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21/06762/F - Public Conveniences Circular
Road Sneyd Park

No. 1
Lee Madan
Sent: 25 March 2022 18:34
To: Democratic Services <democratic.services@bristol.gov.uk>
Subject: Register to speak
Hello,
Please can I register to speak at the Development Control Committee B Meeting on
Wednesday 6th April, regarding the following proposal.
Application no. 20/04125/F
Site address: The Old Dairy Durnford Street Bristol BS3 2AW
Here is my written statement:
I fully object to the proposals, and I would ask if the council does approve it that it attaches
the following conditions:
I am very concerned that the revised plans for the Old Dairy development still do not
address the concerns of residents.
I know at the last meeting there was a feeling that the next door Old Brewery development
(which is 9 stories tall) may have set some sort of planning precedent which means
the Old Dairy can go ahead as a 6 storey development.
However, the Old Brewery is set much further back from existing houses, and the developer
there was much more considerate of the impact it would have on our homes, which is why
we did not object. They worked with us to make sure the location of the building and
windows and balconies won’t be looking directly into our windows, and because they
agreed to set the buildings some distance away and not near the boundary lines they won’t
cause any major problems with overshadowing.
The Old Dairy is completely different. The developer has been really inconsiderate and is
intending to build right up to the boundary line as close as possible to our existing
homes. Given how narrow our streets are that means they will be overshadowing and
towering above our modest sized houses and bungalows just a few feet away. Some
residents' windows will now not get any sunlight at all for large parts of the day.
It would feel like the development is completely on top of us. The tallest building is also
located in the least considerate place possible – opposite the entrance to Ashville Road
meaning the windows and balconies will look directly into our front bedroom windows. And
because it is built right up to the pavement it means it will be just a few metres from the
current homes. It is completely out of character with the homes it will be overshadowing
and on top of. There are even proposed three storey townhouses towering above a
bungalow which is not only inconsiderate, it will also look ridiculous.

Again, this is nothing like the Old Brewery, which is set much further back and away from
existing homes and which does not invade our privacy or overshadow us in any of the same
ways.
If the developer of the Old Dairy tried to argue on appeal that the Old Brewery had set some
sort of precedent then I would think it would be very easy to disagree and dismiss this based
on proximity to existing homes, and all of the measures the Old Brewery took to mitigate its
impact on existing properties, which the Old Dairy failed to do.
The developer of the Old Dairy has had ample opportunity to make the development more
considerate to neighbours, such as having the tallest parts of the building set further back
where they overlook warehouses rather than people’s homes, but they have completely
ignored those options and refused to engage with us. They have even added additional
peaked rooves on top of the three storey townhouses which make them even taller than
they need to be, and even more domineering and out of character with the area.
I know lots of residents have also raised concerns over the yellow line down Durnford
Street, which will remove much needed parking places during the daytime. Parking is at a
premium during the day just as much as it is during the evening, so any restrictions, even for
a couple of hours, would be hugely detrimental to existing residents. The developer’s
justification for having this yellow line is to provide a loading bay and waiting area and for
access. But my understanding is that a large tarmacked area will exist at the rear of the
development, which the developer is not allowed to build on due to neighbouring
warehouses having access rights, so surely that area of tarmac within the development can
provide any loading bay / waiting area and access that is required for the Old Dairy, and
there is no need to eradicate perfectly good and much needed daytime parking spaces on
Durnford Street.
I realise the council cannot redesign the development, and it cannot keep going backwards
and forwards, but I would ask if you do approve the plans at your next meeting that you
please consider inserting the following three conditions:
1. That the highest two stories be removed from the tallest block on the grounds they
are too close to existing homes (unlike the Old Brewery, which is set much further
back);
2. That you remove the top storey of the townhouses as they are also not in keeping
with existing homes and are again far too close, towering above a bungalow just
yards away;
3. That the proposed yellow line for Durnford Street is removed and all existing on
street parking places retained. Any loading bays or access requirements have to be
within the development itself e.g. in the large tarmac area at the rear.
4. That restrictions are placed on which hours the commercial unit can operate as it’s
only a few metres from children’s bedrooms.

Thank you for your time and please do let me know if you need any more information or
would like to visit the site.

Best wishes,
Lee

No. 2

Dear Members,
My name is Ben Larcombe from CSJ Planning and I am the planning agent for this application.
Further to the motion to defer this application in January, the applicant has worked positively with
Officers to respond to your stated concerns. The application has been amended to include the
following:
•

The provision of a lift within stair Core B to serve the affordable dwellings, along with the
reconfiguration of the core layout to provide a larger lobby space at the Ground floor with
direct internal access to the cycle and refuse stores.

•

The external elevation has also been tweaked to provide more glazing to the frontage and
double doors. The access is indistinguishable from the access to Core A;

•

The allocation of parking for the affordable dwellings, including an accessible space on a
commensurate basis to the market dwellings; &

•

Clarifications on the submitted plans to confirm that the communal courtyard is accessible
to all future occupants of the development.

The Officer’s recommendation is the result of extensive, positive negotiations between the Local
Planning Authority and the applicant over a two-year period, including Pre-Application negotiations.
In conclusion, it is a scheme of high-quality urban regeneration, which will deliver much needed
affordable and market accommodation.
I therefore consider that it is worthy of planning permission and I therefore respectfully ask for your
support.
Thank you.

CSJ Planning Consultants Limited
Registered in England, Company Number 03451707

No. 3

Public Forum Statement.
We are the owners and occupiers of the property ‘ Unit D,The Old Brewery,
Durnford Street, Bristol, BS3 2AW’
Our property shares a party wall with the proposed development and we will be
directly impacted by the building works proposed.
We want to object on the revised plan on on the following grounds:

● The scale and size of the proposed buildings - they are STILL totally out of
context to the local area. At 5 storeys tall, Block A of the proposed
development will dominate the skyline of the surrounding area that is
predominantly made up of two storey residential and light industrial
buildings.
● The projected elevation on Durnford Street STILL overlooks the gardens of
the current residents of Ashville Road, as well as giving a direct view to the
first floor windows of the residents at that end of the street. The style is
also out of keeping with the area and shares no architectural sympathy to
the visual look of the area and the black and white cottage type houses of
this location.
● The parking has STILL not adequately accounted for and the developer In
an area that already suffers from significant parking issues, both day to day
and on major event days at Ashton Gate, proposing a development with a
provision of 0.575 car parking spaces per unit will only exacerbate the issue.
Have dedicated parking provisions been considered for the commercial unit
or will this also be on-street parking?
● There also appears to be no provision for electric charging for modern cars?
In 2022 this street is going to be on the boundary for the no-go zone for

diesel vehicles. We feel the developer should be incorporating more
facilities for hybrid and electric cars.
● Our property is designated as a live-work unit with habitable rooms on the
first floor, lit by rooflights. The height of Block A will overshadow our roof,
blocking out the morning sun. We couldn't see any evidence of an
overshadowing study in the proposals.
● On the ground floor we have only 3 windows only on the North East
elevation. In the proposed design one of our 3 ground floor windows is due
to have a balcony built over the top of it. Again severely compromising our
only daylight from historical windows which have been there since our
buildings construction.
● The windows and walls on our ground floors have ventilation systems for
our laser cutters, spray painting and fume extraction which are in use on a
daily basis. It will mean our ground floor commercial studios will be made
unrentable -and the 3 local sole traders who use these spaces will be forced
to move elsewhere.
●

Impact on public services and amenities - There is no inclusion of increased
local amenities and public services within this proposal. Doctors surgeries
and schools are already stretched; an increase of this volume of residents
to the area will further negatively impact their service to the community.

●

There is also a lack of affordable housing in the proposal. Only 8 units of
the 40 will be affordable, equating to 20% when Bristol targets are 30%

● As a commercial building owner and local resident we have not sold to the
developer. Our building is not ‘for future development’ We value the
placement of commercial sites within the area. Not all commercial work
benefits from being out of town. Welcomed the original plans for mixed use
studios, landscaped gardens and accommodation. What has been

submitted does not reflect this and is weighted more in favour of residential
than commercial.
Your sincerely
Megan Broadmeadow and Edward Metcalf

No. 4

Statement for Public Forum Planning Application No 20/04125/F Cllr Christine Townsend
Southville 6/4/22
There has been some response to the PSDR obligations from the developer since the
objections were discussed and listed as needing attention in the January meeting - I
respectfully invite the committee to satisfy themselves that all these issues have been
considered and the best possible solutions have been found - if committee consider other
solutions more appropriate, I encourage them to discuss and push for these.
In this instance it was the elected members who ensured the PSDR and the Equality Act
2010 was properly considered and there is an essential piece of learning for planning
department officers as a result, it is essential that all officers especially those employed
within senior roles, play their part in creating a work culture that properly considers equality
obligations and this becomes integral within every element of practice.
Parking issues - by far this is the most concerning element for local residents and again
speaks to the need for parking controls in this part of south Bristol - but these are yet to be
progressed by the administration despite the need being recognised by its own ward
councillor candidates in May 2020, but context has progressed. To this end I request that, if
granted, committee place a planning restriction as per that permitted with Bristol city
council's Development Management policy entitled 'Condition and Reserves and Advices' as
laid out within point 1045A, thus ensuring that the low private car ownership approach can
be promoted and protected as only those addresses already in existence within this part of
Southville will be elidable and not this new residential address.
I would make a comment re local resident and ward councillor engagement from developers
- had engagement and communication from this developer been more proactive during this
process I believe this project could have been bought forward with plans that were more
acceptable from the onset. This is a piece of learning for this developer but also others
wishing to develop sites in Southville and the wider city
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David P Johnson

Development Management
Bristol City Council,
PO Box 3399,
Bristol
BS1 9NE
29.3.2021
democratic.services@bristol.gov.uk
Dear Sir,
Planning Application no. 21/06762/F
Development Control Committee B at its meeting on Wednesday 6 April 2022.
Site address: Public Conveniences Circular Road Sneyd Park Bristol BS9 1ZZ
Proposal: Demolition of existing public toilet block and construction of single storey building
comprising café (use class E), education booth (use class F1[a]) and replacement public toilets
(resubmission of planning permission 18/04727/F).


I wish to object most strongly to this application.



It is well known to the authority that this plan is opposed by the vast majority of local
residents.



I understand that this plan has been opposed such that it has been turned down on what I
believe to be three previous occasions.



The proposal contravenes the restriction on development on the downs and would infringe
the open green space, and the local byelaws.



There is no need or requirement for the additional proposed development of a cafe as one
already exists on the downs.



There is already a substantial parking problem in this area of the downs causing congestion
and a dangerous mix of traffic and recreational users at a dangerous hair pin corner of the
road. Additionally there is a problem at night on most weekends at night when youngsters
with cars or motorcycles race up and down the road and over the grass. This problem would
only be expected to be made worse by the additional proposed development.

Yours sincerely
David P Johnson

No. 6

Client Statement to Development Control Committee
in relation to application ref: 21/06762/F
Sea Walls Café, WCs and Education Booth
Re-application: Previously passed
Delay due to Covid – Approval from Secretary of State to build on
Common Land delayed due to Covid – Approval granted – no time limit
Client/ Management Issues
1. Dilapidated building, an eye sore
2. Always vandalised resulting in closure and very expensive to
clean
3. Built in 1949 (ota) after the war, worn out
4. The new building will service those people using the that area of
the Downs
5. It will contribute financially to the upkeep of the Downs and by
being manned will reduce the number of hours the building is
closed, and hopefully reduce vandalism
6. The education booth will broaden the understanding of the Downs
7. The loos will service the disabled better
8. The Café, based on the rent paid by the other café on the Downs
will make a sizable contribution towards the upkeep of the Downs,
following the Council’s decision to (try) to make the green areas
self financing
9. The success of the café will release funds for the regeneration of
existing buildings of the Downs, Changing Rooms, Stokes Road
Toilets
10. The café will promote healthy living by supporting activities such
as cycling, walkers, footballers etc on the Downs
11. The Business will be run as a social enterprise benefitting the
community by the surplus being used on the Downs
Planning Issues
12. Building footprint is only Building is open and transparent to
minimise visual impact
13. Oriented to minimise outline in views along the Gorge
14. Café staff will manage issues such as litter in that area
15. Café will not be open in the evening

DC2-PR04
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No. 7
Statement from: Stephanie French. Tree Champion.
For Development Control Committee B: Meeting Wednesday April 6th.
Planning Application 21/06762/F. Public Conveniences Circular Road Sneyd Park Bristol BS9 1ZZ
Dear Chairman and Councillors,
I’ll keep this short. It is what I would have said, but I cannot get to the meeting.
I quote from the “DESIGN AND ACCESS STATEMENT AND HERITAGE ASSESSMENT” accompanying
the Application.
The Applicant excuses the intrusion of the building at this important site, and hence the despoiling of
the visual amenity, by saying “There is a line of small trees immediately behind the existing WCs ”
and “In this position the café will be obscured from within and across the gorge by the trees
adjacent. It should just be possible to see the suspension bridge from the roof of the pavilion and
therefore to see the end of the pavilion from the suspension bridge. However, set amongst the trees
and being just over a mile from the Bridge, the proposals have a minimal impact on the setting
when viewed up the gorge.
I must reiterate for the Committee’s consideration that the Applicant is thus relying on trees not
owned by the Applicant growing on land not owned by the Applicant. The trees do not grow in a
Conservation Area so there is no Planning protection for them. They could be felled tomorrow quite
legally. They are Ash trees and are likely to be lost. Indeed 3 years ago one of them was said to have
Ash Die Back. It is thus unlikely that they would merit Tree Protection Orders. When they are lost
there is no obligation on the land owner to plant replacements.
So I ask the Committee to realise that in fact there will be no screening at all for this building from
within and across the Gorge in a few years’ time. They should consider its visual impact at the site in
the light of that knowledge.
Yours sincerely,
Stephanie French

No. 8
21/06762/F : Public Conveniences Circular Road, Downs, Bristol BS9 1ZZ
Members of DC Committee
We are the 2 ward councillors for the application site on the Downs.
We object to this planning application and would urge you to refuse the application.
Whilst there is local support for refurbishment of the toilets, there is very little local support for the
proposed cafe, which is not restricted to the footprint of the existing toilets, but will see
encroachment onto the Downs and loss of precious green space.
Context is also important. The application site is within the Downs Conservation Area and shares a
boundary with the Sneyd Park Conservation Area. The land to be developed is currently Downs land.
The iconic Seawalls vista is nearby and likewise the Avon Gorge, a Special Area of Conservation and a
Site of Specialist Scientific Interest.
Since the original planning permission was granted (but not commenced), motions have been
debated and passed at Full Council rejecting any development in Bristol on green space. This
application sees the development of hitherto green space and hence falls foul of the Council's clearly
stated policy to preserve the City's green belt.
We have doubts about any biodiversity net gain, which would be contrary to NPPF guidelines. The
Council ecologist’s words : “ ….the lack of a clear and precise strategy for deployment and inclusion
of the ecological mitigation and enhancement measures’‘ do not fill us with confidence.
Near neighbours of the application site have objected and likewise the key local stakeholder group,
Sneyd Park Residents' Association.
It is our considered view that the potential harm to the visual amenity, local neighbourhood and
landscape are such that they do not meet the requirements of DM 26.
As other objectors have commented, the building is quite stark in design, not in keeping with
neighbouring listed properties and will inevitably be a magnet for vandalism, litter and anti social
behaviour. There would no doubt also be an increase in traffic and parking issues, as the cafe would
be seen as a ‘destination’ location.
The existing toilets could be refurbished without any need for a cafe. The toilets could become 'pay
for use' type toilets with the cost of use set at a level sufficient to cover the ongoing
maintenance/cleaning charges. This would obviate the requirement for a commercial cafe to fund
the toilets.
There is an existing cafe within reasonably close proximity (less than a mile), which is well
established. The financial viability of another cafe is a moot point and its failure would leave a large
empty building on the Downs.
In summary, the application with its loss of green space is contrary to the Council's policy as
articulated at Full Council, contrary to DM 26 and inappropriate so close to the iconic Sea Walls vista
and Avon Gorge.

We would respectfully ask that the application is refused.
Councillor John Goulandris &
Councillor Henry Michallat
Bristol City Councillors for Stoke Bishop Ward
c/o Conservative Group Office, City Hall, PO Box 3399, Bristol
https://www.facebook.com/stokebishopconservatives/
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21/06762/F: Public Conveniences Circular Road, Downs, Bristol BS9 1ZZ

As Chair of the Sneyd Park Residents' Association (SPRA) I write on behalf of SPRA members to fully
object to the above proposal and would ask you to decline this Planning application for the following
reasons:1. The Downs Act does not allow for commercial development and the proposed cafe is clearly a
commercial development.
2. DM 26 appears to be ignored as little to no consideration has been taken into consideration on
visual impact, local neighbourhood and landscape.
3. The proposed building backs onto the Sneyd Park conservation area and it is not in keeping with
this area, and I note Planning Office quotes it is in Sneyd Park, therefore covered by the Sneyd Park
Conservation Area. As such does not meet the required standards.
4. The proposed building would be within the Downs Conservation area and would it meet the
planning requirements of BCC who have stated they would reject any development on green
spaces; this proposal is on a green space.
5. I do not wish to re state the objections made by Bristol Tree Forum and Campaign To Protect Rural
England but their objections are key and must be taken into consideration as latter considers this is a
new application due to changes in the last three years.
6. Tourist come from all over the world to see the Downs and of course Clifton Suspension Bridge. "A
few years ago I was in Australia and in conversation a gentleman shared with me his experience of
walking across the Downs to the Sea Walls and looking at the bridge before walking to the bridge. He
commented how wonderful it was to walk up to this iconic view in the middle of a large city but feel
you were in country side not ruined by commercial development."
7. DESIGN AND ACCESS STATEMENT AND HERITAGE ASSESSMENT Makes no mention of the Sneyd
Park Conservation Area and said impact on the area. Why as the proposed cafe is within metres of
the area?
8. The Planning Inspectorate Report dated 24th September 2019 Conclusion stated "Having regard
to the criteria set out in paragraphs 12 to 14 above, and all the written representations, I conclude
that consent for the works applied for should not be granted because of the potential harm to the
local neighbourhood and the landscape, and because the alleged benefits have not been adequately
demonstrated." Helen Slade The potential harm to the local neighbourhood and the landscape, has
not changed.
9. Inspector of Historic Buildings and Areas, stated "Thank you for your letter of 7 January 2022
regarding the above application for planning permission. On the basis of the information available to
date, we do not wish to offer any comments. We suggest that you seek the views of your specialist
conservation and archaeological advisers, as relevant." Stephen Guy
Have the views of a specialist conservation and archaeological adviser been sought? There is no
evidence of any views.
1

10. SUSTAINABILITY STATEMENT AND ENERGY STRATEGY States "Incorporating an air source heat
pump and a heat recovery ventilation system will reduce the electricity demand, and therefore the
CO2 emissions." While the proposed heating system is to be applauded the plans do not show
location of said air source pump, and how it will be sound proofed.
11. A cafe already exists on the Downs at the water tower which is 0.8 of a mile on footpaths, a
shorter distance over the grass. It is well used by those who enjoy walking on the Downs and
enjoying light refreshments before or after a walk. So why is another cafe required?
12. Sadly the proposed building will be a target for vandalism, the region already suffers from many
problems as it is away from main roads. The Conservation Advisory Panel stated “The Panel was
pleased that the viewing terrace has been omitted, but reiterates its view that it seems inevitable
that secure, vandal resistant shutters would be required. These must be included in the design as, if
added as an afterthought; they would degrade the proposed building.”
In summary, the application with its loss of green space is contrary to the Council's policy, contrary
to DM 26 and inappropriate close to the iconic Sea Walls. I ask planning to take the above points into
consideration and decline this application to protect the Downs from commercial development for
all future generations.
Stephen Small Chair of SPRA

2

No. 10

NN

Note: objection overlooked by planning officer. Now
submitted as a statement for committee on 6 April.

Planning Application 21/06762/F
Public Conveniences Circular Road Sneyd Park Bristol BS9 1ZZ

Objection from the Open Spaces Society
Introduction
1. The Open Spaces Society is Britain's oldest conservation body and a statutory consultee on
applications made under section 38 of the Commons Act 2006 for consent to carry out restricted
works on common land. The Society objected to the last section 38 application for this proposed
development. I am writing to repeat and add to those objections in relation to this planning
application.
2. Bristol's iconic Sea Walls are an inappropriate site for a café and education booth. It is ludicrous
to justify this significant development by the provision of four toilet cubicles. Not only is this proposal
contrary to the City Council's planning policies, construction would contravene the Clifton and
Durdham Downs (Bristol) Act 1861. We cannot see that the Downs Committee has any powers to
build here.

Earlier objections
3. We objected to this proposal earlier on the grounds of:
•

Increased traffic and traffic congestion. The existing volumes of traffic on the circular road
round the Downs are already intrusive and some cars go much too fast, when they can. (The
road should be closed to traffic.) The café is certain to attract more cars: indeed, the
availability of parking is cited as one of its advantages over the existing café. The Sea Walls
are where many cars already stop so that their occupants can get out to admire the view. Café
users are likely to linger longer. This will cause congestion as parking is limited. The area will
become much less tranquil, and more dangerous and unpleasant for walkers and cyclists.

•

Visual intrusion. The café will become an unwelcome and intrusive part of the view for many
people walking or otherwise enjoying the Downs. It will spoil the sense of wildness in a way
that the current toilet block does not. The toilet block is smaller and merges with the trees
behind it. The café will be glass, with lighting which will make it visible from miles away. It is
proposed that the café will close at dusk in winter, but lights are likely to be needed before that
and at 8am when the café opens. Staff are likely to be working with lights on when it is closed.
The report on security implies that the café may be lit all night.

•

Better alternatives. Closure of Bristol Zoo's Clifton site means that an education centre will
be provided there as part of a conservation hub. There is therefore no need for an education
booth at Sea Walls. The conservation hub may have a café as well. If additional café facilities
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are wanted, expansion of the existing café by the Water Tower would be less obtrusive
(though probably not lawful under the 1861 Downs Act (see below)).
•

NN

Financial risk. We share the doubts about viability expressed by the inspector who refused
consent under section 38 of the Commons Act 2006 in 2019. Viability has become less certain
since 2019 because the Committee has exhausted its reserves (which we understood would
pay for the café) by defending a High Court challenge. There is a risk that the proposed
building would become derelict or would be converted to an even less appropriate use.

Relevant planning policies.
4. This proposal is contrary to Bristol Core Strategy policy BCS 22 (further developed in policy DM31)
that: 'Development proposals will safeguard or enhance heritage assets and the character and setting
of areas of acknowledged importance...'.

Contravention of the Clifton and Durdham Downs (Bristol) Act 1861.
5. The Open Spaces Society supported Downs for People in its successful High Court challenge
against a Downs Committee decision to licence zoo parking. This court case cost the Committee an
estimated £360,000, a bill paid by Bristol council tax payers. We understand that the Committee has
learned from this and has asked Defra if building this café is lawful under the Act. In our view it is not.
6. The Downs Act requires the Downs Committee to manage the Downs so that it is kept ‘for ever
open and unenclosed’. As Gerry Nichols records on page 25 of his booklet ‘To keep open and
unenclosed’: the Management of Durdham Down Since 1861 (see
htttp://www.bris.ac.uk/Depts/History/bristolrecordsociety/publications/bha116.pdf), this ‘has always
been interpreted as a ban on permanent buildings on the Downs’. He goes on to explain that the land
by the Water Tower owned by the Bristol Water Works Company has therefore been used for
buildings to avoid challenges. On page 40, he explains that the toilets (rebuilt in 1963) are on the site
of a World War II latrine block. This is the only WWII temporary building that the then Downs
Committee allowed to remain.
7. Apart from contravening the general provisions of the 1861 Act, the Downs Committee can only
operate using the specific powers it has been given. We have taken legal advice that confirms the
Committee has no powers to build, except in relation to dressing rooms on the Water Works
Company land. For the latter there are specific powers in the Ministry of Health Provisional Orders
Confirmation (Bristol and Leicester) Act (1931), see
https://archives.parliament.uk/collections/getrecord/GB61_HL_PO_PB_1_1931_21and22G5clxxxi.

Way ahead
8. The interpretation of any legislation is ultimately for the courts. We are not clear why the Downs
Committee considers Defra will be able to offer a more authoritative view of the 1861 Downs Act than
Bristol City Council lawyers. It is local legislation, not a statute for which Defra is responsible. Even if
it were Defra's legislation, Defra lawyers would not be able to offer more than an informal view of its
interpretation (though the absence of any powers to build is fairly obvious).
9. Given the doubts about the legitimacy of this proposal, this planning application is premature. It
should most certainly be withdrawn. If the application is not withdrawn, it should be refused.
Kate Ashbrook
General secretary
1 February 2022
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Development Control Committee B - 6 April 2022
Planning Application 21/06762/F
Public Conveniences, Circular Road, Sneyd Park, Bristol, BS9 1ZZ

Statement by Susan Carter
Summary
I walk on the Downs several times a week. The visual impact of the café and increased
traffic would seriously reduce my enjoyment. The planning officer and the Defra inspector
who gave common land consent in 2020 have failed to take account of the implications of
the proposals for the wider landscape, as planning policies require. Their approach has been
literally short-sighted.

Main walking routes and the impact on them
2. The Sea Walls are on two important walking routes on the Downs:
(i) from the Water Tower across the football pitches to the Sea Walls viewing point.
The view on this walk stretches for many miles across the (invisible) gorge and Leigh Woods
to higher ground beyond. You have the illusion of being in countryside where you could walk
for ever. The existing toilet block does not obtrude as it merges with the trees. There are big
skies, and in the evening you can walk towards the sunset. The only adverse visual impacts
are from cars moving on Circular Road and cars parked close to the Sea Walls
(ii) along the edge of the gorge from the peregrine watch and past the goat gully to the
Sea Walls viewing point. This walk can be continued in various directions. The sight and
sound of traffic is already intrusive.
3. The café’ would be significantly larger than the existing toilet block. Its glass construction
would reflect the sun and make it visible from far away when the lights were on. It might be
illuminated all night for security reasons. The increase in moving vehicles would further
damage views over a wide area, destroying the illusion of open countryside.

Failure to consider the effects on the landscape
4. The planning officer looked only at the visual impact on the café’s immediate
surroundings: the drinking fountain and nearby house. Here he found a ‘low degree of harm’.
Although he noted that national and local policies require the enhancement and protection of
valued landscapes, he did not look at this aspect. The Defra inspector looked only at the
impact at Sea Walls, noting that the building would not interfere “with the setting and views
of the Gorge and Clifton Suspension Bridge”.
5. The semi-wild landscape of the Downs is precious. The planning officer has failed to
consider a material planning consideration by ignoring the impact on the landscape. The
Committee must not repeat this mistake: it should consider this aspect and refuse
permission.

2 April 2022
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Bristol Tree Forum statement to the Development Control Committee, 06 April 2022
We have submitted two sets of detailed comments on this application – Comments on Application and
Further Comments. We urge the committee to read these before making its decision. Unfortunately,
the officer fails to reference key parts of our objections in their report.
There are other arboricultural and ecological comments referred to the officer’s report which we
have asked for but not yet seen. The committee may also want these available before making its
decision.
It was only once we had reminded the LPA that the Applicant is obliged to submit biodiversity
evidence to support their application1 that any was produced. This evidence was not provided to
support the either original application or the two appeals which followed. It is also notable that the
applicant wrongly answered ‘No’ to both parts of section 13 of their application form - Biodiversity
and Geological Conservation.
A preliminary ecological appraisal that has now been produced (but not a full Ecological Impact
Assessment) but this contains significant errors which we have commented on: the use of the wrong
net gain calculator; differences in area measurements, especially the size of non-habitat areas; and
the omission of proposed new habitat. As a result, the applicant’s calculation of percentage net gain
differs significantly from ours – a 23.55% net gain as opposed to a 6.62% net loss.
Were it not for the proposal to enhance 200 square metres of modified grass on site (there are no
proposals to create or enhance any off-site habitats as the officer’s report implies), even the
applicant’s calculation will result in a 22.31% net loss of biodiversity (we say it is a 84.87% loss). The
LPA currently accepts not less than a neutral percentage net gain. Soon only 10% net gain or greater
will be allowed.2
Given the development site’s small size and shape, this proposed enhanced habitat would have to be
located somewhere between the proposed café and Circular Road. However, we doubt that this is
either realistic or practicable. The area would need to be permanently fenced to protect it from
visitors damaging it. Given the popularity of the Downs and the level of likely traffic visiting the café,
it would be almost impossible to protect this very sensitive and rare type of habitat - native flowerrich grassland meadow – even if it could be fenced. Transport Development Management have also
recommended that a new path will be needed across this area.
It is notable that sections I & II of the Clifton and Durdham Downs (Bristol) Act 18613 state that
Durdham Downs ‘shall for ever hereafter remain open and unenclosed…’ So permanently fencing off
(enclosing) any part of the Downs does not appear to be permitted. Whilst this may not be a material
consideration for the committee, the fact that the habitat will need to be permanently fenced off is.
If the committee is minded to approve this application, provision will need to be made for the future
stewardship and funding to achieve the proposed enhancement, which has a Time-to-Target period
of 15 years to achieve the condition and distinctiveness required under the biodiversity metric. The
current proposed condition fails to address this. The applicant should be required to enter into a
stewardship covenant with bond with the Council, the freeholder, to ensure that these promises of
biodiversity net gain are properly funded and really achieved.
The arboricultural report relied on is now over three and a half years old and annexes a plan different
from that shown in the current application. It cannot be relied on in deciding this application. There
is also the question of the ownership and control of these trees which is unclear and needs to be
resolved. However, we agree with the ecological appraisal recommendation that the woodland area
in which the trees surveyed grow should be left untouched and protected during construction.
Section 3 of the Planning Application Requirements Local List December 2017 https://www.bristol.gov.uk/documents/20182/33956/Planning+applications+local+list+of+requirements/cb90237a1980-4d7a-b1c3-88fa56326e3b
2 Environment Act 2021 - https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2021/30/schedule/14/enacted
3 http://www.locallearning.org.uk/stjohns/Act%201861.pdf
1

1
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From: Mike Andrews
Sent: 03 April 2022 20:18
To: Democratic Services <democratic.services@bristol.gov.uk>; Councillor John Goulandris
<Cllr.john.goulandris@bristol.gov.uk>
Subject: Planning Application 21/06762/F

Planning Application 21/06762/F

Public Conveniences Circular Road Sneyd Park Bristol BS9 1ZZ
OBJECTION
The planning officer has listed 25 sound reasons why objections have been made to this
horrible proposal.
Here are 12 of my objections.
1. Conflict of interest. The Merchant Venturers, who propose this as an unelected 50%
of the Downs Committee, have a duty to safeguard the Downs under the Downs Act
1861.
2. Building on a green, common land, conservation area - a dangerous precedent for
The Downs. Compromising CSP BCS21
3. Commercialisation of the Downs - would you build a café in Stonehenge?
4. It will seriously detract from the peaceful beauty and wildlife of the world-famous
Seawalls - Contravening Policy DM26.
5. Increasing climate change. To construct a new building is far more carbon-intensive
than refurbishing an old one.
6. A magnet for vandalism. Both WCs and café are currently vandalised. The caretaker
says night-time round-the clock security would be imperative - the cost of this yearround would negate the claim that the Café would generate profit for the Downs.
See photo attached indicating night-time lawlessness.
7. A visual wart on the historic views of Towerhurst and the Gorge - celebrated by
many artists. Compromising CSP BCS22.
8. Light pollution in a rare 'dark sky' area near the city. Used by the Bristol Astronomical
Society.
9. Litter pollution. This will extend way beyond the environs of the café.
10. A magnet for illegal parking on the Downs nearby as there are double yellow lines on
this dangerous corner.
11. Deleterious impact on wildlife of immediately adjoining SAC and SSSI.
12. There is no need or demand for this café. In winter it will be a sad white elephant.
Previous Planning Inspector's refusal of permission of previous application 18/04727/F
The Planning Inspectorate Report dated 24th September 2019 Conclusion stated "Having
regard to the criteria set out in paragraphs 12 to 14 above, and all the written
representations, I conclude that consent for the works applied for should not be granted
[my emphasis] because of the potential harm to the local neighbourhood and the landscape,

and because the alleged benefits have not been adequately demonstrated."
Helen Slade
To ruin the Downs in order to conserve them would be an ultimate stupidity. Instead the
Planning Committee, acting for the people of Bristol (many of whom would not be able to
afford to buy a coffee at the café), must exercise proper stewardship and ensure that the
viewpoint at Seawalls is preserved unspoilt for future generations.
I object most strongly to this application, which must be rejected.
-Michael Andrews

No. 14
judywallis
Sent: 02 April 2022 13:32
To: Democratic Services <democratic.services@bristol.gov.uk>
Subject: Comments in favour of cafe, 21/06762/F
I wish to comment in favour of a cafe on the downs by the Sea Walls. I think it would be a great
enhancement to the area.
The cafe by the water tower is a long walk away and very small, with a restricted view from inside
A cafe by the Sea Walls would mean people could enjoy the beautiful scenery in autumn and winter
when it is too cold to picnic on the grass or sit with friends. We just need to be careful that it would
not encourage more commercialisation.
Cafes in AONBs are generally welcomed by walkers and visitors as a fitting and enjoyable end to an
outing.
I don't think people should prevent this enterprise as a cafe would take up only a tiny percentage of
the enormous downs and there is plenty of room for all sorts of activities. A cafe would not spoil the
enjoyment of non-cafe lovers.

Judy Wallis

No. 15
Statement to Devlopment Control Committee B.

6 April 2022.

-Re Public Conveniences Circular Road Sneyd Park BS9 1ZZ
Application no. 21/06762/F
From: Sheila Preece
I strongly object to the granting of the planning application for the Downs cafe because it will so obviously be the thin end
of a very large wedge as far as commerce on the Downs is concerned. No matter what argument is attempted about it being
necessary or an asset, once built there will be other developers who will state that the precedent has been made. The large
built commercial structure proposed will undeniably bring in its wake extra noise and traffic.
Tourists and Bristolians go to the Downs for its relaxing green space. That side of the Downs will get busier and busier.
Why is it proposed to open so early as 8am? No tourists at that time of day so no need for that argument. We all know the
commerce it is trying to attract – it’s not even the elephant in the room that no-one mentions –people are quite rightly
thinking that the cafe can only be viable with commercial traffic and customers.
As far as the visual aspect is concerned the extra size of footprint of the building will make it so prominent especially with
the extra height. There will be constant light pollution. If there were no cafe then there would be no need for security
lights at night.
I first came to Bristol in 1959 and have watched the evolution of the Downs ever since. Recreation including the sports
teams that play there, and walking, running and picnics etc are what the Downs should be for all Bristol citizens. In recent
years there has been a constant and lamentable push to commercialise it permanently e.g. there used to be just a once a
year Flower show, the twice a year Fair and circus all of which were very short-lived benign events. This is enshrined in
the Downs Act. In the questionnaire ‘consultation’ that has been produced there is even a question concerning
AMENDING the Downs Act. If that is ever enacted then the large wedge that I started my statement with will have come
to its maximum fruition.
I do hope that you, the Committee, have studied the recent objection by the Avon and Bristol CPRE, and the document
from the Bristol Tree Forum. The latter with its careful calculations is a thorough piece of research that must not be
ignored. It has also been calculated that the profit from a cafe will be insignificantly small to the monetary assets of the
Downs.
The BCC problem
I'm astonished that self funding is now the mantra when BCC have wasted MILLIONS in one way or another but are
unwilling it seems to use half a million necessary for the upkeep of the Downs for the real benefit, physical and
mental, of all Bristol citizens. How short-sighted is that! A new modern but not oversized set of toilets is undoubtedly
needed but on the footprint of the old ones. This would not be ‘development’, it would be an amenity that should be
funded by the Council i.e. we council tax payers. The ‘hideous’ old toilets are mentioned in almost 100% of objecting
comments on the planning website. There are no useful comments on the cafe, just ‘it would be a good idea’ is said by a
few people.
The Downs is designated an Important Open Space for which the definition is no built development. How could you
possibly go against this definition? It is in the Downs Conservation Area and the Council has in recent past decided that it
would not ‘develop’ any green space. However, it has mysteriously now ‘found to be acceptable in this instance on the
basis the proposed use would be for sports and recreational purposes and ancillary to the designation as Important Open
Space’. These are weasel words. The conjoining of the words sport and recreational is not applicable to a cafe said to be
for tourists and people out for a walk. The continuing natural ambiance of this beautiful area in a quiet part of the Downs
was enshrined by the foresight of a long-ago generation and which should not be violated especially at one of the focal
points of the area.

Please spend our tax money on keeping the Downs sacrosanct, a green space, a mostly tranquil space. In the dictionary
definition of ‘need’ the cafe is not needed, but the provision of some decent toilets certainly is.
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Statement by J. Kempshall, CPRE Avon and Bristol, South Glos/North Bristol District
Committee
At first sight another cafe on the Downs sounds attractive, but it is designed to be a busy commercial
venture and as such is sited too close to the cliff edge of the Avon Gorge SSSI in a tranquil little
corner of the Downs. It will include a busy and doubtless noisy outdoor seating area. The quieter
areas of the Downs like this are a precious resource.
There are too many uncertainties about this application and many of the points raised rest on hopes
and vague expectations. It should be treated as a new application, not a resubmission.
•

It will result in increased footfall and trampling of grassland meadow which should be protected

•

It will doubtless affect wildlife which is easily disrupted. Mitigation is based on speculation. For
example the application states that it is “hoped it may be possible” to procure strips in
material which would be visible on the glass windows to prevent a hazard to birds. The
Officer’s Report calls these “large glazed walls”.

•

The Preliminary Ecological Appraisal suggests there will be “an opportunity” to plant native
flowering shrubs and tree species “in the grounds and any green spaces of the proposed
development” but it is not clear exactly what the “grounds” are. The Officer refers to planting
trees on the decking!

•

There is a question mark over the percentage of biodiversity net gain and the possibility of a
net loss overall which in the near future would not be permitted by legislation.

•

It might cause light spillage after dusk or when security lights are triggered, affecting wildlife
and the dark night sky across the Gorge. The Officer’s Report states that light spillage in a
required lighting scheme will be “estimated predicted” and “only result in a few hours of
illumination following nightfall in winter.” “A few hours” is too long.

•

It is impossible to guesstimate the likely increase in traffic and parking but disruption in the
road seems a positive risk if a viable level of custom is to be achieved and by comparing
parking at other locations like Blaise Estate cafe and toilets.

•

It’s apparent that there is no guarantee that it will deter vandalism of the toilets or littering of
the area, nor that it will necessarily be a viable concern.

The Downs are designated in the Bristol Local Plan as an Important Open Space and the only
development permitted under DM17 must be “ancillary to the open space use” Oxford dictionaries
define “ancillary” as providing necessary support to the main work or activities of an organization. A
cafe might be an attractive proposition but it is not “necessary support” on this particular site and on
the contrary risks causing damaging harm. Bristol has already declared an Ecological Emergency!
The Avon and Bristol Branch of the Campaign to Protect Rural England is a registered charity
Registered charity number 1189628
The CPRE Avon and Bristol logo is a registered trademark

