List of People Requesting to Speak – Public Participation – DC B Committee –
2pm on Wednesday 21st July 2021
DEADLINES: 5pm on Thursday 15th July 2021 (Questions), 2pm on Monday
19th July 2021 (Public Participation), 12pm on Tuesday 20th July 2021
Statements)
A – Milsom Street
A1 – T K
A2 – Z K
A3 – M M
A7 – S Z
B – Land At Access 18, Avonmouth
None

Development Control Committee B

Public Forum
D C Committee B
2pm on 21st July2021
\

1.

2.

Members of the Development Control Committee B

Councillors: Ani Stafford-Townsend (Chair), Chris Windows (Vice-Chair), Fabian
Breckels (Labour Group Spokesperson), Andrew Brown (Liberal Democrat Group
Spokesperson), Lesley Alexander, Amirah Cole (substitute for Zoe Goodman), Fi
Hance (substitute for Tony Dyer), Katja Hornchen (substitute for Donald
Alexander), Guy Poultney
Officers:
Gary Collins - Development Management, Peter Westbury, Alex Hawtin, Zoe Willcox,
Matthew Cockburn, Laurence Fallon, Jeremy Livitt

ADevelopment Control Committee B

Request
To Speak
Made
Where
Indicated
S=
Speaker

Statement
Or Petition

Petition:
Reference from
Full Council –
Tuesday 6th July
2021 To Be
Dealt With
Under Agenda
Item 6
Enforcement
A1 (i) – 02372
and (ii) - 02373

S

A2 (i) - 02372
and (ii) - 02373

S

A3 (i) - 02372
and (ii) - 02373

S

A4 (i) - 02372
and (ii) - 02373
A5
A6
A7
B1

S

Statements/Petitions
Application
Name

Stephen Barrett –
Filton Grove
Residents Group

20/01595/F – Request for Enforcement
Action: Protest Against Adverse Effect of
Work Carried Out On Site at Junction of
Filton Grove, Muller Road and Filton Avenue

T K (1 Statement for
each Planning
Application)
Z K (1 Statement for
each Planning
Application)
M M (1 Statement
for each Planning
Application)
Z Vicky (1 Statement
for each Planning
Application)
Thangam
Debbonaire MP
Dominic Ellison WECIL
SZ

Milsom Street – 21/02372/H and
21/02373/H

Andrew Ross

20/02903/P - Land At Access 18,
Avonmouth

“
“
“
“
“
“

We the undersigned ask the council to restrict the extent of the Construction
Compound to ensure safe and proper vehicle access, ensure the number of road
closures for site deliveries and construction work is restricted to the approved
number, and to ensure full and proper enforcement action is carried out, all the
above being related to planning approval 20_01595_F.
Filton Grove Residents Group.
Name

Address
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We the undersigned ask the council to restrict the extent of the Construction
Compound to ensure sat-e and proper vehicle access, ensure the number of road
closures lbr site deliveries and construct"ion rvork is restricted to the approved
nutnber, and to ensure full and proper enforcefirent action is carried out. all the
above being related to plan:ring approval 20_01595_F.
Filton Crove Residents Group.
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We the undersigned ask the council to restrict the extent of the Construction
Compound to ensure safe and proper vehicie access, ensure the number of road
closures for site deliveries and construction work is restricted to the approved
number, and to ensure full and proper enforcement action is carried out, all the
above being related to planning approval20_01595_F.
Filton Crove Residents Group
Name
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We the undersigned ask the council to reskict the extent of the Construction
Compound to ensure safe and proper vehicle access, ensure the number of road
closures for site deliveries and construction work is restricted to the approved
number, and to ensure full and proper enforcement action is carried out, all the
above being related to planning approval20_01595_F.
Filton Grove Residents Group.
Name

Address
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We the undersigned ask the council to restrict the extent of the Construction
Compound to ensure safe and proper vehicle access, ensure the number of road
closures for site deliveries and construction rn ork is restricted to the approved
number, and to ensLlre fu1l and proper enforcement action is carried out, all the
above being related to planning approval 20_01595_F.
Filton Grove Residents Group.
Name

Address
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STATEMENT NUMBER Al (i)
Statement
To whom it may concern,
I write in regards to application 21 /02372/H I Height increase to rear extension and fire escape
fabrication installations.
No equalities consideration, no following of guidance or protocol. I don't want to be legalistic and
detail every law broken or ignored as it would be more than 1 page.
Why has this not been done?
The LPA only rely on an external organisations officer findings, which is also not in accordance to
case law, which basically says, we totally recognise the benefits, the health issues and disabilities
and the significant weight of these however the applicant will die so there's no point.
If this is supported at committee you are effectively setting a precedent that hey if your disabled
and need a development for your needs, tough luck as we don't care because you will die one
day, maybe not now, or decades away you will die one day.
Everyone dies.

■

Im also concerned as to the lack of oversight and possible ability of BCC to even hold the case
officer to account he's been set u as the fall u and someone to use to avoid accountability.

effectively a
The LPA case officer also then relies upon the validity of lawfulness of the build that this
development is within, stating incorrectly its unlawful as to the time expiry. I understand they have
been informed of the legislation that shows this to be incorrect but they choose to ignore this,
why?
No shadow, no overbearing, no light reduce occurs here, look at the data please. Do not be
misled and just be good human beings. This is for an elderly lady, disabled , who has lived there
for decades.
This really reflects upon us as a society as a whole if we do not step up to help her. All of this has
made her conditions so much worse. You now have an opportunity to correct this, please do so.
Yours faithfully
TK

STATEMENT NUMBER A1 (ii)
Statement
To whom it may concern,
I write in regards to application 21/02373/H | Retrospective planning for reinstatement of section
of original house structure. | 1 Milsom Street Bristol BS5 0SS
THIS IS HER EXISTING ORIGINAL HOUSE, HER ACTUAL HOUSE, LAWFULLY IT IS
RECOGNISED AS THE ORIGINAL STRUCTURE
Why does she have to fight for her own house that when in place received no complaints what so
ever.
This all has started the moment No 2 had a civil dispute with No 1 and we are concerned that
there may have been a personal relationship involved that the LPA oﬃcer at the time did not
disclose.
Once again No equalities consideration, no following of guidance or protocol. I don’t want to be
legalistic and detail every law broken or ignored as it would be more than 1 page.
Why has this not been done?
No shadowing, no light reduction, the actual windows they talk about are non habitable and have
faced No 1 blank wall forever. It will stay the same no matter what happens. This reinstatement
does in no way aﬀect that, yet bringing it back brings a significant health benefit for the applicant.
Please do the right thing and approve this.
Yours faithfully
TK

STATEMENT NUMBER A2 (i)
STATEMENT FOR APPLICATION - 21/02372/H | Height increase to rear extension and fire escape
fabrication installations. | 1 Milsom Street Bristol BS5 0SS
To : DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE B , BRISTOL CITY COUNCIL - 21ST JULY 2021
Hello Development Committee,
I am studying to be a doctor, I have no clue on planning laws or council policy. But I do know that
the proposal requested and its benefits would far outweigh any argument against it.
The height is small, but it gives a rehabilitation area that allows treatment, less dependence on
the over worked NHS with waiting times of years, is not dependant on public funding thus saving
tax payers money and most importantly it gives the applicant a chance, a real chance of a quality
of life and significant help with her disability.
I am sure there are laws that encourage this as its the decent thing to do as humans. To help
each other.
This will provide significant benefits and is needed upon medical grounds also. I have no
hesitation in supporting the applicant.
Also the fire escape? Come on they are everywhere there, even one opposite the property garden
wall. this one is small and its there to save lives. TO SAVE A LIFE.
If we are arguing over preventing a minor development that will better lives, health and also save
lives then it is a sad day for us all.
Also see the pictures below, Number 2 Milsom Street trees do more harm , since they have
moved here there trees literally blocked all light at Number 1 and they throw branches over
expecting a disabled lady to clean their mess on her own property which she can’t do as to her
health.
This application makes no aﬀect on them.
I support this application.

Sincerely,
ZK

STATEMENT NUMBER A2 (ii)
STATEMENT FOR APPLICATION - 21/02373/H | Retrospective planning for reinstatement of
section of original house structure. | 1 Milsom Street Bristol BS5 0SS
TO DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE B , BRISTOL CITY COUNCIL - 21ST JULY 2021
Hello Development Committee.
From a medical perspective the use of the part of her house that fell into disrepair is absolutely
essential.
This part of the main house has never received complaints before and many other houses still
have it with no complaints and the are inner terraces also this one is an end terrace.
Right opposite on Stapleton Road those are 3 storey High properties. This part of the house
aﬀect neither them or No 2 Milsom Street.
Planning aside, this is an issue of being humane and helping someone enjoy a quality of life. The
development was there before and it being back does not aﬀect anyone but delivers significant
health benefits.
If those in the area can use theirs so should this application be allowed for Mrs Z to use hers.
I support this application, also below are the pics of the windows No 2 complain about , its a
storage room and faces a number 1 blank wall and this development does not even aﬀect it.
I support this application.

Sincerely
ZK

Development Control Committee B – 21 July 2021 Application No. 21/02372/H & 21/02373/H: 1
Milsom Street Bristol BS5 0SS 21/02372/H – 1 Milsom Street, Bristol, BS5 0SS

BACKGROUND AND SUMMARY 

This planning application seeks planning permission for the installation of a fire escape/balcony to a
rear extension constructed without planning permission. 

- Rear extension has not been constructed without planning permission. Due process
and consultation followed and approved under existent planning permission ref: 19/01584/
HX The case office knows this but is misleading you.
The unobtrusive fire escape has been advised to place from the authorities on grounds of
health and safety / fire escape that is all. It is not a balcony. It is a fire exit.

The proposals further seek a 0.8m height increase to facilitate a first floor extension to works not
built in accordance with approved plans. 

- These proposals are not ‘further’, the matter has been decided [19/01584/HX]
and approved legally and is closed. The 0.8 increase increase is not to facilitate a
first floor extension. That was refused and revised considerably smaller to within
the attic space also providing greater subservience to the host dwelling. The case
officer is parroting the response of the previous officer [who copy pasted the
neighbours 2 response as his own] without an independent open mind as required
under BCC Part 5D [May 2020] Good Practice Protocol For Planning Section 14.
19/01584/HX is not complete, thus it is premature also to state not built in
accordance. So far they are well within the parameters permitted. The Case Officer
knows this but is misleading you.
Further the application is for the height increase not to debate existing approved planning
permission granted.

This planning application is dependent on the grant of planning permission for application ref.
21/02373/H. 

The planning application as stated by the case officer is incorrect. It is in no way
interdependent on the other application. It is distinct and separate. That is why two
separate planning applications were paid and submitted for. To be considered separately.
Please refer to attached clarification of this issue on 1 page attached to the committee
given the Case Officer has not mentioned it and is misleading.

In terms of the planning application, 1no. objection was received from a neighbouring occupant on
the grounds of design and residential amenity issues. 

Correct - It should be added only 1 out of 12 Householders/tenants/owners contacted on top of
the further wider neighbourhood consolation we did prior to applying, just 1. It should be
noted that all consulted by us were happy and most have been part of the community for
decades as the applicant.

It should also be note that this objector No2 Milsom Street did not object on the primary
application. Only when dispute arose over his racist behaviour, harassment, damage to No 1

property and issues over their enormous trees did No 2 initiate this campaign of vexatious
complaints. Unfortunately No 2 Milsom Street have considerable influence within the LPA
and where matter go through due process they are steamrolled at the behest of No 2. So much
so that the previous decision on refusal were the words of No 2 exactly in places.

The Case Officer responsible for the application has undertaken a site visit and has noted that the
proposed development would further exacerbate the existing scale and massing through an
additional 0.8m height increase to the 6.0m rear extension. 

The height increase is 3-4 blocks very minor. The existing scale is not complete and is in full
accordance to GDPO which at a cursory glance on the planning portal of the LPA they
approve a significant number every week. Only in this case they are they taking exception to a
lawful build solely from undue weight from one neighbour and a personal vendetta by a clique
of individuals at the LPA not happy they were challenged on their covert racist behaviour,
harassment and them disregarding protocol or policy guidance.

Sun Data attached shows no affect of the small height mass, zero. This increase is located far
away from the main buildings and further given the favourable sun orientation of the
properties the increase still results in an undetectable amount of overshadowing or light.

The trees of 2 Milsom Street reach higher heights and block all the amenities of 1 Milsom
street and of their own that the Case Officer omits.

Notwithstanding the above concerns, the proposed fire escape structure would afford occupants
increased opportunity to overlook the rear elevations and amenity space of Stapleton Road and as
well as exacerbating the residential amenity of 2 Milsom Street through additional overbearing and
overshadowing. 

- This is not possible at all and is a lie. Residential amenity in additional overbearing and
overshadowing is non existent , zero. Purely for the fact it is on the east away and not possible
to be even viewed by No 2.

The Stapleton Road commercial properties are also 3 stories high, and this proposal is
situated within the ground floor attic space. 

Further all the commercial buildings outside amenity space has set empty for decades for
rubbish storage and drugs partaking., most are now restaurants. No tenant has access to that
area on the ground floor. Further their living rooms and so forth are on the third floor. If
anything all amenities overlooking not them but 100% the applicants property in full by
them, unimpeded.

The Case Officer was responsible for an identical application in Spring 2021. A Councillor referral
from Cllr Hibaq Jama was submitted one day after the referral deadline and therefore the
application was due to be refused under delegated powers, however, was withdrawn prior to
determination.

The case officer refused the councillors referral, which was also being done with Margaret
Hickman, a previous councillor also on the development committee, for one day late as to
Easter / bank holiday.
Councillor Jama, informed of us legal litigation then to resolve between Labour and the
LPA. With the deteriorating health of the applicant we could not afford to waste months till
resolution , so withdrew and resubmitted with the addition of the front page specifically
detailing to the case officer both visually and in writing exactly what the matter before him

to decide was as all he was concerned about were matter to which had been decided or not
within his remit.
Further it has been suggested, it was purposefully not allowed to go to the then
development committee as the Case Officer colleagues from the previous decision felt that
given some member had knowledge of their blatant disregard for policy they wanted to
avoid scrutiny and take their chances with the newer uninformed new development
committee placed after election. Easier to mislead.

By virtue that the proposals constitute an identical resubmission of the previously unacceptable
scheme, concerns have remained unaddressed and remain unacceptable. 

The applicant has not failed to address initial concerns, as they have not had opportunity
to . They ignore you. However extensive talks with the inspectorate on issues and other
neighbours led to the formation of this significantly smaller proposal making it acceptable.

The application site is currently subject to enforcement action by Bristol City Council (BCC)
Enforcement for the commencement of works deemed unacceptable by BCC Planning and The
Planning Inspectorate. 

This is irrelevant to the application, and the enforcement action initiated is suspended till a
hearing where it will be vigorously defended. It is vague and was initiated in 1 day without
due process or following protocol and as a result of a personal vendetta being orchestrated by
a clique within the LPA. This should carry no weight to the matter at hand.

Of note also, by law all enforcement action stopped if we wished we could build with no
consequence it is our respect for law we are awaiting the resolution of all this at a cost of
thousands of pounds, ruined material and the deteriorating health of the applicant. .

This application has been referred to Development Control Committee B by Cllr Hibaq Jama and
Cllr Yassin Mohamud. The application has been assessed on two occasions by the Case Officer, 

The application has not been assessed twice. Mr Hill the case officer, copy and pasted his first
decision that’s all, and that itself is parroted from elements from the previous officer, who
himself never visited the site and utilised No 2 objection response as his without independent
consideration as one would expect from the LPA.

with concerns being substantiated by City Design Group also. 

The city design group is misleading, Not disclosed is what Jon Hill requested of them. The
reply is incorrect in terms of its assessment on tress, excavation. More importantly this
same group had no worries on a much larger previous application but reducing it they now
do?

It is considered that the Applicant has failed to address initial concerns, by virtue of the identical
application, which remains unacceptable on deign and residential amenity grounds. 

The applicant has not failed to address initial concerns, as they have not had opportunity
to . However extensive talks with the inspectorate on issues and neighbours was in this
proposal making it acceptable.

Refusal is therefore recommended to Members. 


SITE DESCRIPTION 

This application relates to the dwelling known as 1 Milsom Street in St Judes, east Bristol. 

The application site comprises a two-storey end of terrace dwelling upon the north eastern side of
Milsom Street, approximately 35m North West of the junction connecting to Stapleton Road
(A432). 

The host dwelling demonstrates a continuous flat eaves/parapet line to the front elevation along the
terrace and ‘butterfly-effect roof form to the rear. Properties on Milsom Street exhibit a small two
storey rear protrusion to the rear, with some benefiting from a further single storey lean-to which
forms part of the original building structure. 

MISLEADING YOU - properties on the street and surrounding streets still have and
maintain their full 2 storey rear structure. Of concern is the relevancy to the matter before the
Case Officer, namely that of the small height increase.

A site visit was undertaken by the Case Officer on the previous identical applications on 6 April
2021 where it was evident that a two-storey rear extension to the existing property had been 

Item no. 1 Development Control Committee B – 21 July 2021 Application No. 21/02372/H &
21/02373/H: 1 Milsom Street Bristol BS5 0SS 

commenced. The partial construction, in addition to previously consented works,

INCORRECT - all work is consented lawfully not in addition to but all works within consent.

extended the entire depth of the rear garden cumulatively.

MISLEADING - Irelevant to matter before officer, however the entire depth of the rear
garden is a lie. Further it is what is lawfully allowed and being given permission for in all
parts of the city everyday in Bristol and throughout the UK subject to neighbourhood
consultations.

You must ask why they have issue with this here, no complaints apart from no 2 after they did
not object but volte faced after a dispute and also why the LPA would devote so much
resource to pursue a lawful build that they are also allowing everywhere else?

Only difference is ethnicity and complaining too be treated equally and fairly as all citizens
and No 2 CONSIDERABLE undue influence within the LPA and undisclosed relationship with
the previous lpa officer.

Due to the tight knit built from of Milsom Street and properties to the rear at Webb Street and
Stapleton Road, the degree of overbearing and overshadowing on the rear curtilage and adjacent
neighbours was apparent. 

Not apparent , it is how the area is ‘cheek by jow'l characteristics. In this case however there
is much more open space owing to 1 Milsom Street being an end terrace which is more
favourable for the application at hand.

The application site is not within a conservation area. 


APPLICATION 

This application seeks full planning permission for the erection of a fire escape/balcony fabrication 

Fire escape not balcony. This proposal is. Not taken lightly as to additional cost, but has been
put in place to accord with the guidance from authorities and to deliver a higher standard
more safe build, than the death traps currently allowed in some developments whereby no fire
escape is present or means of escape.

to the side elevation of an extension sought under planning application 21/02373/H 

This is not an extension sought it is the original house recognised under planning legislation,
there can be no dispute on that.

and a further height increase to a partially constructed extension consented under application
19/01584/HX with minor alterations including one additional door and 2no. roof lights. 

Fire escape door

As outlined above, the proposed development is reliant on retrospective planning permission sought
under 21/02373/H to facilitate the retention of a two-storey rear extension to the existing dwelling. 

Incorrect. This application is not reliant on planning permission sought under 21/02373/H. It
is distinctly separate and has been made and paid for separately. One decision on one case
does not affect the other, albeit the same acceptance will provide greater harmony to the
structure overall.

Notwithstanding the above interdependence on unconsented works, 

Once again no interdependence and wholly slanderous remark on unconsented works. It
partial not completed within parameters and there is absolutely no judgement to the contrary
to support this case officers view that is a parrot of the one before him who himself forwarded
No 2 response as his work.

the proposed development seeks to amend works partially undertaken under prior approval. 

MISLEADING - Does not seek to amend. That is closed. To put a minor increase on a lawfully
building approved.

Of Note, on this street, application 19/02269/h , 08/00250/h, were decided separately with no
mention of amendment, and most importantly also allowed to the change the front building
line to the street setting a precedent where none has been set in the area. Why is it a different
rule for one and another rule for another?

The partially constructed prior approval extension has not been fully constructed, nor was it built
from the rear building line of the dwelling at the time of consent. 

-A
to mislead the committee. If you see the plans submitted and
description to development management for the application 19/01584/hx including to building
control who supervised each and every stage and were fully aware.


By Law you are permitted to develop from the the original structure, this is to prevent others
developing too much.

Further this is another case of drudging up a closed case to confuse and has no relevance to
the application before you which is simple a small height increase and fire fabrication. Why
can this matter not be decided as per law and look at the matter requested. We are not seeing
permission for matters concluded and irrelevant.

As such, the works undertaken to do not accord with the provisions of the Town and Country
Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 2015 and the approved plans. 

- the works undertaken absolutely 100% accord with the provision of the Town and
Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 2015 and the approved plans.
Neither is there not one single judgement to substantiate the case officers statement.

The insistence by the officer to drudge this up is also a breach of the applicants human rights.

Further this is outside the remit of the officer by law after a decision has been made. Another
example of the officer failing to look into the actual matter before him.

As such, alterations would serve to alter works undertaken unlawfully.

- The officer is misleading you into thinking that there is a lawful judgement declaring
the works unlawful , there is not. The work is not an alteration. The matter before you is a
new additional distinct height increase to a lawful building in situ.

The proposed development would provide a fire escape/balcony fabrication to the side elevation of
the two storey rear extension sought under 21/02373/H and the prior approval extension. 

Fire escape not balcony. As the case officer knows and has been clarified which is omitted, that
in the absence of the original part of the structure building the fire escape will simply be
omitted and fabricated to provide this section only, it is not interdependent.

If reinstatement permitted, (if permission is even needed) it is common sense because the
intermediate wet room is a fire hazard in an emergency and preservation of life should be a
significant weight factor.

The external fabrication would range in height from 2.5m to 2.9m at the base and would extend
4.7m in length along the side elevation. The works would be constructed of metal railings and a
spiral staircase down to the fully enclosed rear garden.

A bespoke discreet design , with privacy glass, aesthetically pleasing with minimal footprint
down to the garden , and also recessed within the building. Being requested only to follow the
advice and authorities and life preservation in an emergency. It shows building to a higher
standard in the area. It could have been a straight fire escape as the one opposite the property,
but this has been thought out to blend in minimise space through spiral and be functional for
purpose if needed in an emergency.

As outlined, the proposed development would seek to increase the height of the single storey prior
approval extension to 4.5m at the eaves and 5.1m at the ridge to facilitate a first floor extension. The

development would constitute a height increase of 0.8m and would include a single door at first
floor level and two roof lights.

- Inflated incorrect figures, please see application they are no where near 5.1 or 4.5.
Further the proposal is not to facilitate a first floor extension. It is within the ground floor
structure within its attic space and is subservient as is required under local planning
regulations. No first floor, it is inside the attic of the ground storey.

The proposed development would include render walls, interlocking roof tiles, metal railings and
UPVC windows/doors to match the existing appearance of 1 Milsom Street. 

For further information, please see documentation appurtenant to the application. 

Not been disclosed to us so cannot comment.

As noted, the Case Officer undertook a site visit for the previous identical application and its
companion on 6 April 2021 to understand the site context and undertake a photographic record of
works undertaken to date. 

Did the case officer even write this? No measurements were taken, a few mins wander about
tick box exercise for work experience was conducted with respect to the intern case officer, A
decision had already been made and no photographic record of work undertaken as far as we
are aware. Most of the data to the officer comes from the highly disputed previous officers
report who never visited and who relied solely on all data from No2 the only objectors.

PLANNING HISTORY 

19/01584/HX Notification of prior approval for the erection of a single storey rear extension that
would extend beyond the rear wall of the original house by 6m, have a maximum height of 4 metres
and have eaves that are 3m high. Prior Approval Not Required 

PLEASE NOTE THIS FROM BEYOND REAR WALL OF ORIGINAL HOUSE - CLEAR
UNAMBIGOUS - NOT BUILDING LINE AS CASE OFFICER SAID

ORIGINAL HOUSE 6 M ALLOWED BY LAW, DEEMED ACCEPTABLE IN SIZE AND SO
FAR NOT EVEN TO THESE PARAMETERS BUT YOU ARE BEING MISLED BY THE
LPA OFFICER.

20/01228/H First floor extension to rear, with external staircase and light well to front. Refused
Application 20/01228/H was appealed by the Applicant following the refusal by the LPA; however,
the appeal was dismissed by the Planning Inspectorate under appeal reference 20/20127/REF. 

The appeals officer was not allowed to see our submissions and was heavily dependent on No 2
and the LPA officer report regretfully. This is the same officer who approved a application at
6-8 Belgrave Hill Clifton Bristol at the same time period as 1 Milsom Street, but gave a total
opposite decision, such as allowing that to be built 100% upon curtlidge. This application
take less than 1% of that. Further it was not allowed by the committee several times, he
approved it and slapped the LPA for thousands of pounds in fine.
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appeal was dismissed on the grounds of unacceptable design, living conditions of intended/future
occupants and residential amenity impacts on adjacent occupants. 

Judicial review to quash it was £50k plus thus suspended to resubmit a much more smaller
proposal before you.

21/00983/H Retrospective planning for raising of roof. Application Withdrawn 

21/01014/H Rear height increase to rear extension and fire escape fabrication with external stair
installation to first floor. Application Withdrawn. 

Withdrawal reason as stated before.

As stated, the development hereby applied for contains a first floor door which is reliant on the
delivery of a fire escape/balcony fabrication applied for under a concurrent planning permission
(21/02372/H) which will be determined concurrently to this application.

As explained before, not interdependent, no balcony and also that is the wrong concurrent
application number written by the case officer.

In terms of planning enforcement, a case was opened on 17 April 2020 to consider multiple reports
of works to the rear without planning permission. The planning enforcement team attempted to
contact the property owner in order to view the development that summer, when it was noted that an
Appeal against the refusal was being considered by the Planning Inspectorate the case was put on
hold until the appeal decision was received on 10 December 2020.

Vehemently disputed but to save members time with the tons of paper work will not delve into
it owing to irrelevancy to the matter before you.

Shortly after that a site visit was conducted and a further visit undertaken in February 2021. 

Again irrelevant but just to briefly state on first visit within a few minutes an enforcement
decision was reached - did not disclose why , where , followed no protocol or nothing. Subject
to judicial review pending. Also this site visit was done after our insistence to the legal
department they take measurements, which in any case they got wrong.

This is all irrelevant to this application and not a matter for committee.
The outcome of that was that a Planning Enforcement Notice was served requiring complete
demolition of the extension on 17 March 2021. That is currently subject to an Appeal which will be
heard by way of a Hearing in the next 3-6 months. 

Average waiting time to hearing is end or start of next year 2022. Done vexatiously to
applicant despite being given legal precedents to clarify, but they know even if successful the
applicant still have to wait years homeless and deteriorating health which is the main aim of
the EN. They have no regard for impact or public interest, yet right before them illegal
developments that have occurred literally daily and not a single shred of action despite
complaints by a lot of minority ethnic people but one white neighbour complains and
Armageddon on 1 Milsom Street.


RESPONSE TO PUBLICITY AND CONSULTATION Bristol City Council City Design Group
(Objection – 10 June 2021) 

IMPORTANT NOTE - THE City Design Group’S Ms Anotonia Whatmore did not voice any
objections to the first much larger proposal, but does now on a much smaller one? Further
her response is confused, at parts references aspects that are not existent and thus her view
regretfully cannot be taken as a true factual opinion based on the actual facts.

Further it is of note the case officer has not disclosed what question he asked for a response to
Ms Whatmore, such as ‘could you please give me reasons to refuse this to support us?’. It
should be made clear there is no evidence to confirm this without disclosure, just a suggestion.

“This application seeks retrospective planning approval for a two storey extension. This extension
would be incongruous to the rest of the terrace introducing a two storey element beyond the
building line of the other two storey extensions properties along this street. This approach will;

• Set the precedent for a back building line for 2 storey extensions beyond the existing allowing for
the undermining of the back land garden character. The gardens acts as mitigation of the
contributing factors of climate change; 

Irrelevant to this application and planning it concerns a small height increase.

• Impact the daylight/sunlight of the adjacent property and would potentially impinge on their right
to light; 

• ACTUAL DATA DOES NOT SUPPORT THIS IN ANY WAY SEE SOLAR DATA

• • Create overshadowing of the adjacent garden affecting it’s amenity value; 

• ACTUAL DATA DOES NOT SUPPORT THIS IN ANY WAY SEE SOLAR DATA

• • Create overlooking and privacy issues for two properties along Stapleton Road due to the
separation distances, which is below the national accepted 21m from window to window;

• Someone from the city design group must know the 21m is flexible according to the areas
characteristics. This area is cheek by Jowl and guidance indicates a more suitable much less
allowable separation distance, which this application satisfies.

• • Raise concerns that the removal of earth to achieve a lower ground level would impact the
boundaries of all the properties bordering the site.

• Irrelevant - no excavation is proposed for the proposal before you.
•
• In summary, the proposals are incongruous, detrimental to the back land garden character, and
would affect the amenity of the neighbouring properties. Accordingly as the above issues
demonstrate this application represents over development. 

And this was not stated with no objection on the much larger prior proposal. You must ask
why? Further their response has just been disclosed to us by reading it in the public forum
section, at no time has the case officer mentioned this before for an opportunity to challenge.

• Therefore, it is recommended this application be refused”. 

Neighbour notification letters were sent to owners/occupiers of properties abutting the application
site. In total, 1no. objection was received from the adjacent neighbour (2 Milsom Street) relating to
both applications. 

Omits how they called other neighbours to get them to put in an objection that was refused as
the neighbours were happy with the proposals. They consulted very widely for this application
not the common next door neighbour only as in other planning applications of other citizens.
In any event only No 2 Milsom St complained . vexatious.


In regard to application ref. 21/02373/H, the following comments were raised: 

Irrelevant as if refers to application 21/02373/H. As distinct separate application and should
be considered there.
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- Previous works built have not been built in accordance with the approved plans or with the
General Permitted Development Order (GPDO);

- IT IS


- - Concerns raised that the ridge and eaves lines of the elements already built and those portrayed

-

-

on submitted plans are inconsistent and would be much greater than portrayed in application; Ground heights between 1 and Milsom Street are not as shown in the submitted plans, resulting
in differing design and residential amenity impacts; FALSE AND VEXATIOUS
- Trees considered to screen the development are not as depicted in the submitted plans;]

- Concerns raised that the resubmission does not rectify the issues underpinning the appeal
dismissal of the Planning Inspectorate.

Incorrect - Further despite repeated and numerous attempts to engage and incorporate into
the proposal any issues No 2 have to alleviate any of their concerns, it was met with, no
answer or we are too busy despite appointments being arranged and rearranged for weeks
on multiple, multiple occasions.


WARD MEMBERS 

Planning Applications 21/02372/H and 21/02373/H was referred to Planning Committee by Cllr
Yassin Mohamud on 3 June 2021. While Cllr Mohamud outlined a neutral stance on the submitted
applications, the proposals were referred to Planning Committee for additional scrutiny due to the
complex planning history of the site. 

Cllr Mohamud and his colleague in the green party requested to view the site and did so, and
all questions were answered for them.

An additional referral was submitted by Councillor Hibaq Jama on 17 June 2021 outlining that the
applications should be determined by Planning Committee should the application be recommended
for refusal. 

RELEVANT POLICIES National Planning Policy Framework – July 2018 

Bristol Local Plan comprising Core Strategy (Adopted June 2011), Site Allocations and
Development Management Policies (Adopted July 2014) and (as appropriate) the Bristol Central
Area Plan (Adopted March 2015) and (as appropriate) the Old Market Quarter Neighbourhood
Development 2016 and Lawrence Weston Neighbourhood Development Plan 2017.

Adapted 2011 - so long ago, the area has changed considerably. Please look at future draft
plan , [Bristol Local Plan Review: Draft Policies and Development Allocations – Consultation
(March 2019)] particularly the part on future health forecast. This type of proposal will be
needed significantly more in this area in the coming years , right now in this are there are
close to none, and a significant number are required, this proposal meets future needs also.

Old Market irrelevant as not cover this area

Lawrence Weston Neighbourhood Development Plan does not cover its literally miles away?


In determining this application, the Local Planning Authority has had regard to all relevant policies
of the Bristol Local Plan and relevant guidance. 

They have not, they have not considered the applicants health, her needs, her disability, the statutory
duties of the council to vulnerable people in the area has been ignored, no consideration of the
equalities act, human right, we could go on and on. Simply they have not followed their own
protocol and guidance and neither national legislation. Thay have although given undue prominence
to No 2 Milsom Street desires.

KEY ISSUES 

A. IS THE DESIGN AND SCALE/CONTEXT ACCEPTABLE? 

Policy BCS21 states that new development should be of a high quality and should contribute
positively to an area’s character and identity. 

It is.

Policy DM26 sets out that development should respond appropriately to the height, scale, massing,
shape, form and proportion of existing buildings, building lines and set-backs from the street,
skylines and roofscapes; and respecting, building upon or restoring the local pattern and grain of
development. 

Irrelevant here but nonetheless height minimal in attic right opposite a 3 storey building this
is effectively within a structure from original ground level ground storey attic space.

Policy DM27 states that developments should respect the layout, form, pattern and arrangement of
buildings, structures and spaces to contribute quality urban design. 

It does.
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DM30 sets out that new development will be expected to respect the siting, scale, form, proportions,
materials, details and the overall design and character of the host building, its curtilage and the
broader street scene.

It does

SPD2 ‘A Guide for Designing House Alterations and Extensions’ states that proposed extensions
should not protrude further than 2.75 metres and should maintain visual subservience to the existing
dwelling. 

Misleading and unlawful - gdpo over rules this. Also not relevant as an extension is not being
requested , a height increase minimal only.

As outlined in the Application, the proposed development (cumulatively) would measure
approximately 10.7m in depth constituting a two-storey extension. 


Irrelevant. The proposal requested does not alter depth. 10.7m is wrong anyway but
irrelevant.

While the retention of the twostorey infill extension and prior approval extension do not form part
of this application, provisions of this application are reliant on the grant of full planning permission
under 21/02372/H. 

See above no they are not mentioned earlier.

The proposed 0.8m increase in height to the rear extension would further exacerbate the
unsympathetic nature of the cumulative extension and would result in a built form which is
incongruous to the existing area. 

Existing area? Illegal 3 storey builds by incompetent people lack building control, lack health
and safety or regard for fire safety. And the extension is by law , in law. Not culmaltive
misleading extension to existing original house.

The proposals would result in a stark side elevation visible from 2 Milsom Street and other
properties situated upon the eastern side of Milsom Street and the western side of Webb Street. 

Stark? That is how they are here. Its the grain of the environment this is not a rural area and
even then they are close. Further any impact is lessened severely significantly as end terrace.

It is considered that cumulative depth and unacceptable height demonstrates the uninformed design
of the proposals which indicates minimal regard to the prevailing aesthetic and residential amenity
of adjacent neighbours. 

Case Office, wrong characterisation - These revised proposal much smaller, no 1st storey, roof
light windows to avoid any amenity issues whilst giving light and airy interior to host
property, with bespoke fire exit minimised as unobtrusive with privacy shielding in an are rife
with illegal developments and no discernible impact from solar shadow study - does not
substantiate the case officers statement.

As such, the proposed development fails to accord with policies BCS21, DM26, DM30 and SPD2
guidance. The proposed development would provide an external fire escape fabrication to the side
elevation of the rear protrusion to the fully enclosed rear garden below. 

Minimal footprint recessed within structure excellent way and intelligent design unlike others
they have passed, and life is more important
The development would be situated to the rear of the main property and would not be visible from
the public realm, however, visible from properties at Stapleton Road. 

While the design and visual appearance of an external staircase is not unacceptable, 

IMPORTANT NOTE AND POSSIBLY THE ONLY THING BOTH PARTIES AGREE UPON

the development would afford current and future occupants the opportunity to overlook adjacent
properties which are in close proximity to the application site, 

Future occupants is the current applicant for generations before and after. This is the
applicants family home it will not change. Plus mitigating measures to hide as allowed and
alternative and further an emergency fire escape , if in use if at all would be brief and to safe

life and extremely rare. Also 3 storey no one at that level opposite kitchens and bathrooms,
living on third floor, also ground level commercial.

If used in an emergency, it will literally be minutes to use and only in the event of a fire/
emergency escape.

undermining levels of privacy, as discussed in Section B of this report.

See above on privacy also I have no section B

The Local Planning Authority are aware of the justification for development, 

Acknowledge but make no mention of health grounds neither any equalities health assessment
or equal opportunities or reasonable adjustment or simply just some compassion

however, the residential amenity concerns stemming from a raised balcony would mean that the
placement of such fabrications would not be acceptable in this circumstance. 

In talking with the inspectorate a differing view was taken.

The weight of life is substantial, further it encourages safe building and not the other way
round, further there are fire escape opposite anyway, precedents have been set. To limit one
person and not the other is strange/

As such, the proposed development would fail to accord with policies BCS21, DM26, DM30 and
SPD2 guidance. 

The Committee have discretion and further by law are allowed to deviate from the rigidity of
the rules in special cases such as this one on grounds of health and safety. 

Based on the information provided to the Local Planning Authority, it is considered that the
proposed development would be unacceptable in terms of design. As stated, the proposals would be
wholly reliant on the grant of planning permission under 21/02372/H which is deemed unacceptable
and further amendments would exacerbate issues further. As such, it is considered that both
applications are unacceptable. 

AS STATE NO THEY WILL NOT AND NOT AMENDMENTS.

B. WOULD THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT CAUSE ANY UNACCEPTABLE HARM TO
RESIDENTIAL AMENITY OF FUTURE OR ADJACENT OCCUPIERS? 

Policy BCS21 states that new development should safeguard the amenity of existing development. 

IT DOES

Policy DM30 states that proposals should not prejudice the existing and future development
potential of adjoining sites. 

IT DOES NOT

SPD2 ‘A Guide for Designing House Alterations and Extensions’ states that rear extensions should
not cross a 45° line drawn from the extension to the mid-point of the nearest adjacent habitable

window perpendicular to the proposed development as to not cause overlooking, overbearing or
overshadowing on adjacent occupiers. 

IT DOES NOT.. Secondly further assessment on 25 degree also done again no breach. Thus
concluding acceptability to adequate light for No 2.

As outlined in the Case Officer report appurtenant to application 21/02373/H, the retention of the
two storey infill rear extension and prior approval protrusion would give rise to significant
overbearing and overshadowing upon the adjacent neighbours of 2 Milsom Street, as evidenced by 
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The proposed development would further increase the roof height of the prior approval extension to
4.5m to the eaves and 5.1m to the ridge to facilitate a first floor extension. 

Not first floor again, attic of ground floor structure, and sizes incorrect in planning terms.

The proposals would further exacerbate residential amenity issues through further enclosure and
overbearing on 2 Milsom Street. Due to the provision of a 10.7m two-storey protrusion
(cumulative) to the rear of the property, it is considered that the development would undermine the
residential amenity of adjacent occupants and would therefore be contrary to policies BCS21,
DM30 and SPD2 guidance and is unacceptable. 

The original structure has been there since the mid 1940s and is defined under law as the
original structure from where applications are assess. A case in example is development of
curtilidge under 50% this takes zero percent apart from stair imprint. The extension is law
government we should not be penalised for following law available to other citizens.

Due to the scale and projection of the development, the side elevation upon the party wall of the
extension crosses a 45°line drawn from the nearest habitable window perpendicular to the
development, on both plan and elevation. As such, it considered that the development results in
unacceptable overshadowing impacts which undermine both internal living rooms and the use of the
rear garden. 

- 100% incorrect this proposal no where near infringes the 45 degree line or 25 degree
line to any habitable or even inhabitable room. The case officer is fully aware of this, he is
misleading you with purposeful intent given he knows this and has been showed to him to
disprove.

Concerns in this regard were raised by the Planning Inspectorate and are considered to remain
unaddressed during the subsequent resubmissions in 2021. 

Incorrect, misleading , all addressed.

Based on the site visit, photographs provided and assessment of the unacceptably large extension, 

Within law, original house and gdpo, making it out to bee something it is not, opposite is a
three storey structures all on Stapleton rd.


it is considered that the development results in unacceptable residential amenity impacts on 2
Milsom Street in relation to overshadowing and loss of sunlight. 

- ACTUAL DATA DOES NOT SUPPORT THIS SEE SOLAR AND SHADOW DATA

As such, the development is considered to be contrary to policies BCS21, DM30 and SPD2
guidance and is unacceptable.

Notwithstanding the unacceptable height increase to the rear extension, the proposed development
would include a first floor fire escape/balcony fabrication to the side elevation of the rear infill
extension. 

The external fabrication would extend to 2.9m in height at the infill section and 2.5m at the
proposed first floor of the prior approval extension, affording current and future occupants to
overlook the rear elevations and private gardens of properties fronting Stapleton Road. Due to the
tight-knit form of the local area, the sheer projection and height would result in a sense of
overbearing on adjacent neighbours which would be further exacerbated by the erection of the
external fabrications. The proposed development would result in a loss of privacy and overlooking
which would undermine the residential amenity of current and future occupants which would be
contrary to policies BCS21, DM30 and SPD2 guidance and is unacceptable. 

As outlined in the design section, it is considered that the development constitutes the
overdevelopment of the rear curtilage, resulting in compromised living conditions for intended/
future occupants. The site visit, undertaken on 6 April 2021, indicated that the remaining garden
area endures a sense of enclosure/overbearing and loss of light due to the scale of the in situ
development. As such, the remaining garden provides minimal functional space for domestic and
leisure activities, thus failing to accord with policies BCS21, DM26, DM27 and DM30 and is
therefore considered to be unacceptable.

This is incorrect, the space is fully functional and this application does not impinge upon the
curtlidge, further the LPA have, despite objection allowed a multitude of developments to be
built 100% curtlidge despite objections, opposite , 58 Stapleton Road rear case in point. This
property has more than adequate space outside.

The in-situ development and planned additions would further detriment the residential amenity of
adjacent and intended occupants and would fail to accord with policies BCS21, DM30 and SPD2.
As such, the development is unacceptable in terms of residential amenity impacts. 

CONCLUSION 

Based on the information provided to the Local Planning Authority for the resubmitted application
and site conditions observed during the Case Officers site visit on 6 April 2021, it is apparent that
the development in situ is of a scale and form which is unsympathetic to the constraints of the site
and the character of the area. Furthermore, due to the scale of development, significant residential
amenity impacts would be endured by occupants of 2 Milsom Street and 58-72 Stapleton Road
which remain unaddressed following the previous refusal. The proposals outlined in this application
would further exacerbate issues already deemed unacceptable and would therefore detriment design
and residential concerns further. As such, the application is recommended for refusal on the grounds
of unacceptable design and residential amenity impacts.

END


See questions that is requested to be asked, next.

QUESTIONS THAT IS REQUESTED TO BE ASKED TO THE CASE OFFICER
REGARDING APPLICATION 21/02372/H | Height increase to rear extension and fire escape
fabrication installations.

QUESTIONS
1. On a number of occasions you have stated the in situ development is unlawful, in the context
of this application, the 6m extension. What precise authority and lawful judgement can you
show that concludes that?
2. What do GDPO rules allow?
3. You diverge a lot onto the previous applications, enforcement action, existing buildings, but is
it not correct to state the matter before you is a height increase , fire escape only and those
matters are not within your remit and being decided elsewhere.
4. Does the actual height increase cause additional overshadowing and loss of light - the specific
height increase part? Why does the Solar / shadow data show otherwise?
5. Do not the benefits of disability and health outweigh any inconvenience a minor height does.
Talking solely about the height increase part, nothing else , only what is the proposal before
you.?
6. You stay the fire escape will cause shadowing / sunlight to No 2, how can this physically
possible as it is to the east?
7. How high or how many stories is the Stapleton Road buildings
8. Who is most overlooked 1 Milsom BY Stapleton Rd or vice versa?
9. Does fire safety, not be of a significant weight in deciding this application?
10. Most importantly what are fire escapes used for?
11. How long would you presume someone in the event of a fire would need to use the fire
escape?.
12. You state the city design group amid whatever substantiates your conclusion. Why did she
have no objections on the refused application where the height increase was to the main
house ridge line before.?
13. Are you seriously saying that a minor increase will cause significant overbearing and
overshadowing to adjacent neighbours despite the data showing otherwise and common
sense?
14. Are you aware No 2 was informed by the lpa to cut there trees on the day pictures were to be
taken by them, (when cut it was a storm),to mislead any future assessment personnel and also
do you agree the trees will grow back as is the course of nature?

SUN /SHADOW ANALYSIS
FOR APPLICATION
21/02372/H
COMPUTATION PATH
ANALYSIS DATA OF THE
SUN WITH RESULTANT
SHADOWS FOR
APPLICATION 21/02372/H
[1 Milsom Street Easton
BS5 0SS]

SUNCALC.ORG

Compuatation Path Analysis Data of path of the Sun and resultant shadow for
Application 21/02372/H
1. The following analysis and data show the sun path and resultant shows of the direct proposal area of
application 21/02372/H
2. Note - Each data set is singular to the particular structure only. What has not been analysed in depth is
the shadow analysis of other neighbouring properties that would affect No 2 Milsom Street, such as the
building opposite their boundary wall at North east, or the high boundary fence and trees on the
property opposite 1 Milsom street.
3. Data analysis provided at 2 hour intervals (0700hrs - 2100hrs) on the standard date for calculation
[equinox] 21 June 2021 on the following areas.
A. No 2 Milsom Street x3 trees.
B. Current permitted development
C. Minor height Increase effect - that is subject to this application
D. Brief 3 storey commercial 58-62 Stapleton Rd.

Conclusion - No Impact
I.

The analysis show quite clearly that the proposed height increase will have close to zero affect on
the amenity of No 2 Milsom Street.

II. No 2 Milsom Street 3 trees have a significant impact on shadow and sunlight amenity to its No 2 itself
and significantly to No 1
III. The Commercial 3 Storey side by virtue of its height above all other properties from the brief analysis
shows its impact upon both 1 and 2 Milsom street in the Morning.
IV. Cases have gone to the high court have concluded an acceptable figure of 2 hours sunlight for an
affected neighbour. No 2 enjoy over 10 Hours before midday to Sunset, most of the day.
V. The minimal height increase make no discernible affect to loss of sunlight or shadow as a result,
as evident on the data provided.
VI. The BRE guidance that the LPA use are more precise in that guidance recommend that for garden amenity areas at
least 50%, not all, 50% should be capable of receiving 2 hours sunlight. Again the data shows 2 Milsom Street
enjoy over 10 Hours of unimpeded sunshine from the proposal.

VII.It follows that there is no loss of sunlight, over shadowing, over bearing as a result of this proposal being approved.
Claims counter to this are false.

VIII.Further this Data should be considered alongside the 45 degree and 21 degree angles from habitable windows that
are totally free from interference also. 

THE BLACK LINE ON THE MAPS INDICATE THE SHADOW EXTENT AND IS TRUE TO SCALE.
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Development Control Committee B – 21 July 2021 Application No. 21/02372/H & 21/02373/H: 1
Milsom Street Bristol BS5 0SS 21/02373/H 1 Milsom Street, Bristol, BS5 0SS 

BACKGROUND AND SUMMARY 

This planning application seeks retrospective planning permission for the ‘reinstatement’ of a leanto
extension. The works would extend 4.5m in depth, exceeding the previous depth by approximately
1-1.5m and include a first floor extension. 

**

Misleading and False - Application seeks as shown in page 1, retrospective planning for the
rebuild of the original house structure. That existed, not anything new, but part of the original
house.

Depth stated internally are 3.9m with 2.1m width

- the previous depth has in no way been exceeded. The reinstatement has been done
exactly upon previous footprint, overseen by the LPA in person, and smaller given the
excluded the coal shed footprint which by Law the applicant could have done. Further the
only difference is that the reinstatement is up to date modern standards, greener, but as a
consequence gives limited space inside, so the space is smaller inside, it smaller than the full
original footprint, utilises the exact same drainage system that was in place before.

There is no lean to extension, it is part of the original house structure, and also again no first
floor extension but part of the original house structure just as other neighbours have within
the area and street, albeit some a bit larger. This is an important point, others have it.

The first floor extension is not an extension in planning terms it is the original house structure
that was there prior and reinstating.

Further to give a subservience a lower height has been put in place, where as the original
building structure ridge was identical to the main house.

**

In terms of the planning application, 1no. objection was received from a neighbouring occupant on
the grounds of design and residential amenity issues. 

Out of 12 Neighbours consulted by the LPA, and an instance of a LPA officer getting a citizen
to complain without success, and our more extensive consultation with more neighbours
further afield, there is only 1 objection that stems from No 2 Misom street, that has arisen
after a civil dispute of them building to the applicants property without consent and there
trees destroying property and all amenity of the applicant since they have newly moved to the
area. They are new neighbours to the area.. It should be noted when application 19/01584/HX
was under neighbourhood consultation and they were clearly informed of the intent to rebuild
the original house no objection was received. They are now intent on demolishment as
vexatious revenge.

The Case Officer responsible for the application has undertaken a site visit and note that works had
commenced 

Works were at a full stop when the Case Officer visited and had been for a significant time
owing to these proposals not being assessed in accordance to law previously. Work only
commenced at the start when full approval was ascertained and each stage was fully assessed
by Building Control. Of note we ensured a site visit take place even though by pictures was
acceptable at the time [covid] but we wanted the LPA to be fully involved at each stage. No

issues occurred then. Only when No 2 complained after construction when other disputes rose
has this whole issue started.

and were of a scale and massing which were uncharacteristic of the host property and the Milsom
Street terrace. 

MISLEADING - this is a 2 bed terrace, whose original structure within LAW is the actual
property. That is its true characteristic. This reinstatement is the exact characteristics of the
property. 

This is also evidenced with other properties within the area.

What is uncharacteristic is the extensive illegal developments that the LPA has found to do
nothing about that has totally bought significant societal issues also and poor building. There
continuance to not remedy this only leads to the reasonable assumption that they find that
standard as an acceptable bar. This is simply rebuilding the dilapidated part to modern
standards and far exceeds the building standards in the area.

It has been built with contractors who were sourced from critical and national infrastructure
projects including those that have helped build some of Bristols’ iconic buildings. This is rare
for such a small modest project and for the area where much work is undertaken by those
with less of a skill set and experience.

The works would exceed the definition of ‘reinstatement’ by virtue of the additional depth and first
floor extension which would not be in keeping with the built form and well-established rear
building line. 

- As stated above there is zero additional depth and the upper part of the original
structure is part and parcel or the original house.

The built form rear building line is being permitted to be changed every day by the lpa in
Bristol. Also this is the rear, the LPA has allowed a street opposite to change the front building
line setting the first precedent where there was none in the area which is significantly more
serious , see application 08/00250/HI as proof. Its also on Milsom Street.

Also the reason for building line change has not changed, apart from the illegal developments
is simple. The area is in a low socioeconomic area - council houses dominate , who do not have
the budget to build and those that own there house cannot afford to and further given the
rampant antisocial issues in the area to even build is a money pit here, this is being done for
health reasons and the desire of the applicant to live in her home and community.. Everyone is
entitled by law to do so. If the lpa is so concerned then an article 4 direction can be issued and
a debate and resolution democratically done. They have not done so indicating this is not of
concern.

Nearly everyone has their down stairs bathroom yet someone with a medical need cannot,
defies sense.

In planning terms the rear building line is determined to be as we stated. They should know
this but after being told the case officer ignores it purposefully.

Further the definition of ‘reinstatement ‘ is not exceeded. The Oxford dictionary defines it as
“The action of giving someone back a position they have lost’”The restoration of something..”
Mrs Zafar is actually restoring less technically and in absolute no way exceeding.


Due to the scale and protrusion, coupled with a prior approval rear extension, the development
protrudes 10.5m from the existing rear elevation, undermining the residential amenity of adjacent
occupants. As such, the development would be unacceptable on design and residential amenity
grounds.

MISLEADING - The main house and original building structure from where all calculations
are established for any further development this reinstatement is within that. And the next 6m
is allowed by law and approved.

No Amenities is affected that was not before. In fact this section , the matter before you does
not affect any of the amenity, check the solar and shadow data.

And this is not some new development, it is an existing structure part and parcel of the main
original house. Other have it also in the street and area.

The Case Officer was responsible for an identical application in Spring 2021. A Councillor referral
from Cllr Hibaq Jama was submitted one day after the referral deadline and therefore the
application was due to be refused under delegated powers, however, was withdrawn prior to
determination. By virtue that the proposals constitute an identical resubmission of the previously
unacceptable scheme, concerns have remained unaddressed and remain unacceptable.

The case officer refused the councillors referral, which was also being done with Margaret
Hickman, a previous councillor also on the development committee, for one day late as to
Easter / bank holiday.
Councillor Jama, informed of us legal litigation then to resolve between Labour and the
LPA. With the deteriorating health of the applicant we could not afford to waste months till
resolution , so withdrew and resubmitted with the addition of the front page specifically
detailing to the case officer both visually and in writing exactly what the matter before him
to decide was as all he was concerned about were matter to which had been decided or not
within his remit.
Further it has been suggested, it was purposefully not allowed to go to the then
development committee as the Case Officer colleagues from the previous decision felt that
given some member had knowledge of their blatant disregard for policy they wanted to
avoid scrutiny and take their chances with the newer uninformed new development
committee placed after election. Easier to mislead.

The application site is currently subject to enforcement action by Bristol City Council (BCC)
Enforcement for the commencement of works deemed unacceptable by BCC Planning and The
Planning Inspectorate. 

FALSE - THE Enforcement team will not confirm exactly if it is, even to our elected
councillors. 

This is irrelevant to the application, and the enforcement action initiated is suspended till a
hearing where it will be vigorously defended. It is vague and was initiated in 1 day without
due process or following protocol and as a result of a personal vendetta being orchestrated by
a clique within the LPA. This should carry no weight to the matter at hand.

Of note also, by law all enforcement action stopped if we wished we could build with no
consequence it is our respect for law we are awaiting the resolution of all this at a cost of
thousands of pounds, ruined material and the deteriorating health of the applicant. .

This application has been referred to Development Control Committee B by Cllr Hibaq Jama and
Cllr Yassin Mohamud. 

The application has been assessed on two occasions by the Case Officer, with concerns being
substantiated by City Design Group also. It is considered that the Applicant has failed to address
initial concerns, by virtue of the identical application, which remains unacceptable on deign and
residential amenity grounds. 

The application has not been assessed twice. Mr Hill the case officer, copy and pasted his first
decision that’s all, and that itself is parroted from elements from the previous officer, who
himself never visited the site and utilised No 2 objection response as his without independent
consideration as one would expect from the LPA.

The city design group is misleading, Not disclosed is what Jon Hill requested of them. The
reply is incorrect in terms of its assessment on tress, excavation. More importantly this
same group had no worries on a much larger previous application but reducing it they now
do? Further,
This is not a new development it is maintaining the existing original structure. By this logic
you would have to destroy an awful lot of properties in inner city areas.
The applicant has not failed to address initial concerns, as they have not had opportunity
to . However extensive talks with the inspectorate on issues and neighbours was in this
proposal making it acceptable.

Refusal is therefore recommended to Members. 

SITE DESCRIPTION 

This application relates to the dwelling known as 1 Milsom Street in St Judes, east Bristol. 

The application site comprises a two-storey end of terrace dwelling upon the north eastern side of
Milsom Street, approximately 35m North West of the junction connecting to Stapleton Road
(A432). 

The host dwelling demonstrates a continuous flat eaves/parapet line to the front elevation along the
terrace and ‘butterfly-effect roof form to the rear. 

Properties on Milsom Street exhibit a small twostorey rear protrusion to the rear, with some
benefiting from a further single storey lean-to which forms part of the original building structure. 

MISLEADING YOU - properties on the street and surrounding streets still have and
maintain their full 2 storey rear structure. for example - 31 Milsom Str, BS5 0SS, 2 nEWTON
sT, BS5 0QZ, Corner Webb St, BS5 0SU, 9 Perry St, BS5 0SY, to name but a few, This
application site is also bigger given its an end terrace. PLEASE SEE PICTURES ATTACHED

A site visit was undertaken by the Case Officer on the previous identical applications on 6 April
2021 where it was evident that a two-storey rear extension to the existing property had been
commenced. 

The partial construction, in addition to previously consented works, extended the entire depth of the
rear garden cumulatively. 

INCORRECT - all work is consented lawfully not in addition to but all works within consent.
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Due to the tight knit built from of Milsom Street and properties to the rear at Webb Street and
Stapleton Road, the degree of overbearing and overshadowing on the rear curtilage and adjacent
neighbours was apparent. 

FALSE - SEE THE SOLAR DATA COMPUTATION ATTACHED THAT SIMPLY DOES
NOT SUPPORT THIS BASED ON ACTUAL FACTS.

The application site is not within a conservation area. 

APPLICATION 

This planning application seeks full retrospective planning permission for the construction of a
twostorey extension to the rear of the property, connecting the original dwelling with a prior
approval extension consented by Bristol City Council in 2019 under reference 19/01584/HX). The
planning authority contends that this has now lapsed/has not been built in accordance with the
General Permitted Development Order (GPDO) and cannot be relied upon as condition 3 of that
prior approval required that the development to be completed on or before 30 May 2019. 

- The committee is requested to closely scrutinise this aspect of the Case officers
statement. In essence what has been said to us it is illegal as it is out of time. So every other
discussion is irrelevant. More directly the LPA know that what has been done and given
permission for is fully legal and their position is unsustainable in law, so they rely heavily on it
being out of the time limit which in effect they say renders all discussion of the design pros as
moot as its illegal.

Please refer to the The Town and Country Planning (Permitted Development, Advertisement
and Compensation Amendments) (England) Regulations 2019 Amendments to Part 1, Class A
4 (a)(b) 

In effect the deadline is removed and made permanent, and LPA completion notification
removed. 

The LPA legal assertion is incorrect and also does not apply to someone whose reinstating /
maintaining their original house structure.

So the committee must ask itself this. If the LPA can concede in private its all ok but say well
it is out of time and illegal and then be provided clear and irrefutable proof of the law
rendering their reliance on that also void, why are they still pursuing this?

The development in situ measures 3.0m in width and 4.5m in depth, connecting to the 6m prior
approval extension at the rear.

Incorrect it is smaller, and more smaller inside as to the requirement to exceed certain values
to make it more greener.

Although works to the roof form have not been commenced, submitted plans demonstrate the
intention to provide a mono-pitch roof form measuring 5.2m and 6.5m to the eaves and ridge
respectively. 

Incorrect again.


The development would include a window at ground floor level and 2no. windows and a door at
first floor level. 

The ground floor reinstatement window overlook no one from any angle.

Fire Door

The works would be finished with render walls, interlocking roof tiles and PVC windows and doors
to the side elevation overlooking properties at Stapleton Road. 

The Stapleton Road properties are 3 stories high, ground is commercial, no-one allowed to use
the back space, habitable windows are at third floor far higher than this proposal. And
nothing is directly facing any other window, even the uninhabitable ones.

A concurrent application has been submitted under application reference 21/02372/H to provide a
fire escape/balcony structure to the side elevation for the occupant’s use which would overlook the
rear elevations and gardens of properties situated on Stapleton Road. 

Fire escape - not balcony.

It is noted that a prior approval extension consented under application reference 19/01584/HX has
been partially constructed within the rear curtilage. Based on submitted plans and observations
undertaken during the site visit, the rear extension does not extend from the rear elevation at the
time of the applications submission and heights exceed those outlined in the planning submission.

- The case officer did not do any measurements, and took a few mins. On the submitted
and approved application reference 19/01584/hx it is crystal clear the exact point from where
the rear elevation and height is and is not even complete but exactly below I repeat below
what has been said. This is an outright lie, parroting the previous officer who never visited,
and utilised No 2 report as his own.

Moreover a requirement of the prior approval was that it was completed on or before 30 May 2019.
As such, it is of the Local Planning Authorities (LPAs) contention that development provided on
site has been unlawfully constructed.

Once again see above. It is legal they are incorrect they have been provided and told of the
statute they choose to ignore it too prolong the process to court where it will inevitable fail but
years of hardship and money will have past / wasted to inflict as much damage as possiblE
which is the true intent from a clique in the LPA one whom has an undisclosed relationship
with No 2 neighbours..

For further information, please see documentation appurtenant to the application. 

Not provided so cannot comment

As noted, the Case Officer undertook a site visit for the previous identical application and its
companion on 6 April 2021 to understand the site context and undertake a photographic record of
works undertaken to date. 

The case officer came as a tick box exercise to get work experience as he was an intern, no
measurement or record as stated were taken. This is incorrect.


PLANNING HISTORY 

19/01584/HX Notification of prior approval for the erection of a single storey rear extension that
would extend beyond the rear wall of the original house by 6m, have a maximum height of 4 metres
and have eaves that are 3m high. Prior Approval Not Required 

20/01228/H First floor extension to rear, with external staircase and light well to front. Refused 

This does not include the area of this application.

Application 20/01228/H was appealed by the Applicant following the refusal by the LPA; however,
the appeal was dismissed by the Planning Inspectorate under appeal reference 20/20127/REF. The
appeal was dismissed on the grounds of unacceptable design, living conditions of intended/future
occupants and residential amenity impacts on adjacent occupants. 

This did not include this application area.

Also, 

The appeals officer was not allowed to see our submissions and was heavily dependent on No 2
and the LPA officer report regretfully. This is the same officer who approved a application at
6-8 Belgrave Hill Clifton Bristol at the same time period as 1 Milsom Street, but gave a total
opposite decision, such as allowing that to be built 100% upon curtlidge. Further it was not
allowed by the committee several times, he approved it and slapped the LPA for thousands of
pounds in fine.
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21/00983/H Retrospective planning for raising of roof. Application Withdrawn 

21/01014/H Rear height increase to rear extension and fire escape fabrication with external stair
installation to first floor. Application Withdrawn. 

As stated, the development hereby applied for contains a first floor door which is reliant on the
delivery of a fire escape/balcony fabrication applied for under a concurrent planning permission
(21/02372/H) which will be determined concurrently to this application. 

FALSE - This application is separate and should be treated in its own accordance. We still are
of the view it was allowed after being told by the LPA. As noted we are not even sure if we
need this application. This is a separate application not interdependent to the other. This
concerns the existing original house.

In terms of planning enforcement, a case was opened on 17 April 2020 to consider multiple reports
of works to the rear without planning permission. The planning enforcement team attempted to
contact the property owner in order to view the development that summer, when it was noted that an
Appeal against the refusal was being considered by the Planning Inspectorate the case was put on
hold until the appeal decision was received on 10 December 2020. Shortly after that a site visit was
conducted and a further visit undertaken in February 2021. The outcome of that was that a Planning
Enforcement Notice was served requiring complete demolition of the extension on 17 March 2021.
That is currently subject to an Appeal which will be heard by way of a Hearing in the next 3-6
months. 


Again irrelevant but just to briefly state on first visit within a few minutes an enforcement
decision was reached - did not disclose why , where , followed no protocol or nothing. Subject
to judicial review pending. Also this site visit was done after our insistence to the legal
department they take measurements, which in any case they got wrong.

This is all irrelevant to this application and not a matter for committee.
RESPONSE TO PUBLICITY AND CONSULTATION 

Bristol City Council City Design Group (Objection – 10 June 2021)

“This application seeks retrospective planning approval for a two storey extension. 

No extension rebuild of original house structure

This extension would be incongruous to the rest of the terrace introducing a two storey element
beyond the building line of the other two storey extensions properties along this street. This
approach will; 

• Set the precedent for a back building line for 2 storey extensions beyond the existing allowing for
the undermining of the back land garden character. ]

•
• Incorrect, there are many houses with this, some are bigger, as mentioned earlier and some
addresses given as case in point.

•
• The gardens acts as mitigation of the contributing factors of climate change; 

• • Impact the daylight/sunlight of the adjacent property and would potentially impinge on their
right to light; 

• ACTUAL DATA DOES NOT SUPPORT THIS IN ANY WAY SEE SOLAR DATA

• • Create overshadowing of the adjacent garden affecting it’s amenity value; 

• ACTUAL DATA DOES NOT SUPPORT THIS IN ANY WAY SEE SOLAR DATA

•
• • Create overlooking and privacy issues for two properties along Stapleton Road due to the
separation distances, which is below the national accepted 21m from window to window;

• Someone from the city design group must know the 21m is flexible according to the areas
characteristics. This area is cheek by Jowl and guidance indicates a more suitable much less
allowable separation distance, which this application satisfies. Also its the original house,
this cannot be stated more clearly.

• • Raise concerns that the removal of earth to achieve a lower ground level would impact the
boundaries of all the properties bordering the site. 

Not true, no excavation

In summary, the proposals are incongruous, detrimental to the back land garden character, and
would affect the amenity of the neighbouring properties. Accordingly as the above issues
demonstrate this application represents over development. Therefore, it is recommended this
application be refused”. 

This response has just been disclosed to us by reading it in the public forum section, at no
time has the case officer mentioned this before for an opportunity to challenge. Also Solar/
shadow data does not substantiate this view and further if it even did, quite simply, this is how

the houses are here, No 2 knew this before they bought it, and knew it would be rebuilt to as
before.

Neighbour notification letters were sent to owners/occupiers of properties abutting the application
site. In total, 1no. objection was received from the adjacent neighbour (2 Milsom Street) relating to
both applications. In regard to application ref. 21/02373/H, the following comments were raised: 

- Previous works built have not been built in accordance with the approved plans or with the
General Permitted Development Order (GPDO);
- they have and currently well below parameter set. Also not relevant to this application.
- - Concerns raised that the ridge and eaves lines of the elements already built and those portrayed
on submitted plans are inconsistent and would be much greater than portrayed in application; 

- - Ground heights between 1 and Milsom Street are not as shown in the submitted plans, resulting
in differing design and residential amenity impacts;  

- False and vexatious
- - Trees considered to screen the development are not as depicted in the submitted plans; and, 

AND MISLEAD - The three enormous trees that destroyed No 1 large shed and
completely rendered any amenity value for the applicant useless was never pruned despite
repeated requests. However the LPA personally informed them the date and time they
would come to take pics and advised to cut them to fool the inspector afterwards. Despite
requests to prune since they moved in, they are new neighbours, to hoodwink you all No 2
cut them in the middle of the worst storms this year to ensure they were not discovered. In
any event they will grow back to their original size.
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- Concerns raised that the resubmission does not rectify the issues underpinning the appeal
dismissal of the Planning Inspectorate. 

WARD MEMBERS 

Planning Applications 21/02372/H and 21/02373/H was referred to Planning Committee by Cllr
Yassin Mohamud on 3 June 2021. While Cllr Mohamud outlined a neutral stance on the submitted
applications, the proposals were referred to Planning Committee for additional scrutiny due to the
complex planning history of the site. 

Cllr Mohamud and his colleague in the green party requested to view the site and did so, and
all questions were answered for them.

An additional referral was submitted by Councillor Hibaq Jama on 17 June 2021 outlining that the
applications should be determined by Planning Committee should the application be recommended
for refusal. 

RELEVANT POLICIES 

National Planning Policy Framework – July 2018 

Bristol Local Plan comprising Core Strategy (Adopted June 2011), Site Allocations and
Development Management Policies (Adopted July 2014) and (as appropriate) the Bristol Central
Area Plan (Adopted March 2015) and (as appropriate) the Old Market Quarter Neighbourhood
Development 2016 and Lawrence Weston Neighbourhood Development Plan 2017. 

Please ask yourself if these are relevant to the reinstatement of the original house, there is
nothing new here, no new development.


Also

Adapted 2011 - so long ago, Please look at future draft plan , [Bristol Local Plan Review:
Draft Policies and Development Allocations – Consultation (March 2019)] particularly the
part on future health forecast. This type of proposal will be needed significantly more in this
area in the coming years , right now in this are there are close to none, and a significant
number are required, this proposal meets future needs also.

Old Market irrelevant as not cover this area

Lawrence Weston Neighbourhood Development IRRELEVANT , IT IS MILES AWAY.

In determining this application, the Local Planning Authority has had regard to all relevant policies
of the Bristol Local Plan and relevant guidance.

KEY ISSUES 

A. IS THE DESIGN AND SCALE/CONTEXT ACCEPTABLE? 

Policy BCS21 states that new development should be of a high quality and should contribute
positively to an area’s character and identity. 

Not new development, reinstate of what was there, and it does conform to Policy BCS21, its
the areas original character but of a higher more green environmentally standard than what it
was before.

Policy DM26 sets out that development should respond appropriately to the height, scale, massing,
shape, form and proportion of existing buildings, building lines and set-backs from the street,
skylines and roofscapes; and respecting, building upon or restoring the local pattern and grain of
development. 

This is the existing building being reinstated, and others have it also.

Policy DM27 states that developments should respect the layout, form, pattern and arrangement of
buildings, structures and spaces to contribute quality urban design. 

It does 

Policy DM30 sets out that new development will be expected to respect the siting, scale, form,
proportions, materials, details and the overall design and character of the host building, its curtilage
and the broader street scene. 

Its existing, part of the original house structure, as the same as others.

SPD2 ‘A Guide for Designing House Alterations and Extensions’ states that proposed extensions
should not protrude further than 2.75 metres and should maintain visual subservience to the existing
dwelling. 

It is not an extension, it is part of the original house structure to its very footprint and also to
give subservience the ridge line has been lowered, originally it was exactly the same ridge line
to the all the house.

The development in situ extends approximately 4.5m from the existing rear protrusion and
demonstrates a width of 3.0m to the party wall shared with 2 Milsom Street.

No party wall. This is inside the applicants boundary. And the width is lower.


Cumulatively, the development, in combination with the prior approval extension protrudes 10.7m
in depth within the rear garden. The development would demonstrate a mono-pitch roof form
measuring 5.2m to the eaves and 6.5m to the ridge, representing a step change from the existing
protrusion. The development far exceeds to the rear building line of 1 Milsom Street and those of
adjacent 

No it does not, No 2 building line is actually a bit longer, and this is the existing original house
that should be treated separately to any other additional development as under planning law
for everybody. Further all development was approved prior by the LPA prior to any works by
commenced.
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properties on the terrace. It is considered that the development in situ fails to respect the built form
of the property and the local area. 

The is the original house not something new, others in the street and area have it, ours is
based in a more open surround given its an end terrace. Also the form of adjacent property on
Stapleton Road are 3 stories high that impose over the applicants property.

The works provided far exceed policy guidance set out in SPD2, extending well beyond the 2.75m
considered appropriate for two-storey extensions. Furthermore the provision of a two-storey
extension to the rear of the existing protrusion is uncharacteristic and would appear visually
incongruous to the local built form. 

That applies to new developments from Original House this is within and part of original
house structure and confirmed as such when looked against planning legislation.

Based on the information provided to the Local Planning Authority, it is considered that the
development would fail to constitute high quality urban design and is not informed by its immediate
surroundings/tight knit built form. As such, the proposals are unacceptable and contrary to policies
BCS21, DM26, DM30 and SPD2. 

In addition to the concerns raised above, the development would be of a depth which exceeds
2.75m, exceeding SPD2 guidance and failing to maintain visual subservience to the host dwelling.
While the development is partially visible from the public realm upon the corner of Milsom Street
and Stapleton Road, the development does not significantly undermine the character public areas.
However, the sheer scale and projection from the existing rear elevation undermines the visual
subservience of the development and fails to safeguard the character of the host dwelling or the
character of the terrace. As outlined in Paragraph 127 of the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF), planning decisions are expected to ensure that developments are sympathetic to the local
character and history, including the surrounding building environment. It is considered that the
development is unsympathetic of the existing area and would not be visually attractive as outlined
under Paragraph 127 (b) of the NPPF. The development evidences a disregard for the character and
form of the host dwelling, constituting overdevelopment of the host rear curtilage. Owing to the
above assessment, it is considered that the development fails to accord with policies BCS21, DM26,
DM30 and SPD2 guidance and is unacceptable. 

Disagreed totally, its more than sympathetic, its literally identical but better, and its the true
form to character and local history. Also it is not partially visible from the public realm, the
case officer was showed this, he is misleading you.


Paragraph 127 of the NPPF further advocates that development should create places which promote
health and well-being with a high standard of amenity for existing and future users.

We are aware and and further, it does, and The updated 2018 National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) also crucially inserts Health and well being into it . Homes and
neighbourhood – Paragraph 127 f) Under Section 12, design policies are strengthened and
recognised to play a strong role in creating places that are safe, inclusive and accessible and
which promote health and well-being. Using quality assurance tools and assessments such as
Building for Life should help to provide a consistent and clear expectation for developers and
to communities. 

As further supported by policy DM27 and DM30, development should provide and or retain
sufficient usable external amenity space for occupants of the property. The development in situ
extends 4.5m in depth and the entire length of the rear garden cumulatively, providing an oppressive
and enclosed segment of the garden for leisure and domestic purposes. Due to the scale and
protrusion, the rear garden would remain overshadowed and or a configuration which is not
conducive to promote the health and well-being of intended and future occupants. Owing to the
above assessment, it is considered that the proposed development would be contrary to Paragraph
127 of the NPPF and policies DM27 and DM30 and is unacceptable. 

It takes zero curtlidge space in planning terms as it is the existing building as before. Further
as mentioned in the before application, area mentioned is fully functional, adequate and fit for
purpose. Also not that previous planning applications to others have given zero disregard to
this despite concerns such as 58 Stapleton rd.

The development in situ would use materials including render walls, interlocking concrete roof tiles
and white UPVC windows and doors. It is considered that the materials would be entirely consistent
with those of the existing dwelling and similar to those of the host terrace and immediate area. As
such, the development, in regard to materials only, would be acceptable and would safeguard the
existing character and appearance of the local area. The proposals would be acceptable in terms of
materials only and would accord with policies BCS21, DM26 and DM30. 

Agreed

Based on the information provided to the Local Planning Authority and the observations of the Case
Officer during the site visit, it is considered that the development is of a scale and massing which is
inconsistent and detrimental to the built form of the host dwelling and terrace. Notwithstanding the
above assessment, the development would give rise to significant residential amenity implications,
as set out below. In conclusion, the development is unacceptable in terms of design and would
warrant a recommendation for refusal. 

B. WOULD THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT CAUSE ANY UNACCEPTABLE HARM TO
RESIDENTIAL AMENITY OF FUTURE OR ADJACENT OCCUPIERS? 

Policy BCS21 states that new development should safeguard the amenity of existing development. 
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Policy DM30 states that proposals should not prejudice the existing and future development
potential of adjoining sites. 


SPD2 ‘A Guide for Designing House Alterations and Extensions’ states that rear extensions should
not cross a 45° line drawn from the extension to the mid-point of the nearest adjacent habitable
window perpendicular to the proposed development as to not cause overlooking, overbearing or
overshadowing on adjacent occupiers. 

As stated, the development hereby applied for measures 4.5m in depth (10.7m cumulatively), far
exceeding the 2.75m guidance set out in SPD2. Due to the two storey nature of the development, it
is considered that the development gives rise to a significant overbearing and overshadowing impact
on the adjacent neighbours at 2 Milsom Street. Photographs provided by the adjacent occupant and
an inspection of the adjacent garden undertaken during the site visit further evidenced the
unacceptable scale and stark nature of the party wall or the rear extension. It is considered that the
proposed development gives rise to an unacceptable degree of enclosure and sense of overbearing
which would be contrary to policies BCS21 and DM30. Concerns in this regard were also expressed
by the Planning Inspectorate in the previous appeal which has not been adequately addressed by the
Applicant for the resubmission. As such, the current application is considered to give rise to an
unacceptable degree of overbearing and sense of enclosure, thus failing to accord with policies
BCS21, DM30 and SPD2. 

Sun / Shadow does not substantiate this and please refer to all earlier comments to avoid
repetitiveness

Due to the scale and projection of the development, the side elevation upon the party wall of the
extension crosses a 45°line drawn from the nearest habitable window perpendicular to the
development, on both plan and elevation. As such, it considered that the development results in
unacceptable overshadowing impacts which undermine both internal living rooms and the use of the
rear garden. 

- Data analyses again does not support this. Further as the case officer is aware it does not
breach the 45 or even 25 degree , and the closest window is not habitable. Also this is the
actual original house that was there for decades with no issue or complaint.

Concerns in this regard were raised by the Planning Inspectorate and are considered to remain
unaddressed during the subsequent resubmissions in 2021. Based on the site visit, photographs
provided and assessment of the unacceptably large extension, it is considered that the development
results in unacceptable residential amenity impacts on 2 Milsom Street in relation to overshadowing
and loss of sunlight. As such, the development is considered to be contrary to policies BCS21,
DM30 and SPD2 guidance and is unacceptable. 

As outlined in the design section of this Case Officer report, the development would include several
first floor side windows overlooking the rear elevation and gardens at Stapleton Road. Two
windows and a door would be provided at first floor level which would be served by a fire exit/
balcony fabrication applied for under the a concurrent application 21/02372/H. Due to the elevated
nature of the windows and a limited degree of separation from the boundary wall shared with
properties at Stapleton Road, it is considered that the development would give rise to an
unacceptable degree of overlooking and loss of privacy. 

Misleading - please refer to earlier comments. Further the windows stated are uninhabitable,
the habitable windows are on the third storey, they are also indirect resulting in insignificant

oblique angles. Further once again there is no balcony. Only Fire Escape if permitted to built
unto standards of health and safety only.

Notwithstanding the above assessment, the sheer projection of the cumulative development would
undermine the rear exterior amenity space of adjacent occupants and would give rise to an
unacceptable sense of overbearing and overshadowing. Specifically, it is considered that residential
occupants situated at 58-72 Stapleton Road would endure a significant impact on their residential
amenity which would be contrary to policies BCS21, DM30 and SPD2 guidance. 

As outlined in the design section, it is considered that the development constitutes the
overdevelopment of the rear curtilage, resulting in compromised living conditions for intended/
future occupants. The site visit, undertaken on 6 April 2021, indicated that the remaining garden
area endures a sense of enclosure/overbearing and loss of light due to the scale of the in situ
development. As such, the remaining garden provides minimal functional space for domestic and
leisure activities, thus failing to accord with policies BCS21, DM26, DM27 and DM30 and is
therefore considered to be unacceptable. 
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The in-situ development is considered to be detrimental to the residential amenity of adjacent and
intended occupants and would fail to accord with policies BCS21, DM30 and SPD2. As such, the
development is unacceptable in terms of residential amenity impacts. 

CONCLUSION 

Based on the information provided to the Local Planning Authority in the form of the resubmitted
application and the site conditions observed during the Case Officers site visit on 6 April 2021, it is
apparent that the development in situ is of a scale and form which is unsympathetic to the
constraints of the site and the character of the area. Furthermore, due to the scale of development,
significant residential amenity impacts would be endured by occupants of 2 Milsom Street and 5872 Stapleton Road which remain unaddressed following the previous refusal. As such, the
application is recommended for refusal on the grounds of unacceptable design and residential
amenity impacts. 

RECOMMENDED REFUSAL 

REASONS: Unacceptable and Unsympathetic Design 

Due to the depth of projection of the development out from the existing rear elevation of 1 Milsom
Street and due to its height both to eaves and to ridge it is considered to fail to demonstrate a
sympathetic design or visual subservience to the host property, thus failing to accord with Paragraph
127 of the National Planning Policy Framework. Notwithstanding the above assessment, the
development fails to demonstrate regard for the existing rear building line of the Milsom Street
terrace and would significant undermine the tight-knit built form of the surrounding area. Due to the
scale of development the proposals would constitute the overdevelopment of the rear curtilage and
undermine the residential amenity of an intended/future and adjacent occupants as a result. Based
on the information provided to the Local Planning Authority, it is considered that the development
fails to accord with Policy BCS21 – High Quality Design of the Bristol City Council Core Strategy
(adopted June 2011), Policy DM26 – Local Character and Distinctiveness, Policy DM27 – Layout
and Form and Policy DM30 – Alterations to Existing Buildings of the Site Allocations and
Development Management Policies Document (adopted July 2014) and Supplementary Planning

Document 2: A Guide for Designing House Alterations and Extensions (adopted October 2005). As
such, the development is considered to be unacceptable. 

Unacceptable Residential Amenity Impacts (Intended, Future and Adjacent Occupants) 

The development in situ demonstrates disregard for the residential amenity of adjacent residential
occupants, most notably 2 Milsom Street and the occupants of 58-72 Stapleton Road. The
projection and height of the development creates a stark party wall which has resulted in a sense of
overbearing and oppression within the rear garden of 2 Milsom Street. As a result of the
unacceptably large rear extension, the neighbouring property endures restricted natural light and a
compromised use of the rear garden which is considered to be at the detriment of the adjacent
occupants. In regard to the residential amenity of occupants located at 58-72 Stapleton Road, the
development would provide additional windows to the side elevation at an elevated position,
affording the host occupants to overlook adjacent properties. It is considered that the development
would undermine the privacy of adjacent occupants due to overlooking which is unacceptable.
Notwithstanding the above, the development would retain an unacceptable degree of space for
domestic and leisure activities of the intended/future occupants and would therefore fail to
contribute towards positive well-being, as required under Paragraph 127 of the National Planning
Policy Framework. Based on the information provided to the Local Planning Authority and the site
visit undertaken, it is considered that the development fails to accord with Policy BCS21 – High
Quality Design of the Bristol City Council Core Strategy (adopted June 2011), Policy DM26 –
Local 
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Character and Distinctiveness, Policy DM27 – Layout and Form and Policy DM30 – Alterations to
Existing Buildings of the Bristol City Council Site Allocations and Development Management
Planning Policies Document (adopted July 2014) and Supplementary Planning Document 2: A
Guide for Designing House Alterations and Extensions (adopted October 2005) and is unacceptable.

END

PLEASE SEE ATTACHED PICTURES NEXT OF 2 STOREY ORIGINAL STRUCTURES
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Compuatation Path
Analysis Data of path of the
Sun and resultant shadow
for Application 21/02373/H |
Retrospective planning for
reinstatement of section of
original house structure.

SUNCALC.ORG

The following data show the sun path and resultant shadows of the
structures relevant to the Application 21/02373H
1. Note - The data set excludes shadow analysis of other neighbouring properties that would
affect No 2 Milsom Street, such as the building opposite their boundary wall at North East, or
the high boundary fence and trees on the property opposite 1 Milsom Street.
2. Data is shown at 2 hour intervals from 0700 HRS TO 2100HRS on the standard date of
calculation [equinox] 21 June 2021 on the following areas:
A. Part of the main house, excluding the original structure that is the subject to this application.
B. Original Building Wall
C. Original Structure reinstatement
D. 3 Storey structure of 58-62 Stapleton Rd, brief analysis of the morning.
FINDINGS
I.

The data clearly shows that the part of the main house is mostly responsible for the
shadowing and sunlight limit effect to the non habitable windows of No 2 on the 1st floor. This
is characteristic of the area.

II. As to whether or not the reinstatement structure is in place, there will always remain the
overbearing, overshadowing and sunlight limit in the morning for No 2. This is increased by No
2 repositioning of windows and there illegal down stairs corrugated without consent structure.
III. The Original Building wall data shows it s sunlight and shadow impact to be very similar to the
original structure reinstatement data. Thus reinstatement or not that will remain and have the
same effect as that of if the reinstatement is approved.
IV. As it is a straight reinstatement of the same footprint albeit a bit smaller there will be a small
increase in light and no shadow given the original reinstatement is being reinstated below the
main ridge line height where it was before, therefore like for like the reinstatement is identical
albeit smaller in height and shadows, daylight, sunlight will remain the same.
V. For 58-62 Stapleton Road, given their distance and other party walls in between the effect is
insignificant.
VI. Both will enjoy considerable day/sun light of upto 10 hours.
CONCLUSION - Very Minimal Insignificant Impact.
VII. The existing part of the main house, is directly opposite the non habitable windows No 2 are
complaining about. The morning loss of light and shadow emanates from there. The
shadowing and loss of light are inherent characteristics of the way these houses were built/
VIII.The data shows that the reinstatement structure is away from all windows of No 2
Milsom Street, does not breach their 45 or 21 degree angles and does not cause loss of
sunlight, additional shadowing etc. Any claims to the contrary are unsubstantiated and
false.
IX. Minimal if any affect to 58-62 Stapleton Road given its distance and intermediary party wall,
further the habitable rooms occupy the 3rd floor that look down upon 1 Milsom Street and
have clear views as before.

The Existing House [1 Milsom St] facing the uninhabitable room
windows [2 Milsom Street] directly not subject to enforcement
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Brief Shadow Analysis of the 3 storey commercial
structures upon No 2 fro 0700 to 1100Hrs
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END

STATEMENT NUMBER A4 (i)
REF: 21/02372/H | Height increase to rear extension and fire escape fabrication installations. | 1
Milsom Street Bristol BS5 0SS - 21st July Committee Hearing
Dear Chair and members of Develop Control Meeting B,
The matter before you is simple, a small height increase that will deliver significant benefits for the urgent
health needs and disability of the applicant, a rehabilitation room.
Under the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 Section 70 (1)(c) you are legally permitted to deviate from
the strict rigidity of any planning rules in ‘other matters’.
This is an ‘other matter’ it is for the exceptional health needs of the applicant.
The weighted benefits of the proposal far outweigh the minimal impact.
The stated impact that has been stated by No 2 Milsom Street and the Case oﬃcer, simply are not
substantiated after looking at the factual data presented in terms of shadows and light concerns.
Then there is the arc of acting with compassion in this case. It has been close to two years, an elderly frail
lady has been homeless eﬀectively in the pandemic with deteriorating health whilst those with a duty to
care, did nothing at the local authority.
Notwithstanding numerous breaches or disregards for protocol, following guidance or even the law, this
matter , had it been decided equally and fairly with no covert discrimination on race or health the LPA would
have been approved, as it does to others that do not even have a urgent health need as this case does.
The future draft plan under currently progressed, recognises the need for these adaptions and
development, and the need to significantly implement these for the near future given the predicted increase
in disability needs our population within these areas will have. This meets current and future need in an area
sadly lacking of it currently.
The fire escape fabrication has not been proposed in the application lightly, purely for the fact as to it being
very costly for the applicant to implement. But a commitment to high quality design and taking on the
recommendation of the professionals who advise this on health and safety grounds it is a necessity, which
hopefully never be used and if so, be used to preserve life.
Issues of lawfulness of what this builds upon is irrelevant. The structure is within the law and its size has
been legislatively approved under GDPO legislations from a trial to permanence. Legal challenges and
debates have concluded with the law as it stand to say it is lawful in size, acceptable under planning
legislation and any claims contrary are a ruse to confuse.
Further the proposal is embedded within the attic space of the ground floor building, with sky windows to
protect adjacent neighbours amenities, be sympathetic to the area and provide at the same time through a
minor increase a functional , light healthy area for rehabilitation.
You are our elected representatives, this is not a case of whatever No 2 Milsom Street is the law. The
matter needs to be considered in the public interest.
Councillors, Members of Parliment, Disability organisation and most importantly all of the community within
this area support the applicant and proposal. Some have written to you as well I understand for this
meeting.
The lack of oversight thus far and the impunity with which this application has been conducted needs to
stop right here, and our elected members, you, need to fully scrutinise , and absolutely make sure what you
are being told is accurate and genuine.
This proposal no way aﬀects the 45 or 25 degree angle and shadowing, lighting etc is close to zero.
I support this application and hope you will all do the right thing.
Z Vicky

21/02373/H | Retrospective planning for reinstatement of section of original house
structure. | 1 Milsom Street Bristol BS5 0SS

STATEMENT NUMBER A4 ii
Dear Chair and members of Develop Control Meeting B,
Prior to reinstatement, the LPA were consulted and approved it, categorically stating it did not
require planning permission. There is absolutely no way the applicants or her representatives
would have embarked on the maintenance / reinstatement without permission.
The enforcement alluded to is irrelevant and not a matter for the committee, but will be decided
within its own framework, however of note is the LPA will not categorically state it does not have
permission.
If Councillor Margeret Hickman , an ex member of the development committee can not get
clarification as the councillor at the time, as normal citizens we are at a quandary as to what the
position even is.
As a result it has been suggested to put an application in , but it is done without prejudice and
protest. I would even question the jurisdiction of the LPA on the maintenance / reinstatement of
the original house as it existed.
Further claims it will set a precedent are false, many other homes have it, that’s the true
characteristics of the homes in the area. Further why can everyone, even No 2 have a down stairs
bathroom and not the applicant for urgent medical needs? And that too in her previously existing
original house.
You have read my concerns on the covert racism and discrimination in my other statement so I
will not repeat all but to say it applies here swell.
This part of the house under planning legislation is defined as the original house structure, there is
no ambiguity at all.
Further it was disclosed prior to any work, with the LPA approving it to go ahead and moreover
the LPA overseeing the standard of work at every single stage which were met or exceeded.
The only diﬀerence it appears is the smaller inside owing to more greener modern construction
methods.
Theres really not much to say, its just unbelievable hat this matter is going to be debated, it’s the
applicants house!
I would urge you to show compassion and also be reminded that under the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990 Section 70 (1)(c) you are legally permitted to deviate from the strict rigidity of
any planning rules in ‘other matters’.
This is an ‘other matter’ it is for the exceptional health needs of the applicant and quite frankly its
her house, literally her original house.
The weighted benefits of the proposal far outweigh the minimal impact.
I trust you will all do the right thing, I support this application.
Z Vicky

Thangam Debbonaire MP
Member of Parliament for Bristol West
Shadow Leader of the House of Commons
House of Commons, London SW1A 0AA

STATEMENT NUMBER A5

16 July 2021
Dear Sir or Madam,
Mrs Zafar – 1 Milsom Street, Bristol BS5 0SS

I am writing on behalf of my constituent Mrs Zafar of 1 Milsom Street, Bristol BS5 0SS who has
contacted me for support with a long standing planning dispute.
I understand that the dispute relates to two planning applications:
Application -21/02373/H is for the reinstatement of a small section of the original house structure.
This allows for the reinstatement of a downstairs bathroom, medical equipment storage area and
purpose built walk in wet room.
Application -21/02372/H relates to the construction of a rehabilitation room and the installation of
a fire escape which is necessary for health and safety reasons.
Mrs Zafar has multiple health conditions and the protracted planning dispute has had a significant
negative impact on her mental and physical health.
I understand that the work undertaken to the house has been necessary to ensure that Mrs Zafar can
remain at home and receive the care she needs and I am writing this letter as evidence of my
support for Mrs Zafar and to request that this case is considered with care and compassion and no
further planning enforcement action is taken against her.
Yours faithfully

Thangam Debbonaire, MP for Bristol West

STATEMENT NUMBER A6 - 16th July 2021
To the Planning Application Panel.
Re: Planning Application 21/02373/H and 21/02372/H
WECIL is a user led Charity which promotes inclusive living for Disabled People across
the South West. We have been contacted by the family of a disabled woman from the
Easton area of Bristol regarding the following planning application 21/02373/H and
21/02372/H. The family claim that the correct Planning procedures regarding the
assessment of equality and disability have not been followed by Bristol City Councils
Planning Department, specifically that the planning department has recommended
that no adjustment or additional space should be allowed, despite acknowledging the
significant benefits for the applicant siting that the reason, that the alterations will not be
required in the future when the applicant is no longer alive.
WECIL understand that the Planning applications are due to be heard at a Panel meeting on
Wednesday 21st of July. As an organisation we would encourage the panel to make every
effort to consider the social model of disability in their decision making and remove the
systemic barriers, derogatory attitudes, and social exclusion, which stop individuals with
impairments from functioning in society.
Yours sincerely

Dominic Ellison
Chief Executive Officer,
WECIL Ltd.
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