two dwellings) be granted subject to Conditions and Advice in 
the report and the Amendment Sheet and an additional amendment to condition 7 requiring a 
pedestrian refuge island.

9. Additional information relating to Agenda Item 8.

Meeting ended at 7.45pm

CHAIR  __________________


