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One further objection has been received since the report was written, raising the following 
issues:

 The proposed plans for plot 6 are generic, undistinguished building which peaks at 
17 storeys, and has a large, intrusive, formless mass. The finish is very basic and 
uninteresting. It will inflict major harm on the surrounding views and streets. This 
will create a precedent for other tall buildings in other parts of the city.

 Tall buildings are less energy efficient than mid rise buildings, with research 
showing than they use 100% more carbon in construction and 60% more during its 
lifetime. 

 Tall buildings are no conducive to student welfare, generating less casual 
meetings, less friendships, greater loneliness, less pro-social behaviour, and have 
a lowering effect on the mood of people in their surroundings.

 The need for student accommodation in this location is also questioned, given the 
post Covid-19 economic and political environment.

OFFICER RESPONSE

In large part these concerns are addressed in the original report. It considered that the 
proposal is policy compliant in respect of sustainability and use. In respect of the design 
and residential environment, whilst Officers have expressed concerns in this respect, it is 
considered that revisions to the proposal are considered to have resulted in significant 
improvements in this respect. Furthermore, the University’s own guidance on standards for 
student accommodation does not advice against taller buildings, and promotes the type of 
cluster units and communal areas, to improve well-being, which has been included in the 
proposal.

A further comment from the Environment Agency has been received and they have 
confirmed that they continue to Object to the planning application, for the following 
reasons:

Having carefully considered the further information presented by the applicant, in 
summary, the following key areas of concern remain: 

 The area is at high risk and would be subject to considerable, hazardous flood 
depths over the lifetime of the development, when taking into account the 
predicted impacts of climate change. 

 The absence of strategic flood risk management infrastructure for the area to 
reduce flood risk and mitigate detriment (increase in flood risk elsewhere). 

 Development precluding safe operational access to the Feeder Canal, a 
designated Main River, required in the interests of flood risk management. 

 The development fails to adequately demonstrate it will not increase flood risk 
elsewhere.

 Use of voids as mitigation including ongoing maintenance. 

We do not consider the matters raised in our earlier consultation responses or during our 
recent meeting on 01 July 2020 have been satisfactorily addressed by the applicant. The 
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application, as submitted, is contrary to paragraphs 161 and 163 of the NPPF. It is also 
contrary to Policy BCAP35 of the Adopted Bristol Central Area Plan and Policy BCS16 of 
the Adopted Bristol Local Plan Core Strategy.

We have significant concerns that over the lifetime of the development, when taking into 
account the predicted impacts of climate change, the area will be subject to which would 
pose an unacceptable hazard. In particular, the Upper End climate change level in 2120 is 
10.67mAOD compared to existing site levels, as set out in the submitted Flood Risk 
Assessment (FRA) dated 5 February 2020 version 4, page 12, ranging between 
7.68mAOD and 9.3mAOD. The proposals for Plots 1, 2 and 3 include lowering of existing 
ground levels to incorporate an enclosed lower ground floor car park, as low as 7m AOD 
for Plot 1.

As we have outlined previously, in the absence of a strategic flood risk infrastructure, the 
applicant could have explored ground raising the site/parts of the site to assist in making 
the development safe in respect of flood risk. This does not appear to have been explored 
by the applicant. We remain of the view it is imperative strategic flood risk infrastructure is 
delivered in this area. Such provision would help ensure new development is protected to 
an appropriate standard for the lifetime of the development, facilitating safe access egress 
and mitigating any increase in flood risk.

Additional climate change runs have been undertaken by the applicant in line with our 
latest climate change guidance, December 2019, for the two sea level rise scenarios; 
Higher Central and Upper End. The access/egress walkway proposed is set at only 
10.17m AOD; the Higher Central allowance in 2120 as calculated for the site but with no 
freeboard. The Upper End allowance the applicant calculated to be 10.67m AOD and 
including freeboard this would put the levels at 10.57m AOD and 10.97m AOD 
respectively. 

The Flood Risk Assessment has not been updated to take account of the amendments 
and does not justify the levels of the proposed walkway. It is not clear if the modelling 
undertaken takes account of the most recent changes or the impact of the provision of a 
flood gate.

There is insufficient detail regarding this proposed flood gate. Specifically who would 
adopt, maintain and operate the gate going forward, for the lifetime of the development. 
The detailed design for the gate has not been provided. The Local Authority Emergency 
Planner and Emergency Services must also consider these proposals, particularly with 
regard to whether or not the gate would hinder access/egress for other sites in the area 
and clarification as to whether or not the tunnel provides adequate head room. 

We raised concerns with the use of voids in our response of 26 May 2020. The applicant 
has since provided examples of voids utilised in the North and South East of England, 
drawing comparisons with the application site. Having reviewed these further, we consider 
there are significant material differences in flooding mechanisms, scale of development 
and local circumstances which would render such a comparison inappropriate.

We are concerned that the majority of our queries in respect of floodplain compensation 
have not been addressed. The planning agent states in their covering email that 
compensation for Plot 1 will be achievable following discussions with BuroHappold. It 
would be helpful to understand what this approach will be. 

We note floodplain compensation has been reviewed for Plot 5 – drawing FS0780-STL-
XX-XX-DR-L-XXXX-09055 Indicative Flood Compensation Areas Plan following our 
teleconference on 01 July 2020. Indicative proposals have been provided for providing 
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compensation on the MUGA pitches. However, we are concerned that these are not 
sufficiently detailed proposals. The requisite comparison with the original proposals CE-
002 Issue 2 prepared by Arup has not been undertaken by the applicant. We need to 
understand the volume of compensation that will be provided under the building or 
whether this is no longer required. 
We note it is proposed to lower the MUGA pitches on Plot 5, to facilitate level access to the 
edge of the Feeder Canal, a designated Main River. Notwithstanding this, we would still 
need to navigate our way through the site to the MUGA pitches. We therefore need to 
understand what this access route would be, loading restrictions, along with the width of 
the opening on to the pitches and the grading of the access approach.

With reference to Plot 6 – drawing 0117 RevB 13 05 2020 Flooding Measures – Plan this 
indicates an access route through the site. This includes the provision of demountable 
fencing and seating. Can this surface withstand loading from a 4x4 vehicle and trailer? 

A higher level walkway has been incorporated alongside the edge of the Feeder Canal, 
which along with the high fencing further limits access to the water’s edge. No details are 
provided of how this walkway would be supported, how it would be demountable or how 
feasible this is to remove promptly in an emergency. 

It is important we again highlight, our requirement for a minimum 5 metre set back is not 
just for safe operational, maintenance or emergency access to the designated Main River. 
It is also essential in providing sufficient space for future flood risk management 
interventions. 

We do not normally comment on or approve the adequacy of flood emergency response 
procedures accompanying development proposals, as we do not carry out these roles 
during a flood. Our involvement with this development during an emergency will be limited 
to delivering flood warnings to occupants/ users covered by our flood warning network.
 
The planning practice guidance (PPG) to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
states that, in determining whether a development is safe, the ability of residents and users 
to safely access and exit a building during a design flood and to evacuate before an 
extreme flood needs to be considered. 

In all circumstances where warning and emergency response is fundamental to managing 
flood risk, we advise local planning authorities to formally consider the emergency 
planning and rescue implications of new development in making their decisions. As such, 
we recommend you refer to 'Flood risk emergency plans for new development' and 
undertake appropriate consultation with your emergency planners and the emergency 
services to determine whether the proposals are safe in accordance with paragraph 163 of 
the NPPF and the guiding principles of the PPG.
 
We have considered the findings of the flood risk assessment in relation to the likely 
duration, depths, velocities and flood hazard rating against the design flood for the 
proposal. This indicates that there will be hazardous flood depths, when taking into 
account the predicted impacts of climate change over the lifetime of the development. 
 
OFFICER RESPONSE

It is clear that Environment Agency position has not changed significantly as a result of the 
additional information submitted, and indeed they have requested additional modelling be 
undertaken to take account of the change in levels of the MUGA on plot 5, and the 
introduction of a flood gate. Following further discussions with the EA, they have also 
raised a concern that the report suggests that the risks would only result from an 

http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change/making-development-safe-from-flood-risk/what-are-the-important-considerations-for-flood-warning-and-evacuation-plans/
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change#design-flood
https://www.adeptnet.org.uk/floodriskemergencyplan
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exceedance event (i.e. an extreme flood event), and that this impact would be relatively 
short lived.

For clarity, therefore, parts of the site will flood to significant levels in a 1 in 200 year flood 
event, and whilst the peak event would be relatively short lived a flood event is likely to see 
some impact on the site for a longer period (i.e. recent evidence suggests that the site 
would not drain in the way suggested by the modelling, and flood water may be on site for 
a longer period). The view of the Environment Agency is that the site should be defended 
in a flood event, and therefore the risks associated with flooding would be significantly 
reduced. However, whilst this would be preferable, it would have additional impacts on 
flooding on other sites, and it would appear that it would only be deliverable with a more 
strategic approach (and would therefore be outside the scope of this application to deliver).

As such, in recommending approval of the application the Local Planning Authority it has 
considered that there would be a degree of flooding on the site, but that the site could 
either continue to operate in a flood event, or could be evacuated/closed in good time 
before a flood event. As such, the impacts of the flood events could be mitigated, subject 
to appropriate conditions. Whilst the EA have raised concerns about the level of the 
escape walkway, it is considered that this would meet the policy requirement, although it is 
arguable that this will be the minimum required to meet the policy, and a higher level 
walkway would provide a more secure escape route. However, final details of the walkway 
will need to be secured by condition, and this application will just secure the principle.

There are two further issues raised by the Environment Agency. Firstly, there is an 
outstanding issue regarding the use of voids to provide flood water storage. The reduction 
in levels of the MUGA on plot 5 will provide additional storage, but will not negate the need 
for voids all together. However, whilst the revised modelling has not been submitted, it is 
clear that this will provide betterment over the originally submitted position. Where voids 
will still be required, they will be in parts of the site with single party control (the school and 
the student accommodation) giving some certainty of continued management of the voids. 
It is also argued by the applicant that the flood gate would be above the level where further 
mitigation would be required.

The other outstanding issue is with regard to the access to the canalside for further 
maintenance and management. Whilst the revised plans show access in certain locations, 
the EA have requested further information to ensure this access meets their requirement. 
It is not considered that there is any reason this information could not be secured by 
condition, and therefore it is not considered that this warrants the refusal of the application.

As such, notwithstanding the concerns raised by the Environment Agency, it is considered 
that these issues can be substantially addressed through conditions, and therefore subject 
to the additional conditions the previous recommendation still stands. However, it is noted 
that given the outstanding objection from the EA the Town and Country Planning 
(Consultation) (England) Direction 2009 gives the Secretary of State the power to call in 
the application for determination, if it is resolved by this committee to grant the permission. 
Therefore, the recommendation should be amended as follows:

RECOMMENDED - Refer to the Secretary of State

(A) That the application together with responses to the publicity and consultations, the 
committee report and members comments be referred to the Secretary of State for 
Communities and Local Government.

If the Secretary of State makes no comment within the 21 day period from receipt of 
notification, then planning permission is granted subject to Planning Agreement and the 
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revocation of the existing hazardous substance consent, and a suite of conditions to be 
drafted by Officers.

Item 2: - 90 West Street St Philips Bristol BS2 0BW 
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No amendments


