
 

/Cont'd...
 
 
 

Our Ref: NJT/SJR/58174 
 
 
21 November 2011 
 
 
 
Mr Roger Willmot 
Development and Environment 
North Somerset Council 
Somerset House 
Oxford Street 
Weston-Super-Mare 
BS23 1TG 
 
 
 
Dear Roger 

 

Application number: 10/P/0066/0T2 
Proposal: Outline planning application with all matters reserved and environmental impact 
assessment for mixed use development comprising c.1000 dwellings, 12,000m2 b1 a, b or c 
employment space, improvements to infrastructure, retention and enhancement of ashton 
brook lake and woodland for recreational purposes together with additional local space, 
playing fields, children’s play areas, community facilities, site for railway station and primary 
school, and road connection off the a370 long ashton bypass. 
 
Location: Land to east of Wildcountry Lane, south of railway and north of A370, Long Ashton, 
Somerset, BS41 9EB 
 
I refer to your letter of 14 November 2011 (attachment 1) received on 16 November, requesting that 

my client withdraws the above application, failing which the local planning authority proposes to 

finally dispose of the application in accordance with the Town and Country (Development 

Management Procedure) (England) order 2010. 

 

My client’s solicitor, Veal Wasborough Vizards, has already responded on this issue by letter dated 

16 November (attachment 2). My client has no intention of withdrawing the application and we do not 

consider the council has the power to ‘treat it as withdrawn’. On the contrary, section 29 (1) of the 

Town and Country (Development Management Procedure) (England) order 2010 places a duty on 

the local planning authority to determine the application. 
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Turning to the other matters covered in your letter: 

 

General 
 
You refer to the change of government and a number of significant ministerial announcements which 

have a serious impact on North Somerset Council’s views on the merits of our client’s application. As 

you know there is considerable disagreement between us in relation to our interpretation of 

government policy and the weight to be attached to various ministerial announcements, as well as to 

the soundness of the Council’s Core Strategy (publication version). These issues will be considered 

at the forthcoming EIP. It would be appropriate for the Council to await feedback from the inspector 

(which you anticipate in quarter 1, 2012) before reaching a decision on our application.  

To this end, we are surprised and disappointed by the timing of your letter, which appears to us to be 

an attempt to undermine the proper procedure for the determination of planning applications in 

accordance with the development plan. 

 

Policy Consideration 
 
I would remind you that the draft RSS is still a material consideration in the context of development 

proposals, and that RPG10 still forms part of the development plan. 

 

Your quote from our planning statement (attachment 3) is taken out of context. Our statement is 

heavily caveated. Paragraphs 1.5 to 1.13 should be read as a whole and make clear the 

considerable weight to be attached to the draft RSS (containing the Secretary of State’s proposed 

modifications) as a material planning consideration, and the limited weight that could be attached to 

the Council’s LDF - which was, at the time, at a very early stage of preparation. The relevant status of 

these documents, and in particular the evidence base to the dRSS, will be examined more closely at 

the EIP. As such the Council should await the inspector’s conclusions before acting peremptorily. 

Your actions should then be in accordance with Planning Law. 

 
Green Belt 
 
The Inspector at the Bristol City Council Core Strategy EIP stated in his report that the indications of 

housing need, potential household growth and the opportunity of facilitating greater economic growth,  
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would provide the necessary exceptional circumstances (as required by PPG2) to justify a change to 

the Green Belt boundary. He also stated (paragraph 52) that the only way substantial additional 

housing pressures could be accommodated would be via urban extensions in the Green Belt and that 

these would largely be beyond the city’s boundary, as was proposed in the emerging RSS.  

 

You state that “Little evidence has been provided, since the decision to abandon the draft Regional 

Spatial Strategy, to justify the scale of development proposed.” However, all of the necessary 

evidence is found in the dRSS evidence base (which will still be valid even when the dRSS is finally 

revoked). The new evidence provided by the Council since the dRSS is fundamentally and fatally 

flawed – as demonstrated in the report of Hardisty Jones Associates appended to our Position 

Statement. 

 

We have provided evidence to the EIP (issue 3) from Julian Cooper, an acknowledged expert in such 

matters, which confirms that the University of Bristol’s land at Long Ashton could be removed from 

the Green Belt ‘with no harm to the Green Belt objectives and with no adverse impact on the wider 

landscape’.  

 

Location Strategy 
 
The Council’s strategy of directing major development to Weston-Super-Mare is contested by us and 

others in submissions to the EIP (issue 3) and it remains to be seen whether this approach will be 

considered sound.  

 

The application submitted by the University of Bristol to the Council in December 2009 is not 

inappropriate in scale to the village of Long Ashton. This is a small town on the periphery of the city 

of Bristol that already accommodates a population of circa 5,000, a great many of whom work in 

Bristol. It is conveniently located close to the A370, a major arterial route into the city from the West, 

and is well served by public transport services. Our proposals allocate a site for a new rail halt, which 

would increase the public transport connections further, but the funding of this would be dependent 

upon contributions from other developments elsewhere in south west Bristol as well as our own 

modest development, and should therefore be discounted at present as a benefit directly associated 

with development of the University’s land.  
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The village acknowledges through the Long Ashton Parish Plan, that it is struggling to meet the 

demands of its expanding population and is keen to see new investment in the form of (for example) 

a new junior school, recreational playing fields, new community facilities and improvements to its 

existing shopping centres. The University of Bristol has repeatedly stated its willingness to contribute 

to such requirements, and indeed any other facilities or matters considered appropriate by the Parish 

or North Somerset Councils, subject of course to financial viability. The only way such provisions can 

realistically be funded is through development contributions. Our intentions regarding potential 

contributions are set out in the Heads of Terms for Section 106 agreement, submitted as a 

supporting document to our planning application (attachment 4).  

 

Sustainable Development  
 

Our proposals constitute a sustainable urban extension to an existing village in need of improved 

educational, social, recreational and community infrastructure, to which the development can 

contribute substantially. It is on level land adjacent to the village, separated by a railway line which is 

in a cutting, but with easy accessibility between new development and existing village by four at 

grade bridges over the railway line. The land can be developed without harm to Green Belt objectives 

and is within the area of search identified within the dRSS for an urban extension to south west 

Bristol. 
 

The new employment proposed at Long Ashton is approximately 3 hectares in area.  This area is 

equivalent to about 10% of the area of employment space sought by the SW RDA as a component 

part of an urban extension of 9,000 dwellings in south west Bristol (i.e. it is proportionate to the scale 

of development sought on the University’s site at Long Ashton). 

 

You state that “the scale and location of employment will have an impact on Long Ashton and the 

local road network.  Equally the scale as is currently proposed is not enough to provide a balanced 

development and would therefore would contribute to out-commuting”.  We consider the scale is 

proportionate bearing in mind the RDA’s expectation of employment land in south west Bristol.  The 

location of employment space was agreed with Council officers at a meeting on 19 May 2010 as 

being appropriate, at the eastern end of the development near to the proposed junction with the 

A370.   
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If development at Long Ashton, immediately adjacent to the Bristol administrative boundary and job 

opportunities in the city, will lead to out-commuting, how much greater would be the impact from the 

substantial growth of housing proposed by the Council at Weston super Mare?  As succinctly stated 

by Baker Associates in their PS (Issue 3) “The practical consequence of the strategic imbalance at 

Weston super Mare that has to be taken on board in planning and delivering development is to 

recognise that for the corridor between Weston super Mare and south west Bristol the number of jobs 

has to increase at the Weston super Mare end and the number of homes has to increase at the 

Bristol end”.  Long Ashton already performs the function of a dormitory settlement to Bristol, which is 

why a sustainable urban extension to the village is entirely appropriate in locational terms. 

 

Nothing in the Council’s Position Statement HD07 provides any evidence that supports the 0.75 jobs 

per home figure referred to in your letter, which is significantly higher than the aspiration for Weston – 

a much bigger town with greater potential for self-containment. 

 

The reasons you list for our scheme failing to deliver sustainable development can be answered as 

follows: 

 

1 Our proposal has been illustrated in some detail in the Design and Access Statement 

accompanying the application to demonstrate that: 

 

• It is of a similar density to existing development within the village 

• The pattern of development is strongly influenced by the layout of the existing 

village 

• Almost all development falls within a 10 minute walk distance of the existing village 

centre 

• There is good inter-linkage between old and new by virtue of the pedestrian and 

vehicular bridges across the railway 

 

How it is classified – i.e. “not urban or suburban” – is immaterial.  We have taken care to 

ensure that the density and layout of our proposals are very much in keeping with the 

character of the existing settlement, and can be satisfactorily integrated with it. Design issues 

will obviously be considered at a later stage. 
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2 Residents who would out commute would be most likely to go to Bristol (as does a large 

proportion of the existing population).  This is entirely appropriate, in keeping with the 

evidence base for the dRSS, which remains a material consideration.  It would reduce the 

number of people commuting from Weston super Mare to Bristol that would inevitably result if 

the NSC strategy were to be implemented. 

 

3 It is more sustainable in transport terms to locate development near to the principal source of 

employment (Bristol) as opposed to Weston super Mare which is far more remote. 

 

4 This is simply not true!  The University has incorporated provisions to help meet educational, 

green infrastructure, leisure and recreation, highways, transport and community infrastructure 

requirements within its proposals, and has signalled its willingness to make contributions to 

these and other facilities via a Section 106 Agreement. 

 

5 As above (4) the University has also stated its willingness to work with local residents and to 

prioritise Section 106 contributions to reflect the most pressing needs of the community as 

identified in the Long Ashton Parish Plan. 

 

6 Public consultation revealed that there was no appetite for new retail investment; instead a 

preference for a contribution to upgrade the existing shops/shopping environment within the 

village centre – as stated in the LAPP. 

 

7 Residents of the new development would not necessarily have to travel by car to visit the 

existing surgery resources in the village.  If further investment in health services is required 

(yet to be demonstrated) we have signalled our willingness to make a Section 106 

contribution towards such services. 

 

8 We have incorporated provision of employment land for B1, leaving scope for a variety of 

uses (office, light industry or research and development) according to need. 
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9 We have proposed a regular bus shuttle service to link the new development with the High 

Street, linking also to the proposed BRT route in the vicinity of the David Lloyd Centre.  As 

already stated, the majority of development is within a ten minute walking distance of the 

village centre.  Again your contention is simply not true. 

 

10 Not true – as already stated.  There is good connectivity via the existing bridges.   

 

11 We have submitted evidence to the EIP to demonstrate that the site can be removed from the 

Green Belt with no harm to GB objectives and with no adverse impact on the wider 

landscape. 

 

Transport 
 

The Council’s suggestion that the proposed access onto the A370 is not sufficiently detailed is 

without basis. The junction layout is based on a detailed topographical survey allowing the exact 

positions and carriageway widths to be detailed.  It should also be noted that at no time since the 

submission of the planning application has the Council requested any further details of the junction 

design. 

 

It is acknowledged that the submitted Transport Assessment considered a number of junction options 

before settling on the signalised solution. However, this was to demonstrate that there were 

alternative access solutions available depending on the final quantum of development to come 

forward as part of the neighbouring Ashton Park development.   

 

The preferred solution for a signalised junction was to reflect the fact that: 

 

1. The Ashton Park development proposals indicated a signalised solution therefore continuity of 

this type of junction would offer opportunities for linked signal operation. 

2. The signal solution had a lesser environmental impact within the development than other 

alternatives.  Were the development to be considered alone an alternative solution might 

have been forthcoming. 
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Given the dRSS drivers that underlie the development proposals, there is inevitably going to be a 

conflict between policies. Whilst Policy T10 opposes junctions on main roads, such a solution would 

have been a pre-requisite for the scale of development envisaged in the dRSS.  

 

Concerning the accesses from Wildcountry Lane, these access points were always seen as 

secondary. There was never any possibility that a development of this scale could be served off the 

existing road network without an access onto the A370.  The narrowing of the carriageway on the 

railway bridge was a result of the Barrow Hospital scheme and the proposed signals were introduced 

following discussions with Highways Officers.  In fact the Barrow Hospital scheme, which was priority 

based, had been designed in such a way that had the system not operated safely, it could have had 

signals retro-fitted.  Despite a planning consent, the Barrow Hospital scheme has not progressed. 

The proposals in our scheme would provide both the narrowing and the signalisation necessary to 

ensure a safe flow of traffic. 

 

Historic Environment 
 

The visual impacts of development have been extensively dealt with in our Environmental Statement 

(ES), including drawings and photo montages.  Prior to completing the work we held positive 

meetings and exchanged correspondence with Caroline Power at English Heritage. The net result of 

these discussions is such that we are confident that we have addressed all of the issues raised. We 

can only assume that information in the ES appendices (sections 7.2, 7.3, 7.4 & 7.6) has not been 

copied by you to English Heritage and that she has not seen the submitted information.  I have sent 

to you (under separate cover) a detailed letter from Cooper Partnership demonstrating the extensive 

work undertaken and which addresses all of the issues you refer to in your letter. 
 

Environmental and Public Protection 
 

Having regard to the requirements of PPS25, a robust Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) was submitted 

as part of the planning application, which was included as a chapter of the Environmental Statement. 

The scope of the FRA was agreed with the EA prior to undertaking the works. Following the 

submission of the application, on 23rd February 2010 the EA requested the following: WINDES 

Modelling; section drawings of Ashton Brook and to provide offsite financial contributions to the 

Ashton Vale Flood Defence Scheme located downstream from the site. 
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On 22nd June 2010, a response was sent to the EA providing all the requested information. However, 

we have always contested the need to deliver improvements to the downstream flood defence 

scheme. The EA have confirmed that runoff rates at the site would be less than existing greenfield 

rates therefore on the basis that the development would result in a clear betterment to downstream 

conditions the need for financial contributions was not deemed necessary or indeed reasonable. 
 

Conclusion 
 

The tone of your letter is such that it appears to cast doubt on the integrity of our application and our 

diligence in addressing matters which have, for the most part, been perfectly adequately addressed.  

In some instances we have indeed received support or qualified endorsement from agencies who 

you suggest are strongly opposed to our proposals, such as English Heritage and the Highways 

Agency. I should like to make absolutely clear that any blame for the delays in dealing with the 

application lies almost certainly with North Somerset Council, as demonstrated by the fact that you 

have still to respond to a significant number of agreed actions following our last meeting on 

10/11/2010. 
 

I trust that this letter has clarified matters and that we can continue a positive dialogue with the 

authority with regards to our application once the conclusions of the EIP inspector have been 

released, or preferably sooner. 
 

Yours sincerely 

 

 
NICK TYRRELL 
For Alder King Planning Consultants 
 

email: ntyrrell@alderking.com 

direct dial: 0117 317 1170 
 

Encs. 
 

cc.  Robert Young - Programme Officer, North Somerset Council 

 Mike Reep - Policy Officer, North Somerset Council 

 Patrick Finch - Bursar - University of Bristol 


