
 

 
 Page 1 of 61 

Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

Appeal under Section 78 

Appeal Reference:   APP/DO121/W/14/3001854 

Description:      Erection of new Boarding House 

Location:    Land at Meadowside, Kidborough and land at the north 

east corner of the field BS25 1LX 

Appellant:        Sidcot School 

 

 

Summary of counter view of residents of Oakridge and Sidcot 

 to Sidcot School’s Appeal  

Independent schools are generally classified as business enterprises which benefit from tax, 

subsidy and other government privileges because of their charitable status. Sidcot School’s 

proposal to build a 53 bedroom dormitory in Belgian Avenue Field is clearly a business venture 

for which there is little or no local or even national justification since most of the School’s 177 

boarding places are taken up by students from abroad. The cost of this proposal to the local and 

wider communities is the degradation and loss of amenity of part of the precious Somerset rural 

heritage and landscape, the whole destruction of Kidborough Cottage (built around 1792) and 

risk for the future of an historic avenue of Beech trees. (Please see Appendix 7  for full 

description of site and context) 

None of this is necessary since there are at least 6 other sites on the School’s  premises where 

this development could occur without loss of economic or financial returns or needs and in three 

of these sites  there are additional safety, social and practical benefits to be had.  

Recent NPPF and NDP legislation clearly identifies the need at every stage of the planning 

process for local opinion to be sought and responded to especially in contentious cases.  

Almost 80 Objections were recorded on the NSC Planning Portal for Sidcot School’s proposal to 

build on Belgian Avenue Field. Only one respondent supported the School against the local 

community though only in principle not on planning issues. It was not possible to examine 

critically the two surveys carried out by the School at public meetings though the discussions 

around the exhibits clearly showed widespread disapproval of the project on that site.  All the 

Parish Council and North Somerset Council Planning Meetings attracted much public support 

and at all these meetings the view of the objectors strongly prevailed. The School has 

completely disregarded the community’s views and ploughed on without any further 

consultation.   

The School’s main planks of argument rest on considerations of the importance of retaining the 

AONB and various clauses of the NPPF and Core Strategy. (Please see Appendices 1 and 2 for 
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full consideration of these entities which despite inevitable duplication are treated separately for 

completeness). 

The School argues that any land identified for the Boarding House within the AONB  is 

sacrosanct. That some School land is within the AONB has not stopped the School from 

developing on it when it was convenient to do so. Thus its Junior School was developed on the 

AONB, as were a sports pitch, some of its Equestrian Centre and an extension to the Car Park 

(both of which required retrospective Planning Permission). The AONB also contains another 

Boarding House (Newcombe) and the Headmaster’s House. There has been a recent, 

successful planning application to construct an amphitheatre with Yurts (possibly four) within the 

AONB. It will also be recalled that the School did not flinch, even to taking an appeal to the 

Secretary of State for a decision, when it wished to sell Observatory Field (a former major site 

within the AONB) for housing development. It is, moreover, unlikely that any of the Statutory 

Bodies, the local community or organisations with interests in the AONB would raise serious 

objections to an appropriate building being constructed on any of these alternative sites if local 

opinion felt strongly about it. Had the AONB status been strictly protected in the past then there 

might be some justification for the School’s view, but it has not.  

 In the specific case of developments proposed for the Equestrian Centre, the NSC’s Director of 

Development and Environment saw no reason to refuse retrospective planning approval of the 

proposed extension into AONB land or a similar bid to extend the Car Park. The justification 

given was that the overall nature of the development did not significantly harm the natural 

beauty of the Mendip Hills AONB. The view of the Planning Liaison Officer of the Mendip Hills 

AONB Unit was that whilst the Equestrian Centre’s use of AONB designated  School land has 

clearly become significant in scale and extent… impact on the landscape is minimised. Similar 

arguments have been used to approve the Car Park extensions, although it has turned out to be 

a major intrusion on the AONB when the site is viewed from Sidcot Hill Farm above Oakridge. 

Thus any building proposed for a Boarding House of appropriate design, approved by the local 

and wider community in an area adjacent to the settlement boundary and well related to the 

community and other properties, should also be considered to have little damaging 

consequences for the AONB. We have no doubt that a building design (even the present one) 

submitted by the School could meet these criteria. 

The DCLG Policy Statement of August 2011  ‘Planning for Schools Development’ refers only to 

State Funded Schools and applies to the facilitation of delivery and expansion of State Funded 

Schools in response to the Government’s strong commitment to improving State education. At 

the introduction of the legislation, the supporting interpretational document (especially relevant 

to  Clause 72 of the NPPF) provided by Messrs Pickles and Gove, the relevant Ministers of 

State, refers specifically only to State Schools (24 times); Independent Schools received no 

mention. The 2011 DCLG Policy Statement is again referred to in the recent 2015 Plain English 

Guide to Planning for Free Schools and confirms the application of the 2011 Statement to Free 

Schools as well as State Schools. Reliance on the original 2011 Statement and its primary 

relevance to State Schools is re-iterated several times. Independent Schools are not mentioned. 

We argue therefore that the special dispensations covered in the Policy Statement of August 

2011 for State Schools and Free Schools are not relevant for Independent Schools. Given this, 

it is quite unlikely that a hotel chain wishing to build a 53 bedroom hotel unit on this site would 

be given a hearing let alone progress to the Appeal stage. 
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The united response by the Planners, the Local and District Councils and the Community to 

Sidcot School’s Planning Proposal has been that the building of a Boarding House in Belgian 

Avenue Field: 

 will be in close proximity to some of the oldest, most historic and characterful properties 
in the district set in ancient, beautiful  Somerset countryside where it would be difficult to 
harmonise any new building designed for the size and purpose of that intended. One of 
these buildings identified in the proposal, Kidborough Cottage (sic), was built in about 
1792 and is now, in the Appeal but not in the original planning applications, proposed for 
full demolition. It is also difficult to know how Meadowside, (early 20th century addition to 
Kidborough Cottage) could survive given its close attachment to Kidborough Cottage. , 
Furthermore, Its design , without a substantial facelift,  is not compatible with that of the 
modern building, 

 

 will cause a traffic hazard for the many vehicles using the narrow access roads and  

 

 will constitute a safety hazard for pedestrians  whether students from the School, the 

local populace or tourists, (See Appendix 3) 

 

 will threaten the survival of a historic avenue of Beech trees and long established 

hedgerows associated with the presence of protected wildlife including bats, dormice 

and bird species which are likely to be harmed by the building itself, the associated 

construction work and the inevitable extra lighting which will follow. (See Appendices 4a 

to 4d)  

 

The School has never given a reason why it is so important to use Belgian Avenue Field 

unless it be to secure a foothold for further urbanisation of the site. It simply has argued 

against the use of other less contentious sites of which there are at least six either within 

the School premises or behind the Quaker Meeting House, all of which could provide 

private, safe, secure, attractive and easily accessible sites for a boarding house. 

Appropriate advance planning might also allow for this latter area to become part of a 

unifying and private School campus to which the local and wider community is unlikely to 

object. 

Three of these alternative sites, examined by the objectors using a technique routinely 

employed by industry and government when considering a project, have been shown to provide 

a better solution to the problem of where to site a new boarding house. One site is within the 

complex known as the Triangle, which includes the principal buildings of the School and other 

boarding accommodation. The other two are on land adjacent to the Quaker Meeting house. 

(See Appendix  5) 

It is unlikely (see above) that any of the Statutory Bodies, the local community or organisations 

with interests in the AONB would raise serious objections to an appropriate building being 

constructed on any of these alternative sites if local opinion felt strongly about it. In fact no 

serious planning proposal has ever been blocked in Sidcot or Oakridge because of AONB 

considerations. Had the AONB status been heavily protected in the past when Sidcot School 

chose to develop on it, then there might be some justification for the School’s view, but it has 

not. The Mendip Society and CPRE have made their own submissions on these issues. 
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Proposals have been put to NSC to have Belgian Avenue Field considered as Local Green 

Space. (See Appendix  6)    

It is clear, therefore, that this appeal which the School admits is little different from the previous 

one and contains little or no new justification or compelling information, should be treated by the 

Planning Inspector in exactly the same way as North Somerset Council and its Planning 

Executive, the Parish Council and local community dealt with the earlier bids, and roundly reject 

it. 

The full supporting evidence for these claims is presented in the following comprehensive 

Appendix (Appendices 1-7) and copies of relevant documents are attached where appropriate.  

They are itemised in the following manner.   

 

Appendices 
 
Appendix 1. Critical appraisal of Non Compliances of the application to the NPPF. 
 
Appendix 2. Critical appraisal of the Non Compliances  of the application to the Core 
Strategy 
 
Appendix 3. Traffic issues raised with NSC , D and E responses and particular examples 
related to parking obstruction. 
 
Appendix 4a. Summary Report on effect of proposed school developments on adjacent 

trees: Oakridge Lane, Sidcot, North Somerset provided by an internationally recognised 

independent planning and landscape consultant. 

Appendix 4b Discussion of particular objections to and comments on Sidcot School’s 

Appeal re: 14/P/1206/F 

Appendix 4c Specific concerns about Bats and the Built Environment noting the School’s 

unreported change in the application to demolish both Kidborough Cottage and 

Meadowside which was not sought in the primary application. 

Appendix 4d  General concerns about Sidcot School’s estate management practices 

Appendix 4e  Some History of Sidcot School and Planning 
 
Appendix 5 Presentation and discussion of alternative site options for the Boarding 

House based on well recognised objective study principles. 

Appendix 6 Proposals to make Belgian Avenue Field a Local Green Space 

Appendix 7.  A published background paper ‘A corner of old Somerset – Sidcot and 

Oakridge’ discussing the site and the historical context in which it is located. 
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Appendix 1   NPPF Non-Compliances 

Introduction 

The School’s selection of the site for the 53 bed accommodation is contrary to many clauses of 

the NPPF. Importantly it is totally non-compliant with its general intent. 

The local community does not oppose the development of this facility; it only opposes the site. 

The local residents have objectively demonstrated that there are far better-suited sites on the 

School’s land that should be used for this purpose. They also object to the way in which their 

unanimous opinions have been totally ignored and have been bulldozed over by the School. 

There have been in excess of 80 objections lodged against this application. 

The fundamental purpose of the NPPF is to achieve sustainable development through the 

planning process. The Ministerial foreword makes it clear that there are three main planks to be 

considered in this process, viz: 

1. Environmental 
2. Social 
3. Economic 

 

There is also one other plank that comes through strongly within the NPPF but which is not 

necessarily specifically mentioned in the above list and that is the involvement and inclusion of 

the local community in the planning process. During the whole of this saga the School has 

effectively presented the local community with a fait accompli. On one occasion the local 

community were asked about various possible sites. The local community unanimously came 

out firmly in opposition to this specific site (but offered support to others of the sites presented). 

The School totally ignored this result and consequently did not involve the local community in 

any further consultations. This in itself is contrary to the general tenet set out in the NPPF. 

Environmental:  

There is no doubt that this development on this specific site will have a profound negative 

environmental impact on the area. The avenue of mature beech trees that forms Belgian 

Avenue was planted just after the end of WW1 as a ‘thank you’ to the people of Sidcot in 

providing shelter and assistance to Belgian refugees during that war. The trees (all having 

TPOs) bound the public footpath used by many locals and non-local walkers. It is universally 

regarded as the gateway to the AONB. These trees survive on a thin covering of soil (less than 

50cm) over impermeable rock. Building in this location with such a large footprint will ensure 

that water and nutrients no longer reach their roots, with disastrous effects. This view has been 

received from both world-renowned experts and also from the previous NSC Tree Officer. The 

presence of this oppressive modern building right on top of Belgian Avenue will dramatically 

change the local landscape forever – again a view expressed by the NSC Landscape Officer. 

The Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE), the Mendip Society and on the previous, 

virtually identical application, the Mendip Hills AONB Partnership, have all voiced their strong 

opposition to this proposed development. All have stated that there are other sites better suited 

for this development.  
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In addition to the above, the development will require the partial destruction of a large mature 

hedge. From Quaker records this hedge is known to have been in existence for at least 350 

years. The hedge forms a corridor between the fields and the AONB. In recent years many rare 

species have been observed in this hedge including dormice, a protected species. It was on this 

basis that the NSC Ecological Officer previously recommended that the application be refused. 

In addition there are known to be bats in the vicinity of Meadowside and Kidborough Cottages 

(vintage 1792) which is now apparently due to be demolished. This issue was again highlighted 

during the previous application. The proposed demolition of the 150 year old Kidborough 

Cottage did not feature in the planning application – this appears to have ‘crept in’ as part of the 

appeal process. This alone is contrary to the planning process. 

From the above (further detail will be found in the various submissions opposing the application) 

it is clear that the development fails in many regards in its compliance with the Environmental 

‘plank’ of the NPPF. 

Social: 

The residents consider this site will increase traffic/pedestrian dangers rather than do anything 

to mitigate the current problems. The local community only has one entrance/exit to/from the 

community. This is along Oakridge Lane. We already suffer problems with School buses and 

other vehicles blocking the road resulting in our being unable to get from or to our houses. This 

is worrying for a lot of the elderly residents as emergency vehicles would also be unable to gain 

access.  

Whilst the School has stated that there would be no significant further traffic this still raises 

concerns since: 

 We believe that the School will be letting the facility out and this will inevitably result in 
parking in inappropriate places. 

 The servicing of the accommodation will entail large service/refuse trucks making difficult 
and dangerous manoeuvres in what is a narrow lane. They will have no option but to 
block the roads for significant periods 

 During peak periods it has been measured that there are over 140 vehicles an hour 
coming up Fountain Lane  to the three way BLIND junction with Oakridge Lane. It should 
be noted that at this junction the road narrows to single lane. Also coming into this blind 
junction during this period are a further 40+ vehicles/trucks from the residents/businesses 
from Sidcot/Oakridge. Into this mix there are many non-UK children going to the School 
from the current boarding houses. Added to this are the horses that come out from the 
Equestrian Centre directly opposite the proposed exit on this three-way junction. The 
School has now proposed to add into this toxic mix circa 3x50 further child crossings at 
the peak time directly into this cramped area. 

 It is not unreasonable to suggest that there will be some 400-500 additional crossings per 
working school day across this junction. A significant and unnecessary extra risk. This is 
a significant amount of additional ‘traffic’ that has not been taken into account. 
 

Whilst the School has accepted the need by NSC to paint a virtual footpath along parts of the 

road, no one who lives in the area accepts that this will do anything to alleviate the situation 

and, far from ameliorating the current critical and unacceptable situation, this development will 

serve to make the situation an order of magnitude worse. This is in direct contradiction to the 

Social ‘plank’ of the NPPF. 
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In addition the School has provided no plans or even any indication as to how it is to undertake 

the development without causing chaos to the surrounding traffic system. Specifically from the 

residents’ viewpoint, there is great concern that the locals will suffer still further continuous 

blockages of their access/exit to Oakridge Lane. Great concern is being expressed by the fact 

that this will cut off the residents from access/exit by emergency vehicles.  

Economic: 

The School has given no figures for any economic benefits of this development; it is understood 

that the need for more boarding accommodation arises due to a mix of upgrading of facilities 

and falling local roles. Thus any benefit is likely to be for the lower paid tasks of cleaners etc. In 

any event this is irrelevant, as any jobs that might be created would flow to whatever site was 

eventually used. Thus this element of the NPPF has no positive impact. 

Summary Conclusion 

From the above it is concluded that, from environmental and social considerations, the 

application is non-compliant with the stated overall aims of the NPPF whilst the economic 

considerations are at best neutral. In view of this it is clear that the application fails to meet any 

of the three main ‘planks’ of the NPPF. The application has no beneficial impacts on the local 

community only detrimental impacts. 

Specific Clauses  

Some specific issues regarding individual Clauses of the NPPF are given below. 

Clause 7:  Reaffirms the 3 main ‘planks ‘of the NPPF. The School is non-compliant with these 

aims and is not sustainable. 

 

Clause 13: The application fails to ‘….contribute to conserving and enhancing the natural 

environment….’ (first bullet point). It also fails to ‘conserve heritage assets….’ (fourth bullet 

point). Thus the application fails to comply with this clause. 

Clause 64: ‘Permission should be refused for development of poor design that fails to take the 

opportunities available for improving the character and quality of an area and the way it 

functions.’ This development will be quite out of keeping with the environment and landscape 

within which it would have to co-exist. The building is both very large and modern in design – 

the surrounding area is not characterised by such features. Sidcot is a rural community and this 

building would dominate its surroundings and would totally ruin the landscape. This 

development would constitute urban sprawl into a rural landscape. The NSC Landscape 

specialist officer has previously recommended rejection of this proposal and all agree that 

nothing has materially changed in this regard. 

Clause 66: This clause states that ‘Applicants will be expected to work closely with those 

directly affected by their proposals to evolve designs that take account of the views of the 

community’. The School has not only failed to do this but has knowingly ignored the views and 

concerns of the community. In contrast the community have made suggestions as to where this 

development could be placed where it doesn’t have such a profound negative impact on the 
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local landscape, where it conserves a popular and historic site, where it does not do such grave 

ecological damage, where the children will be infinitely safer and where it will not cause chaos 

within the local traffic system and block access to the community. The School has totally 

ignored this requirement and thus has failed to comply with it. 

The School has refused to consider building this facility within their curtilage on the basis that it 

will destroy ‘their outlook’. It seems to be perverse and totally unreasonable that a private, 

commercial entity should want to preserve its views whilst destroying a cherished amenity much 

used by the local community. 

Clause 69: This clause states that any decision should aim to promote ‘safe and accessible 

environments where crime and disorder….do not undermine quality of life..’ The siting of this 

development right on top of a public footpath and rolling fields and completely shaded by the 

mature beech trees of Belgian Avenue will inevitably generate unwelcome attentions from those 

bent on mischief. The site fails to promote the well being called for by the NPPF. Any of the 

other sites would not put the children at such risk especially those within the School curtilage. 

Surprisingly the School has not considered in this development the UK Police Forces’ ‘Secured 

by Design’ initiative.  

Clause 74: ‘Existing open spaces, sports and recreational buildings and land, including playing 

fields, should not be built on….’ This area is predominantly a green field site. It has a public right 

of way running through it and is within feet of the proposed development. The footpath is 

bounded with historic mature beech trees; all of which have TPOs. The avenue of beech trees is 

known as Belgian Avenue and was planted just after WW1 as a thank you to the people of 

Sidcot for the shelter and assistance given to Belgian refugees during that conflict. NSC is 

currently considering the area for designation as a Local Green Space. The clause goes on to 

state three exceptions. These being that: 

1. ‘…an assessment has been undertaken which has clearly shown the open space, 
buildings or land to be surplus to requirements..’ No such assessment has been done 
and if it had it would clearly not be surplus to requirements.  

2.  ‘…the loss resulting from the proposed development should be replaced by equivalent or 
better provision in terms of quantity and quality in a suitable location…’ No such 
replacement or provision has been offered or even suggested. Moreover it is difficult to 
envisage how this could ever be achieved. 

3. ‘… the development is for alternative sports and recreational provision ….’ The proposed 
development is for a 53 bed boarding house so clearly does not satisfy this exception 
either. 

The School has failed to demonstrate its compliance with any of these possible exceptions and 

hence is non-compliant with this clause. 

Clause 75: ‘..should protect and enhance public rights of way and access.’ Because the trees 

are unlikely to survive this proposed development and because the near proximity of the 

building will destroy the overall landscape and ambience along the public footpath, this 

application fails to comply with this clause. 

Clause109: ‘…should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment…’ This 

application fails completely to comply with this requirement. The development will result in the 

loss of a treasured landscape, the loss of a much valued historical avenue of TPO’d Beech 
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Trees (Belgian Avenue), the destruction of a long length of mature hedge which is at least 350 

years old together with its centuries old eco system which is known to provide refuge for 

protected species. There are also bats in the two cottages, one of which is now we are told to 

be actually demolished. Many local and non-local walkers favour Belgian Avenue as it is widely 

regarded as forming the gateway to the Mendip Hills AONB. 

Clause 118: states ‘If significant harm resulting from a development cannot be avoided (through 

relocating on an alternative site with less harmful impacts)…….then planning permission should 

be refused.’ In this case, as has already been stated, there will be significant environmental, 

ecological and landscape harm resulting from this development and it is clear from analysis 

presented by the local residents that there are several much better suited sites that would not 

result in such damage. NSC Specialist Officers confirmed this position during the previous 

application. All parties agree that the two applications are virtually identical and thus these 

findings still stand. Professional organisations including the CPRE, The Mendip Society and 

Mendip Hills AONB Partnership have all stated their opposition to this proposed development 

stating that other sites would be better suited for this purpose. 

 

The clause also states that ‘planning permission should be refused for development resulting in 

the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats, ……and the loss of aged or veteran trees….’. 

The development will result in the destruction of long lengths of a mature hedge that is at least 

350 years old. This hedge is known to contain protected species and provides a long 

established eco system for animals migrating between Belgian Avenue field and the AONB. 

World renowned experts have already expressed their concern regarding the concreting over of 

the rain catchment area of the mature trees. The trees currently have a precarious existence; 

their roots are in the top 50 cms of soil above impermeable rock. The trees were planted at the 

end of WW1 as a thank you to the people of Sidcot for the shelter and assistance that the local 

villagers gave to Belgian refugees. They provide a tranquil area that is much loved by both the 

local community and walkers. The application fails to comply with this clause. 

Clause 123: ‘…protect areas of tranquility which have remained relatively undisturbed by noise 

and are prized for their recreational and amenity value for this reason.’ As detailed above 

(Clause 118), this area is much prized by the local community and walkers as it is a much-loved 

amenity and forms a tranquil gateway to the AONB. Currently NSC is seriously considering it for 

designation as a Local Green Space. The application fails to comply with this clause. 

Clause 125: ‘…. decisions should limit the impact of light pollution from artificial light on local 

amenity, intrinsically dark landscapes and nature conservation.’ The development of 53 

bedrooms plus associated security and ancillary lighting will project a considerable of light into 

the night sky. The development is immediately over the road from the AONB and as such will be 

at variance with the Campaign For Rural England (CPRE) and Mendip Hills AONB policy on 

‘Dark Skies’. The application fails to comply with this clause. 

 

Clause 72: The School claims that NPPF clause 72 puts a duty on NSC to facilitate 

development such as that being proposed. We disagree with this interpretation. Sidcot School is 
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a fee paying, commercial organisation wishing inter alia to increase its revenue streams from 

letting out its properties during the school holidays. On the issue of planning for school 

developments the government in a joint statement by the Secretary of State for Communities 

and Local Government (Mr Pickles) and that of Education (Mr Gove) stated that such 

considerations were for state-funded schools. This is made quite clear in their joint statement 

dated August 2011 and published by DCLG (ISBN 978 1 4098 3076 4). This communiqué 

makes reference to state-funded schools circa 23 times. Nowhere does it make any reference to 

private, fee paying commercial schools. In January 2015 DCLG issued a new document entitled 

‘Plain English guide to planning for free schools’. This documented that the definitive word on 

school planning was still as per the August 2011 communiqué. This confirms that the 

statements expressed by the two Secretary of States in the August 2011 policy statement are 

still current. The joint statement was released just 6 months before the formal release of the 

NPPF. 

 

Notwithstanding the above, the clause states that it must ‘….meet the needs of existing and new 

communities.’ It is obvious that the local community has little need for a 53 bed Boarding House 

offered by a private school wanting to increase its non-academic revenue streams! This 

development is simply not in the public interest and would remove a much loved amenity from 

the local community. Thus this clause, far from supporting the School’s application, actually 

demonstrates that it has failed to comply with it as they have not demonstrated that there is any 

need at all for a 53 boarding house by the local community. In any event if the School were to 

be correct then it could still use this argument if the building were to be sited elsewhere. The 

same comment also applies to any jobs and economic arguments. These will flow to wherever 

the building is sited. 
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Appendix 2  Core Strategy Non-Compliances 

Introduction  

Vision 7: According to NSC definitions Sidcot is in the countryside and thus Vision 7 applies. 

This states ‘ Rural areas will retain and enhance their countryside character where the quality of 

the natural environment is the prime objective and any new development will be small scale and 

strictly controlled.’ It goes on to state ‘The surrounding countryside will have retained its open 

natural character, its distinctive landscapes protected from inappropriate development….’ By no 

stretch of the imagination can a 53 bed boarding house, the equivalent of an estate of 27 two 

bed houses, be considered small scale and hence is not compliant with this NSC stated vision. 

Moreover the scale of the building would dominate what is a rural landscape and would put at 

serious risk both a historical avenue of TPO’d beech trees and a mature hedge over 350 years 

old with its precious ecosystem which includes protected species. This application is at total 

variance with the NSC Vision. The NSC landscape specialist officer for the previous, virtually 

identical application stated this position and recommended rejection. The Campaign to Protect 

Rural England, the Mendip Society and the Mendip Hills AONB Partnership have all voiced their 

strong opposition to this and/or the earlier virtually identical application. 

CS4  

Summary Point 2: ‘seeking to ensure that new development is designed to maximize benefits 

to biodiversity, incorporating, safeguarding and enhancing natural habitats….’ The destruction 

of a mature hedge over 350 years old together with its ecosystem is contrary to this stated NSC 

objective. It would remove the current wildlife corridor between Belgian Avenue Field and the 

AONB. In addition this hedge is known to have protected species (dormice) and there are bats 

in and around Meadowside/Kidborough (and surrounding properties) which is now planned to 

be at least part demolished. The NSC ecology specialist officer for the previous, virtually 

identical application stated this position and recommended rejection. 

Summary Point 3: ‘seeking to protect, connect and enhance important habitats, particularly 

designated sites, ancient woodlands and veteran trees…’ NSC is currently seriously considering 

the area for designation as a Local Green Space. The historical avenue of Beech Trees was 

planted just after WW1 as a thank you to the people of Sidcot for the shelter and assistance 

given to Belgian Refugees during that conflict. All trees have TPOs and bound a public footway 

much used by both the local community and walkers. This avenue forms a gateway to the 

AONB, the drove roads of the Mendips and hence to the national footpath network. The trees 

exist on a thin layer of soil (0-50cms) on top of impenetrable rock. Experts and the former NSC 

Specialist Tree Officer have advised that these trees are very unlikely to survive without a flow 

of water and nutrients from the hills behind. This development will remove their rain catchment 

area and hence are not expected to survive. The application is totally inconsistent with this 

policy. 

CS5  

Summary paragraph 1: ‘The character, distinctiveness, diversity and quality of North 

Somerset’s landscape and townscape will be protected and enhanced by the careful, sensitive 

management and design of development.’ This development is at total variance with the local 
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landscape into which it is to be imposed. It will be in close proximity to some of the oldest, most 

historic and characterful properties in the district set in ancient, beautiful  Somerset countryside 

where it would be difficult to harmonise any new building designed for the size and purpose 

intended. The building is large and modern and constitutes urban sprawl into a rural 

environment. The materials proposed are alien to the locality. 

CS 12 

Summary paragraph 1: ‘….. demonstrating a robust design process to generate solutions that 

have clearly considered the existing context, and contribute to social, economic and 

environmental sustainability.’ It is clear that no such consideration has been given to the siting 

of this development or how it would fit into the landscape. The School for its own reasons 

wishes to place this development on this site and have tried to force a fait accompli on the local 

community. The site is not amenable to a large, modern building of this nature, it is cramped 

and has severe access problems both during operation and in its building. Building it would 

destroy a 350 year old hedge with its attendant ecosystem, disturb the bats that are known to 

frequent the two buildings that will be at least part demolished and will put at serious risk the 

historic avenue of trees known as Belgian Avenue. The School has failed to comply with this 

clause. 

Summary paragraph 2: ‘Schemes must be based on a thorough site appraisal.’ To date no 

such thorough appraisal has been provided by the School. The School’s choice of site is based 

largely on a few unsubstantiated, throw away remarks. In contrast the residents have 

undertaken a rigorous review of the various sites based on an objective analysis of the sites 

based on the (biased) considerations raised by the School. This analysis demonstrates a totally 

different picture from what the School would have us believe. It should be remembered that the 

School asked for the views of residents concerning the sites. Every single person stated that the 

site preferred by the School was not acceptable and that there were others much better suited. 

The School totally ignored the results of this questionnaire and proceeded with their original 

choice. The local community was not involved in any other subsequent consideration or 

discussion. The School has not undertaken any objective appraisal of the site selection as 

would be commonly expected for this type of application. It is quite clear that the School has 

always to develop this site to the exclusion of all other considerations. The School is non 

compliant with this policy.  

Summary paragraph 5 (First sentence): ‘Development proposals should demonstrate a 

commitment to designing out crime through the creation of safe environments (both private and 

public) that benefit from natural surveillance, visible streets and open spaces, lighting and other 

security measures.’ Far from conforming to above policy the School has chosen to site this 

School on the edge of an open field with a public footpath running within a few feet of the 

bedrooms. The mature beech trees will shade the whole area as they will abut up to the 

windows of the boarding house providing total cover to anyone bent on mischief. The boarding 

house will be situated across the road from the School requiring the Children to cross a busy 

blind intersection that is only dimly lit. To our mind the School is acting at best irresponsibly and 

has not conformed to this policy. The children would be far safer if the boarding house was to be 

sited within the School curtilage. 
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Summary paragraph 5 (Second sentence): ‘Achieving Secured by Design certification will 

help to demonstrate how designing out crime has been taken into account.’ Surprisingly the 

School does not seem to have taken any note of this UK Police Forces’ initiative. There is no 

reference to it in their submitted documentation. It is difficult to believe that the School would 

ever achieve the necessary certification on this site.  

CS33 This policy has been remitted as a consequence of a High Court Judgment on CS13. 

However it is stated that (with the possible exception of CS13) ‘…the policies can still be 

accorded appropriate weight in any decision making and housing can be brought forward 

through the development control process…’ 

Summary Paragraph 1: states ‘Proposals for development within the rural areas outside the 

Service Villages will be strictly controlled in order to protect their character and prevent 

unsustainable development’ The document detailing the non-compliances of this development 

with the NPPF clearly demonstrated that this development fails to satisfy the three main planks 

of the NPPF and thus this development is totally unsustainable. It fails the necessary 

environmental and social criteria and is, at best, even on the economic criteria. As has already 

been stated this development is large, modern and unsightly and would be at total odds with the 

existing surrounding landscape. It would totally dominate the surrounding area. The NSC 

Landscape Specialist Officer has previously stated this view. 

Section 4.97: ‘Other non-residential uses will also be very carefully controlled within the smaller 

settlements and countryside. Small scale employment uses, retail or community uses may be 

permissible within settlement boundaries, subject to considerations relating to scale and impact 

and Green Belt.’ The applicant is a commercial body seeking to extend its non-academic 

revenues by hiring out this facility during the school holidays. It is far from small scale offering 

essentially large scale hotel type accommodation with access to existing and widely attractive 

School facilities including sports pitches, riding, swimming pool, drama theatres, art and craft 

workshops and walking. All this is far from compliant or even conducive to this policy.  

Replacement Local Plan Non-Compliances 

GDP3 

Summary Paragraph i: ‘whether the proposal safeguards and integrates important features 

such as areas of ecological, amenity or heritage value, views of public importance across the 

site and rights of way.’ The proposed development fails on each and every requirement in this 

policy. The development will destroy a huge length of a mature hedge at least 350 years old. It 

will also destroy its attendant ecosystem (which includes protected species of dormice and 

bats). The trees making up historic Belgian Avenue are not likely to survive having their rain and 

nutrient catchment areas being built over. The buildings are very large, modern and not in 

keeping with the surrounding landscape. The views from the public footpath, which passes 

within feet of the proposed development, will be destroyed forever and the route currently 

forming the gateway to AONB will no longer attract walkers from far and wide. The previous 

application which all agree is virtually identical to the current application was recommended for 

rejection by NSC Landscape, Ecological and Tree specialist officers. Nothing has changed to 

warrant a change of this position. 
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Summary paragraph ii: ‘whether the siting, levels, density, form, scale, height, massing, 

detailing, colour and materials respect the characteristics of the site and its surroundings and 

avoids adverse effects within the site and upon adjoining areas through overlooking or 

overshadowing or overbearing impact.’ The proposal is totally alien to its surroundings. It is 

large, overbearing and modern and fails to integrate within its surroundings. It brings urban 

sprawl into the rural landscape. It is totally inappropriate to this site; a notion which the 

executive planners commented on from the outset. 

Summary paragraph v:  ‘whether the proposal include elements to reduce opportunities for 

crime through design and ensuring clear distinctions between private and public spaces.’ The 

School has comprehensively failed to meet this requirement and have placed the children at 

unnecessary risk. The siting of this development right on top of a public footpath and rolling 

fields and completely shaded by the mature beech trees will inevitably generate unwelcome 

attentions from those bent on mischief. The site fails to promote the well being called for by the 

NPPF. Any of the other sites would not put the children at such risk especially those within the 

School curtilage. Surprisingly the School has not considered in this development the UK Police 

Forces’ ‘Secured by Design’ initiative. The extensive use of security lighting would destroy the 

night time rural atmosphere. 

Summary paragraph vi: ‘whether the proposal enables private and emergency vehicular 

access……..’ The local community already has major issues with the School, and in particular 

when the School lets out its facilities during the school holidays, blocking access such that there 

is no access/exit by Sidcot/Oakridge residents. This situation will not be improved by this 

development. The School has given no indication as to how it will ensure that the traffic system 

will not be affected during its development (if it were to get the go-ahead) and in particular how 

access will remain free at all times to Sidcot/Oakridge during this period. The proposed 

development site is small and cramped with minimal space for movement. Contractors will 

inevitably just park thoughtlessly on the road causing access issues as were experienced just 

recently when upgrades were being done to Coombe House. The School’s track record in 

controllingtraffic and ensuring free access at all times is poor. 

Summary Paragraph vii: ‘whether the proposal makes provision for convenient, safe and 

attractive access for pedestrians…..’ The view of the residents is that this site puts pedestrians 

crossing from the proposeddevelopment to the School at considerable risk particularly during 

the morning ‘rush hour’. During this period circa 140 cars per hour have been routinely recorded 

coming up Fountain Lane to meet Oakridge Lane in a three way BLIND junction. Moreover on 

this junction the road is suddenly reduced to a single lane making it extremely dangerous. There 

are around a further 40 cars/vans coming into this junction from the houses and business in 

Sidcot/Oakridge. Also joining this melee are the children from Coombe House who are largely 

foreign and unfamiliar with our highway rules and etiquette. Just opposite is the Equestrian 

Centre with horses being ridden the ‘wrong way’ down the one-way Fountain Lane. The School 

is now proposing to inject into this toxic mix some 150 child crossings (3x50) during this morning 

period with no protection whatsoever. It is only a matter of time before a serious accident 

occurs. Without a detailed knowledge of the School timetables it is difficult to calculate just how 

many crossing there will be in a day. Based on our own experience of sixth formers then 

somewhere in the region of 400-500 crossings per working day across this dangerous area 

would not seem unreasonable. Of course none of this would be an issue if the School were to 
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site the development elsewhere – particularly if it were to be within the School curtilage. 

ECH/7  

Summary paragraph: ‘Within the Landscape Character Areas, development will be permitted if 

it will not adversely affect the particular character of the landscape’ This development will 

profoundly change the character of the landscape. The proposed building is totally unsuitable 

for the environment and will add urban sprawl into a rural environment. This has been 

previously confirmed by the NSC Landscape specialist officer. 

ECH/11 

Summary paragraph: ‘Development which could harm, directly or indirectly, nationally or 

internationally protected species of flora or fauna or the habitats used by such species will not 

be permitted ….’ The School is acting in direct contravention of this policy. It is proposing to 

destroy the mature 350+ year old hedge and its attendant ecosystem. This hedge is known to 

contain dormice, a protected species. The hedge also provides a protected habitat allowing the 

free migration along the length of Belgian Avenue Field and beyond. Studies have shown that 

bats use both Kidborough and Meadowside Cottages. The School are proposing to part 

demolish both properties and latest information is that they are proposing to demolish 

Kidborough Cottage (vintage-1792) totally. This work together with the general building work 

and extra lighting will have a serious impact on the well being of the Bats who use the two 

cottages. This activity is non compliant with this policy. 

T/10  

Summary Paragraph 1: ‘Development will only be permitted if it would not prejudice highway 

safety or emergency vehicle access’ The road already suffers from blockages caused primarily 

by School coaches. The road was also blocked whilst work was carried out in Coombe House 

resulting in Service lorries not being able to get through to collect refuse/recycling. The 

residents are seriously concerned at the effect and risks that having more than 50 children 

travelling backwards and forwards will have during the peak morning period in particular. Most 

would be travelling at least twice (ie 3 trips) for breakfast and school during this period (ie 150+ 

crossings in total). This issue was presented above in further detail in GDP/3 Summary 

paragraph vii. The choice of an alternative site would considerably reduce this considerable risk 

especially if the development were to be sited on the School’s curtilage when the risk would be 

removed. 

Please note that the School has provided no development plan stating how development will be 

undertaken on this cramped site with little room to hold materials and manoeuvre let alone 

house contractors’ vehicles. Past experience would lead us to expect that contractor parking will 

be carried on up Oakridge and Fountain Lanes such that access will be blocked both for 

residents’ and also for emergency vehicles potentially for protracted periods of time during a 

building programme that could last at least a year. 
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Appendix 4a  Summary Report on effect of proposed school developments on adjacent 

trees: Oakridge Lane, Sidcot, North Somerset. 

Michael Russell BSc Forestry, MSc Landscape Ecology Design and Maintenance, MICFor 

The Beeches, Banwell Road, Christon,  Axbridge, North Somerset BS26 2XW 

Introduction. 

This is a brief overview of observations and conclusions reached during a site visit on 

Wednesday  2nd. July 2014, in the company of local residents, Ms Melanie David and Mr David 

Lister. 

Michael Russell has over 40 years of experience in the Forestry, Arboricultural, Environmental 

and Landscape sectors, both in the UK and worldwide. 

He was asked to visit the site in order for the residents to gain a second opinion over the effect 

of the proposed developments by Sidcot School. 

It should be noted and borne in mind that the Arboricultural survey undertaken by SJ Stephens 

Associates was on behalf of the developers. Even so, it appears thorough and fair. 

Description. 

 

The site lies immediately adjacent to the Mendip Hills AONB, occupying gently sloping land from 

approximately ENE to WSW. The Eastern end of the site is occupied by two an existing 

character cottages, with large vegetable garden to the rear and with two mature Beech trees at 

the front facing Fountain Lane. The Western end of the site is grass paddock/field. 

Soils underlying the site are reportedly thin, maybe in the range of 30-50 cm, overlying 

sedimentary rocks of the Mendip Hills (Conglomerate/dolomitic limestone). Combined with the 

gradient, soils will be expected to drain easily, causing potential stress to vegetation, especially 

larger trees. 

Trees on the site are few, being dominated by the two mature Beech to the North East, and two 

mature Sallow/Goat Willows to the South East. Otherwise the adjacent land is dominated by a 

very significant historical and landscape feature, this being the Beligian Avenue, with Beech 

some 95 years or so of age. 

The environment of Oakridge Lane, that encompasses the proposed development site, is 

outstandingly beautiful, due to its tree cover, mature/character houses, topography, outlook and 

its peaceful and unspoilt nature. 

Observations on proposed development. 

Silviculturally, while it is felt that the proposed development will not directly kill any of the 

dominant trees identified for retention, it is believed that three of the Beech will be directly 

affected due to the proximity of the new building to the rooting area and water catchment area 

(namely T27, T27 and T?). Where roots will be undoubtedly severed, pathogenic fungi can 
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enter, harming the trees. With the most active roots being at the periphery of the tree canopy, 

just where building foundations will be excavated, then water and nutrient uptake will have to be 

compromised. To avoid the above damages, ideally no excavation/soil compaction should take 

place within 2 meters of the edge of the tree canopy. In the case of the three trees identified, 

this will mean adjusting the plans for the new building as well as the access from Fountain Lane. 

More generally, and indirectly, such a large scale development upslope of the Belgian Avenue, 

could, in times of drought, limit access to ground water. Residents already advise that in dry 

Summers, the Beech prematurely colour and shed leaves, indicating stress. Nothing should 

take place on the site that could or even may harm the trees in this avenue. 

It was noted that a number of smaller trees had been designated for removal, within the garden 

area. Two of those trees appear to be Salix caprea (Goat Willow/Pussy Willow). While this 

species is normally only of shrub size, these two specimens are unusually large, in fact I have 

never seen any as big. Their “dismissal” is not supported and they should be retained. This will 

involve adjusting the plans for the new building. 

In landscape terms, even if there were no silvicultural considerations, the proposed 

development site, lies within an unusually beautiful and unspoilt environment. Such a new 

development would be completely out of place. To have even considered such a development 

here assumes total insensitivity; very surprising for an institution that fosters education and 

intelligence. 

Conclusion. 

On the basis of compromising the health of significant trees/risking the health of others and 

intruding into an unspoilt environment, the site in question should not be developed, and the 

buildings relocated to where new buildings have already been constructed within the school 

grounds.  
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Appendix 4b  OBJECTIONS TO AND COMMENTS ON SIDCOT SCHOOL’S APPEAL 

RE 14/P/1206/F 

 APPELLANTS SUPPORTING STATEMENT 

 INTRODUCTION 

1. Meadowside and Kidborough were referred to as cottages on the original application – 

1.1, 5.2,  9.23, 9.24, 9.27, 9.42   but are now vigorously designated as “very large and 

substantial dwellings” – 1.21, 3.1.8. History is totally against the School’s current view of 

this (See Appendix 7).  

 

2. Avenue of trees referred to as “planted in reference to Belgian WW1 refugees, but with 

no formal planning designation”  (1.22),  minimising the significance of the trees. 

 

3. 1.23 states “To the east is linear development along Oakridge Lane within part of the 
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty,  beyond which are the School facilities of main car 
park, equestrian centre and additional boarding houses, (i.e. Newcombe House) 
 
This does not make clear that all facilities mentioned and all recent development by the 
school except the Arts centre have been in the AONB. 
 

4. Demolition of Kidborough – in planning application 14/P/1206/F reference made to partial 
demolition – para 8.4  “The new building will link with the existing properties, Meadowside 
and Kidborough, which will be partially demolished and converted from their existing use 
to a single residential use for house parents” –, but now reference is made in the Appeal 
to full demolition – 1.30. 1.32, 

 
 At the time of the bat survey the school’s plan indicated demolition of the single-storey 
wings of Kidborough but now reference is made to full demolition of Kidborough.  This 
Appeal constitutes a change that has not been formally requested and means the bat 
survey is no longer applicable to the new situation. 
 
Please see Appendix 4c 

 
    THE CASE FOR THE APPELLANT 
 

1. Consideration of alternative sites for boarding house – we contest school’s claim that 
alternative sites are not suitable (see document 6 produced by local residents) – 
appellant reiterates this in – 3.1.2 
 

2. 3.1.3. The proposed development sits comfortably against the backdrop and context of 
existing buildings along Oakridge Lane”.  

 
This contradicts the second reason for refusal in 2014. 
 

3.  3.1.4. “The proposal primarily utilises its existing residential curtilage of Meadowside with 
only partial                       extension into the adjoining field”.    
 
At least half the proposed building extends into the adjoining field. 
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4. 3.1.5. “There will be no adverse impact upon the health and longevity of the adjoining 
beech tree avenue and mature trees at the frontage.”    
 
This is disputed by independent experts.  Long term survival of the trees will be put at 
serious risk due to lack of water and nutrients  with the new building sited above them 
and root damage during construction. 
 

3.1.10. “There are no transportation, drainage, archaeological or ecology issues to  
warrant refusal” 

 
Is this the case?  There was mention of the need to monitor site for archaeological 
interest during construction but this has not been presented. Neither was any real 
archaeological evidence presented.  The late Professor Mick Aston reported to the 
School that there was good evidence to suggest that a building, possibly a medieval 
farmhouse, could lie below the soil surface close to the cottages. This has not been 
explored. 
 In the previous application there was an ecological report which recommended rejection. 
Nothing has since been changed to change or challenge this view.  
 
3.1.11. “The development will blend with existing uses and not encroach unacceptably 
into the countryside but provide a 'balanced' approach which relates to the surrounding 
context of buildings within a rural setting”    
 
This contradicts reason 1 for refusal in 2014.  
 

5. 3.1.13. “There will be no material adverse effect on the use of the field and the footpath 
with existing views to the countryside in a southerly direction unaffected. The use of the 
footpath is already framed by Coombe House and Meadowside/Kidborough”     
 
Views in a northerly direction are affected; the character of the field will change forever.   
The use of the footpath as a public amenity is likely to be affected by the presence of a 
large building overlooking it from an elevated position.  The houses /cottages already 
present do not have this effect. 

 
6. 3.13 – 3.22 – covers consideration of alternative sites.  This is covered in the document 

produced by objectors (Appendix 5) 
 

7. 3.24 “The triangular site created by the tree avenue to the west and Fountain Lane and 
Oakridge Lane provides a self contained site which sits comfortably nestled within the 
hamlet form and linear development stretching along Oakridge Lane”.   
 
This sentence does not make sense but, in any case, the site is not self-contained, it is 
part of the whole field whose character would be permanently altered. 
 

       8. 3.25 “It is not considered prominent…. etc”   

 
The building would appear prominent from the footpath or the southern side of the field 
as it is lower-lying than the north-east corner. It would certainly appear prominent going 
up Fountain and Oakridge Lane. How can a two story building of this size not be 
prominent? 
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     9.  3.26 “The proposal has now been amended so that the building is the construction   of 2 
new wings adjacent to the existing Meadowside and the gable along Oakridge Lane has been 
set back. This means that the heart of the development creates a courtyard approach fronting 
Oakridge Lane with a single more subservient wing along the top end   of Fountain Lane”   
 

The so-called subservient wing contains more bedrooms (29) than the south wing (24).  
The main fronting seems to occur at the top end of Fountain Lane where the driveway 
will be, with the students exiting towards the school at the dangerous tripartite corner.  
The central hub also opens southward towards the avenue. 

 
 
      

1. 3.29 “The building is also sufficiently set back from the tree avenue… etc” 
 
 It is extremely debatable that the users of the footpath would not feel the development 
oppressive.   
 

2. 3.30 “It is considered that, in landscape terms, the proposal is appropriate…”.   
 
The residents, as well as the NSC planning committee and specialist officers totally 
disagree with this.  
 

3. 3.33  “The rural character of the green area linking the school grounds south would be 
unacceptably impacted by sites 1 and 2. The rural character of the land to the east of 
Oakridge Lane would be detrimentally impacted upon by sites3,4 and 5. …etc”.   
 
If the building were constructed, as suggested by the local residents, next to Wing 
House, there would still be plenty of green area in the school grounds.  Sites 4 or 7 would 
not change the rural character of the land east of Oakridge Lane, as stated. 
 

4. 3.40 “ The appellant contends that the proposal forms a village backdrop to the retained 
paddock and beech tree avenue”   
 
Simply untrue. 
 

5.    3.44  “The proposal provides for the enhancement of the tree avenue and public right 
of way through substantial tree replacement planting for missing trees”  

  
  

Trees previously planted to replace missing trees in the avenue died due to lack of 
watering in a dry summer. Those in place now are stagnating due to lack of care and 
feeding.  The fields in the vicinity of the main school are presently consistently 
overstocked with horses such that the pasture is poached and unproductive and public 
footpaths are impassable due to mud and deep ruts. The School has failed to abide by its 
own Management Plan submitted as part of its retrospective application for the 
Equestrian centre. This land is predominantly AONB and protected as a public amenity 
for the appreciation and enjoyment of all. 

 
The school does not have a very good general record with regard to land management 
and tree planting. 
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  For full discussion of these issues, please see Appendices 4d and 4e) 
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Appendix 4c   Bats and the Built Environment 
 
Greater and Lesser horseshoe bats, along with Myotis species, brown long-eared bats, Soprano 
pipistrelles and a noctule were all recorded in the area during their survey. It is likely that several 
if not all these species are present in the locality where they are numerous in almost, if not, all 
the surrounding properties. Although all bat species are protected by law in the UK, these 
particular 6 species are among the most threatened species of bat, and not coincidentally are 
the ones most adversely affected by artificial lighting. They are the only 6 bat species listed in 
the category 'UK BAP priority terrestrial mammal species'. 
 
It is clear that the School now intends to demolish both Kidborough Cottage only part of which 
was surveyed. This was not contained in the original Application by the School and hence the 
current application should be considered as a new Application. The School’s original survey was 
limited in scope and never confirmed by the NSC Ecology Officer. Recent attempts to contact 
the NSC Ecology Officer have failed.  
 
The School's Bat Survey makes no mention whatsoever of the potential effects that 
artificial lighting will have on the bats, and hence no statement is made about any need for 
a pre-development lighting survey.  The 53 bedroom Boarding House will disperse light onto a 
field and an avenue of trees (used by bats to find their way), which is currently in complete 
darkness. There will also be security lighting to take into account, since, as has been pointed 
out, the site may well attract criminal intent. (All of this does not fall in line with the Mendip Dark 
Skies initiative). There are also the many bat foraging/commuting routes in the field and along 
the hedgerow, as well as the potential roosting sites high up in the beech trees, which were not 
surveyed. 
 
Even if these issues were taken into account, the present survey is now useless as the 
School is proposing to change drastically  the local environment from that considered in 
the report. 
      
Please see following references providing the evidence base for this legislation. 
 
The Bat Conservation Trust’s “BATS AND LIGHTING IN THE UK, May 2009, sets out the key 
elements of bat protection in the UK especially as they relate to the built environment:  
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Appendix 4d  General concerns about Sidcot School’s estate management practices 

Abstract of letter written to John Walmsley, Headmaster of Sidcot School in July 2006 prior to a 

walk with him around the School estate. 

The lack of care for newly planted trees, all of which had to be replaced leads on to the lack of 

care of the mature beeches which is also of concern. They are subject to preservation orders to 

protect them for public enjoyment by making it an offence to ‘wilfully damage or wilfully destroy 

a tree’ without the planning authority’s consent. The trees are routinely browsed by horses 

causing significant and possibly fatal injury. The beech tree which had to be felled earlier this 

year suffered from a disease which notoriously is introduced into the tree via 

wounds/mechanical injury to the bark commonly caused by horses or other livestock. Several of 

the trees show evidence of  these conditions.  

Much of this results from the horses having too little pasture ‘keep’. It is possible that the 

present number of horses being kept could be maintained on the acreage concerned but only if 

the land is sufficiently productive. But the poor management and consequent productive 

capacity of the permanent pasture will not allow this; there are simply too many horses. June, 

the month of peak growth should have been a period when grass was plentiful. But the horses 

were then grazing almost bare earth. One wonders what will be available for the horses come 

September and October.  

The overgrazing by the horses is, however, merely a symptom of greater problems. 

The School has never been at the forefront of best agricultural practice, but when I first knew it 

(1960s) the land was managed in the sense that the watercourses and hedges, timber 

plantations and the permanent pasture looked respectable and cared for. This was ensured by 

adequate maintenance programmes, now long abandoned.  The swallets would not have 

required the recent urgent clearance to stop the flooding of the Combe and properties at the 

western end had proper maintenance been routine.  

As I walk the Combe I become increasingly distressed by the feeling that the land more often 

resembles an inner city bomb site than an area of outstanding landscape value. The constant 

overgrazing by horses in some of the fields has led to a sward that bears little resemblance to 

the rich permanent pasture of Mendip. Ragwort, thistles, docks, nettles and brambles are 

abundant. One of my more serious concerns is ragwort which I have reminded the School about 

for the last two years. These plants together with docks and thistles and others are on the 

DEFRA list of injurious weeds which landowners and managers have a special responsibility to 

control under law. 

 

There seems to be a notion in the School that sustainable farming is an excuse for doing 

nothing. But I see no evidence that the school is doing anything other than continuing a policy of 

rural negligence 

We are all temporary custodians of this world and especially this local, beautiful portion of it, and 

must protect it – a view I would have thought very much in the Quaker tradition. I would have 

thought also that given the School’s widely trumpeted interest in the environment and 

sustainable farming it might want to create a good example for the children it is nurturing. The 
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sad truth is that it is all a sham because nobody appears to care in the slightest and the 

evidence I have presented is there to prove it.’ 

    ___________________ 

The situation now, April 2015, is essentially the same problem but infinitely worse with a great 

many more horses seeking grass and causing more extensive poaching in winter. This leads to 

rutting of the tracks and making walking the footpaths almost impossible. Widespread temporary 

fencing makes it difficult for walkers who are also put off by the presence of the horses, some 

quite sizeable, and the way through the Combe , once a very well used route for walkers to the 

Mendip drove roads and hills, is now routinely by passed. We have no information about how 

many f the horses are owned and used by the students but the Centre is known to function as a 

livery stable. 

This is all part of the Mendip Hills AONB supposedly recognised for its landscape value for the 

local and tourist populations to appreciate and enjoy. 

David Lister BSc., PhD., C.Biol.,FSB 
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Appendix 4e Some History of Sidcot School and Planning 

 

Sidcot School and its Agents have long experience and knowledge of the Planning Process but 

we are concerned that the School might not choose to observe its own stated conditions and 

those the Planning Inspector might impose should the Appeal be accepted. The following 

recounts the most recent experience. 

It seems important, to emphasise this Applicant’s ‘relaxed’ attitude to Planning Law, in particular 

its non-adherence to various Conditions, by examining in some detail, just one previous 

example: 

1. Sidcot Equestrian Centre, retrospective Application number 12/P/1296/F 

1.1 Expansion, and change of use to commercial, without permission 

 Sidcot School forged ahead with the expansion and change of use of its modest school 
riding stables into a large commercial establishment – Sidcot Equestrian Centre – without 
applying for any planning permission at all. This was on land forming part of the Mendip 
Hills AONB. 

 

 It was brought to N Somerset Council’s attention that the School had erected further 
stable blocks and that the centre was being operated for commercial purposes, 
breaching conditions on the previous application (2007) and, perhaps, Charity Law. Only 
then did Sidcot School apply for retrospective planning permission in 2012 to regularise 
the development which had already taken place. The then Planning Liaison Officer of the 
Mendip Hills AONB Unit, Jonathan Richards, was clearly shocked that: 

 

“… such an organisation has not gone through the appropriate processes in terms of its 

development aspirations.” (Letter to North Somerset Council, 10/09/2012) 

1.2 Imposition of conditions on the use of the Equestrian Centre 

 

 In her Report Sheet for Planning Approval (5/10/2012) the N Somerset Planning Case 
Officer noted: 
“Although it is evident that conflict has arisen between users of the centre and other 

users of footpaths, highways and recreational land, it is considered these differences can 

be controlled by conditions.”  

 She also stated: 
 
“In order to protect the living conditions of nearby residents a condition will be attached to 

ensure the centre is operated in accordance with the management plan.” (Referring to 

Sidcot Equestrian Management Plan’, submitted by the School with the retrospective 

application) 

1.2.1 Sidcot Equestrian Management Plan (SEMP) 

 

 Point 1 of NSC’s Notice of Decision granting full PP (5/10/2012) states: 
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“The use of the equestrian centre for commercial/schooling purposes shall be operated in 

accordance with the Sidcot Equestrian management plan received 13 July 2012 and the 

associated plans referred to within.” 

 The School states in Point 3 of that Plan: 
 
“Parking for customers and staff of the Equestrian Centre takes place in the Main School 

Car Park.”  

 and in her letter to NSC (30/10/12) H Atkin, Director of Operations at Sidcot School 
promises: 

 
“Condition 5: … No other vehicles will be kept on site.” 

An extension of 51 spaces, again on AONB land, to the Main School Car Park (originally 

intended as temporary overflow whilst the new Arts Centre was being built) had recently (on 

27/04/2012) been allowed to become permanent (Application no. 12/P/0378/F). So there should 

be no need for any School-related parking at the stables or on Oakridge Lane. 

Yet residents who daily drive past the stables along Oakridge Lane to access their homes see 

that there are always vehicles, at least 3 or 4, parked on site, as well as those that are regularly 

parked in Oakridge Lane itself, outside Combe House. 

2. Use of public roads by the Equestrian Centre, as agreed in the SEMP 

 

 Point 4 of the SEMP demonstrates clearly that this is a very busy commercial riding 
stables: adult and children’s lessons both in holidays and term time; Holiday Activity 
Days; 4-week residential language schools with riding in the evenings; non-residential 
Pony Club Camp; Pony Club Badge Days, etc. etc. – there are far too many to list them 
all. 

 

 Points 6 and 7 of the SEMP deal with the use of public roads for riding lessons, hacks, 
exercising livery horses, and road safety courses; the routes are delineated in Drawings 
3 and 4, which form an integral part of the SEMP, and so also of the conditions, to which 
Point 9 of the Notice of Decision applies. On neither Drawing 3 nor Drawing 4 does it 
show that lessons will take place along the no-through road Oakridge Close, yet the 
School regularly takes young riders on lead rein along Oakridge Close, and staff do not 
always remove manure from the road, as they promise to in Point 8b. Oakridge Close is 
not a road ever used by other riders on a hack – as it goes nowhere. 

 

(The School made similar use of Oakridge Close last year when they ran a cycling course; no 

signs were erected on the Close to warn local residents that this was happening. Sidcot School 

relies heavily on the goodwill of residents and expects us to be constantly alert and on our 

guard for children popping up, even at some distance from the main School Triangle, while they 

take part in various activities being run purely for the School’s commercial gain. Yet the School 



 

 
 Page 36 of 61 

does not even have the neighbourly courtesy, or the foresight with regard to the Health and 

Safety of their paying clients, to inform residents of their intended actions.) 

2.1.1 Water run-off (potentially contaminated) across a public road, 
Oakridge Lane 

 

 The Environment Agency’s Advice Notes, which form part of the planning consent for the 
Equestrian Centre, stated: 

 

“There must be no discharge of foul or contaminated drainage from the site into either 

groundwater or any surface waters.” 

 In addition, H Atkin, Director of Operations at Sidcot School claims in her letter to NSC 
Development and Control (30/10/2012) that: 
 
“The drainage for the new stable block is via natural soakaway as the units have not 

been placed on concrete slabs but on a permeable clean stone base.” 

However, it is noticeable that large amounts of water drain almost continually from the 

stables site down across Oakridge Lane (the site being higher than the road), and down 

Fountain Lane even at times when there has been no rain. 

The conclusion must surely be drawn that this is run-off from concreted surfaces being hosed 

down, and so: 

a. may potentially be contaminated, since it is likely that faeces will be on such surfaces (so 
contravening the Environment Agency conditions above) 

b. even if the run-off is not contaminated, in any event it poses a nuisance, in general, and a 
traffic hazard, in particular, during winter months at times when the temperature is below 

freezing creating ice on the highwayThe School’s poor maintenance of protected landscape 
 

 In her Report Sheet for this retrospective application, the NSC Planning Officer recorded 
that comments had been received relating to the School’s poor maintenance of a 
protected landscape (5/10/2012). 
 

 The AONB Planning Liaison Officer also picked up on this, and in his letter of 
10/09/2012, asked that the School be directed to a document entitled ‘Horses, the 
Landscape and You’.  

 
The Planning Officer included this request in her Report Sheet (5/10/2012), which forms part of 

the approval document. 

A cursory read through ‘Horses, the Landscape and You: Equestrian Guide to Keeping Horses 

in Protected Landscapes’, contributors to which include the British Horse Society and the 

Farming and Wildlife Advisory Group, would show that the School has paid scant regard to the 

excellent advice it offers. 



 

 
 Page 37 of 61 

2.1.2 Footpaths and poaching of land by horses, creating mud and 
making public rights of way (PROWs) impassable 

 

 In their supporting Access Statement (June 2012) the very reason the School gave for 
having erected extra stables (without planning permission) was: 

 

“The farmland has a number of public footpaths running through it and in the winter it is 

always difficult to keep the horses away from the gateways with a result that sometimes 

some of the footpaths become rather muddy. For this reason and for the welfare of the 

animals it was considered necessary to increase the number of stables.” 

 

 At Point 13 of the SEMP, under ‘Footpaths’, it is noted that footpaths crossing School 
land quickly become muddy in gateways, and it is claimed that: 
 

“There is active management of these routes taking place with crushed stone being 

placed in the particularly muddy locations such as gateways on the footpath routes. 

Where possible, horses will be fenced off the footpath using electric fences with handles 

attached where appropriate.” 

 On consultation, the Planning Liaison Officer of the Mendip Hills AONB Unit felt it likely 
that walkers would indeed be put off using the PROWs, so he advised that it always be 
the case that horses be fenced off from footpaths: 
 

“…in order not to deter footpath users.” (Letter to N Somerset, 10/09/12) 

It transpires that Sidcot School’s idea of where it was ‘possible’ to fence off footpaths was 

in just one site, i.e. along a very short section, some of which is in fact not a PROW at all, of a 

path that runs behind Combe House which appears to be for quad bike access; the path does 

then become a PROW as it continues in an easterly direction to the south of the field behind 

Newcombe House (see Plan October 2012). 

Crushed stone has been laid in only one location – at the entrance to Tom’s Field (left off the 

bend in Newcombe Lane beyond the Headmaster’s house). 

Elsewhere on Sidcot School’s land, members of the public attempting to use public 

footpaths are forced to negotiate muddy gateways and intimidating horses, and are often 

obliged to abandon their walk. 

 
As this is being written (mid-April) there has been a prolonged period of dry weather, but winter 

or summer, following spells of wet weather, these areas around gates are still muddy 

(presumably made worse by the stable staff simply dropping hay over the gates for feed). This 

is particularly noticeable: 
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a. at the entrance from Oakridge Lane to the PROW that follows the valley to the south of 
Newcombe House; furthermore, if a few walkers were to manage successfully to brave 
the attentions of the horses at the gate and reach this footpath they would not proceed 
much further as it is rutted by overuse of the School’s quad bike, making it unusable for 
walkers for much of the year  

b. at the eastern gate from Belgian Avenue Field through to Oakridge Lane, where crushed 
stone has not been placed, making this footpath, too, unusable for much of the year. 
Neither are walkers along this PROW protected from horses by electric fencing. The 
trees covered by TPOs are protected only by flimsy ribbon fences. 

 

So, despite the fact that this problem with mud was the very reason advanced by the 

School for the need to expand the stabling, the problem persists. 

2.1.3 How breaches of conditions have come to light 

 

Residents are daily confronted with varying levels of nuisance from the School’s activities 

around the stable area and along Oakridge Lane, ranging from minor – being forced to wait for 

5-10 mins whilst a horse box tries to negotiate the narrow entrance to the stable from the 

equally narrow Oakridge Lane – to major in having access to our homes completely blocked to 

emergency vehicles for hours on end by contractors working on Combe House. 

However, residents have not been in a position to report to NSC any breaches of condition 

relating to the Equestrian Centre previously for the simple reason that we were not made aware 

of the existence of conditions. It is only because of Sidcot School’s dogged persistence in 

lodging an Appeal following two rejections by North Somerset Council of their applications to 

build on Belgian Avenue Field that residents have begun to look further into the School’s history 

regarding planning matters 

 

Conclusions 

 Sidcot School carried out large-scale developments, including change of use to 
commercial, on a protected landscape without any planning permission, and only applied 
at all when they were forced to because N Somerset Council realised that they were in 
breach of conditions placed on the previous planning application (2007). 

 Sidcot School has failed to comply with a number of the conditions placed on this 
retrospective application (2012). 

 Can Sidcot School be relied upon, with any confidence then, to follow conditions that 
might be applied should the Appeal to build a 53-bed boarding house in Belgian Avenue 
Field be allowed – a huge development that will have far greater repercussions for local 
residents? 

 Sidcot School’s land management has been called into question, and the School has 
paid scant attention to the guidelines laid out in ‘Horses, the Landscape and You’ as they 
were advised. So can Sidcot School, be relied upon, with any confidence, to respect the 
root area of the ancient TPO’d beech trees that abut, and most probably also under-run, 
the foundations of such a development during its construction? 

 Can Sidcot School, with any confidence, be relied upon to respect the lives and habitats 
of the bats, or any other protected species that may be found, during the demolition of all 
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or part of Kidborough Cottage and Meadowside Cottage and the construction of such an 
enormous development? 

 Can Sidcot School be relied upon to adhere to and enforce any conditions: 
a. requiring School caretaking staff not to park on either Oakridge Lane or Fountain 

Lane or the junction of the two, and 
b. obliging any third-party contractors maintaining any such Boarding House and/or any 

out-of-term paying guests in the future to park in the Main School Car Park and not in 
Oakridge Lane or in the drive to the Boarding House itself? 

 

We, the residents of Oakridge and Sidcot, who are all too familiar with the many instances of 

Sidcot School’s thoughtless behaviour, have genuine and understandable concerns about all of 

the above. 

 
 

2.1.3.1 Neighbourhood Development Plan 

 

Finally, residents of Winscombe and Sandford are in the process of drawing up a NDP to cover 

the next 10–15 years to ensure that any development, whilst of course encouraging sustainable 

growth, meets local need and local planning priorities. 

 
It would be both constructive and neighbourly, as well as in the Quaker tradition under which 

Sidcot School vigorously claims to operate, if the School were to be completely transparent 

about its business plans for the next 10–15 years, and work with, not against, the local 

community so that the Parish of Winscombe and Sandford, which includes Oakridge and Sidcot, 

can accommodate the School’s plans for future business expansion. We might then all be able 

to move forward together – peaceably.  
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Appendix 5  OBJECTION to the Architectural Site Appraisal Report, published on 

behalf of the Applicant, Sidcot School 

Introduction 

This paper is an objection to Planning Application reference 14/P01206/F by a group of local residents1 on behalf 

of the wider Sidcot and Oakridge community. 

 

The current application, 14/P01206/F, is substantially the same as the one which was rejected in 2013 by the 

Local Planning Authority, the Parish Council and local residents.  It is materially the same as the 2013 application 

and relies on an assessment of 7 site options in the ASA (Architectural Site Appraisal Report) to conclude that the 

Belgian Avenue site is the only suitable site.  

We consider that the ASA is a flawed tool with which to make such a decision.  Some of our main concerns with 

it are: 

 he analysis is only verbal and makes no attempt to provide a transparent, quantified method of 
comparison. (See para. Error! Reference source not found.) 
 

 The criteria used were incomplete and did not include full planning considerations.  They also did not 
include consideration of residents’ views gathered by the School themselves. (See para.Error! Reference 
ource not found.) 

 

 Reliance on environmental factors, such as keeping outside the AONB, has overruled many other 
considerations.  

We recognise that impact on the AONB is important, but to avoid building within it cannot be an 

absolute requirement, as previously demonstrated by this applicant.  Observatory Fields, the 

Junior School, the main car park extension and the expansion of the commercial venture at the 

Equestrian centre have all been developed in recent years within the AONB, the latter two with 

only retrospective planning permission. 

The part of the AONB lying east of Oakridge Lane contains several large buildings belonging to the 

School as well as residential and other properties in various ownerships.  Views of the area, from 

the AONB, are defined by these buildings and would not be materially altered by another in that 

context.  

In his formal consultation reply to the previous application the NSC Landscape Officer stated:  

“Whilst I understand the reasoning behind developing outside the AONB, there are areas within 

the AONB that have already accommodated development and may be more suited for a building 

of this scale.”   

In their response to the School’s 2013 application to build on Site 6, the Mendip Hills AONB 

Partnership was concerned about the effect on the ‘dark skies’ policy that a brightly lit new building 

would have.  Belgian Avenue field is dark at night, whereas the main school campus and its 

overflow into the AONB (car parks and equestrian centre) are well lit at night so another 

development there would not mean loss of dark skies. 

                                                             
1 Contributors: B Burbidge, C Burbidge, M David, Dr J Haynes, M Haynes, Dr D Lister, T Stew. 
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How can development of Site 6, in a green field, be less environmentally damaging than one across 

the road, which just happens to be the boundary of the AONB, and is adjacent to a car park and 

surrounded by the clutter of the Equestrian centre and other School buildings? 

 There is an unfounded, and unsupported, assumption throughout the ASA that distant views of a new 
building are the major concern of the community. 

 

Recent School buildings, the Junior School and Arts Centre are attractive buildings of which the 

School is justly proud.  We recall that the Arts Centre was nominated for a RICS Regional award in 

2009.  Seeing an additional quality modern building from a distance amongst the School grouping 

would not be a problem.   

From a common sense point of view, travellers through the area, and walkers, will move from one 

place to another – therefore they would see the building at some point in their travels. 

Furthermore, we are unaware of any objections to seeing a new building from the distance.  In fact 

a resident who would see a building on site 4 or 5 has submitted a comment saying she does not 

mind this and would much prefer it to a siting on Belgian Avenue. 

The applicant’s Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment concentrates on the impact of the 

proposed new building.  For the above reasons, this is of marginal importance.  The skyline looking 

towards Sidcot already has the School as a main feature, a feature which is traditional and liked.  An 

additional building would add only marginally to this skyline impact. 

 Treatment of alternative sites 
 

The ASA conclusion ignores Site 7, despite positive assessments of it throughout. 

It is considered that the placement of the proposed building within some of the sites is such as to 

make the option as unattractive as possible.  See Error! Reference source not found. for examples.  

The ASA concludes, (§ 12.3), that there are several sites that would provide a ‘good solution’ but 

overrules its own conclusion through excessive reliance on particular environmental issues, as 

discussed above. 

Many of the objections on the NSC (North Somerset Council) Planning case page suggest that the ASA is 

unbalanced, incomplete and biased for various reasons including the above.  

In order to examine these suggestions, a group of local residents has carried out a formal objective analysis of the 

site options based on the ASA findings.  The method used in the ASA relies on a series of statements or assertions 

without any attempt to score the issues or to balance the sometimes conflicting criteria.  By applying a weighting 

factor to all criteria, we have been able to draw a balanced conclusion that is open to scrutiny.  

In an effort to be fair and balanced, our analysis has included all the criteria used in the ASA as well as a number 

of additional criteria, including some that reflect the grounds for refusal of the previous application for the 

Belgian Avenue site (13/P0038/F).  This analysis has demonstrated (see Error! Reference source not found.) that 

everal sites are acceptable overall and indeed should be preferred to the application site.  



 

 
 Page 42 of 61 

 

3. Objective Assessment 

The residents group has adopted a standard process (see Error! Reference source not found.) which is routinely 

sed in government procurement as well as for selecting competitive proposals for other major capital 

programmes.  The following aspects of the analysis were debated and agreed among the group who would be 

happy to debate them further with any interested party. 

 Scoring Criteria (0 to 5): used to evaluate the relative merits of each option for a single criterion. 

 Weighting Criteria (0 to 5): used to balance the relative importance of the criteria assessed. 

 The use of zero gives the opportunity to exclude unacceptable options or ignore irrelevant or superseded 
criteria.  Only one of the ASA criteria has been superseded by a broader one. 

 Evaluation Criteria.  The 11 criteria used in the ASA have all been used together with a further 8.  For details 
of the criteria, please see Error! Reference source not found..  
 

4. Discussion of the Analysis Process 

Our analysis differs from that of the applicant in a number of important respects. 

4.1 Design Maturity 

The first step in the standard process that we are using is to ensure that all design options are of equal maturity.  

Careful examination of the site options proposed suggests that they are not as well developed as Site 6.  For 

example, local objectors and councillors have consistently suggested that an option (referred to here as Site 1b), 

based on the incorporation of Wing House could be an attractive solution, mitigating many of the problems which 

weigh against Site 1 in the ASA and in this analysis.  Site 7 might be improved by realignment and the possible 

incorporation of Hawkstone.  Please refer to Error! Reference source not found.. 

4.2 Criteria Selection 

As part of our assessment we have added 8 additional criteria (denoted as LC for Local Concerns) as explained 

below (Error! Reference source not found.) to enable a more complete assessment of the site options. 

Table 1: Additional Assessment Criteria 

 

Ref Source Assessment Criteria Comment 

12 LC 1 
In keeping with rural landscape 

character and quality of the area? 

An important criterion which will be of critical 

importance to the planning decision 

13 LC 2 
In keeping with character and setting 

of nearby buildings? 

An important criterion which will be of critical 

importance to the planning decision 

14 LC 3 
Impact on protected trees (TPO) TPO trees require separate consideration to mature 

trees and garden 

15 LC 4 

Does the proposal reflect the views 

of the local community? 

The community views as reported by the applicant 

are unanimously against development on Belgian 

Avenue i.e. zero votes in support. 
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Ref Source Assessment Criteria Comment 

16 LC 5 
Impact on the local transport system 

(long term) 

This issue remains a serious concern for most local 

residents 

17 LC 6 

Impact on the local transport system 

(short term) 

While some delays and inconvenience will be 

tolerated, options which require significant 

restrictions in the fragile local road system are highly 

undesirable 

18 LC 7 
Impact on pupil safety This issue remains a serious concern for most local 

residents 

19 LC 8 

Proximity to any school car park This supersedes the reference to the main car park as 

the Art Centre car park provides a convenient 

alternative to the benefit of Sites 1,1b and 2 

 

  



 

 
 Page 44 of 61 

4.3 Weighting Factors 

The relative importance we have given to each of the assessment criteria is clear from our analysis, see Error! 

eference source not found..  The final result is insensitive to changes in individual weightings. 

 The criterion “Impact on the listed building” is considered to be relatively unimportant and is given a low 
weighting: all close views are from within the school triangle (bordered by Fountain Lane, Oakridge Lane 
and the A38) and more distant views are largely unaffected. 

 The criterion “Impact on distant views to the site” is considered to be relatively unimportant and is given a 
low weighting, as already discussed in paragraph Error! Reference source not found.. 

 The applicant sets great store by the school’s community involvement, but fails to take account of the 
unanimous opposition to the development of Belgian Avenue in the local community. 

 Criteria ref 12, 13 14 are very important as they may well determine the planning decision. 

4.4 Detailed Scoring Discussion 

Careful examination of the considerations around the site options proposed, reveals a tendency to overstate 

problems with some of the sites, and to understate those of Site 6, resulting in a bias in the ASA in favour of Site 

6.  In making our assessment we took the applicant’s analysis (ASA § 11) as a starting point and were broadly in 

agreement with it on a point by point basis.  The exceptions are listed below (Error! Reference source not found.) 

nd were debated fully before a consensus was reached. 

 

Table 2: Scoring of Assessment Criteria 

 

Ref Source Comment 

2 ASA2 

The ASA asserts that “Site 6 has reasonable access via the existing driveway…” In our 

opinion, this access point is undesirable because it feeds directly into the blind junction of 

Fountain Lane and Oakridge Lane 

3 ASA3 

We have given this criterion a weighting of zero as it is superseded by criterion 19 which 

considers all school car parks: the Arts Centre car park provides a convenient alternative to 

the benefit of options 1, 1b and 2. 

5 ASA5 

The ASA asserts that Site 6 would have the least impact on the AONB, whereas the 

Mendip Society has said “This planned development is on the boundary of the Mendip Hills 

AONB and would be likely to have a significant impact on the scenic qualities of the landscape, 

particularly in view of the fact that the existing surroundings have a strong rural ambience.” 

(Mendip Society response to original application 9 January 2013).  We have reduced the score 

for site 6 on this basis. 

8 ASA8 
We have assessed Site 1 as unacceptable in recognition of the comments in the ASA about the 

surface water attenuation system. 

10 ASA10 

The ASA states that “Site 6 is visible from Belgian Avenue and from angled views along 

both adjoining lanes.”  In our opinion, Site 6 is seriously damaging to these local views, 

bordering on unacceptable 
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Ref Source Comment 

11 ASA11 

The ASA asserts that “Site 1 would have significant visual impact on neighbouring 

properties to the south, approximately 10m away, and properties located on the 

opposite side of the A38, approximately 30m away.  However, this overlooks the fact that 

the houses south of Site 1 are protected by trees and a high wall.  Houses north west of Site 1 

or 1b are separated by the A38 cutting and trees on the NW side. 

 

 

5. Results of the Analysis 

Our analysis has enabled us to consider the result for the criteria used in the ASA alone separately from the result 

for our extended list of criteria (see Error! Reference source not found.).  Site 7 is clearly a preferred option, 

aving the highest score in both the weighted and raw totals for both criteria sets, but it is not even mentioned in 

the conclusions of the ASA.  

Sites 1b, 4 and 5 all also have merit, with both raw and weighted scores being similar.  Their rankings do vary 

between the full and partial analyses, with Site 4 achieving equal first in the full analysis. 

Sites 1, 2, 3 and 6 could be deemed unsuitable because of their low scores relative to Site 7.  In any event Site 1 

may be discounted because of the impact and risk associated with the underground surface water attenuation 

system.  Sites 2 and 6 are found to be unacceptable on two grounds each, including that they are not In keeping 

with rural landscape character and quality of the area, a critically important planning criterion. 

The final result is insensitive to changes in individual weightings.  Changes to individual weighting factors or 

scores do not alter the result that the 8 sites fall into two distinct groups. 

 

Table 3: Overall Results for the 8 Sites Considered 

 

Site Option 1 1b 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Garden 

Space 

SW of 

Wing 

House 

Garden 

Space 

adjacent 

Wing 

House 

Garden 

Space 

along 

Fountain 

Lane 

Garden 

Space 

adjoining 

Coombe 

House 

Open field W 

of 

Newcombe 

House 

Open field N 

of 

Newcombe 

House 

Application 

site -Belgian 

Avenue 

Field 

Existing 

Main 

Car Park 

Ranking (Criteria 1 - 11 Only) 6 2 7 8 3 4 5 1 

Ranking (Criteria 1 - 19) 5 3 6 7 1= 4 8 1= 

 

6. Conclusions  

A quantitative assessment has been carried out by a number of Sidcot and Oakridge residents, based on standard 

practice in government procurement and elsewhere.  Our assessment criteria were based on those in the ASA put 
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forward by the applicant, but extended to include important issues not considered in the ASA.  Our scoring and 

weighting factors were all developed by consensus as a group in order to demonstrate a balanced analysis of all 

the relevant criteria.  Our actual scores were also based on consensus and differ from those implied in the ASA 

only where we can justify those differences. 

It is clear that, whether we consider the limited criteria of the ASA or the more balanced extended list 

developed here, sites 1b, 4, 5 and 7 are all suitable and even preferable as potential sites for the new boarding 

house needed by the school. 

Site 6 is unacceptable on at least 4 planning grounds given in the decision notice dated 28th May 2013.  In our 

view, this new application has done very little to mitigate those objections. 

Site 1b has been proposed as a more viable alternative to Site 1.  Our analysis demonstrates that it merits serious 

consideration by the applicant, together with sites 4, 5 and 7. 

We are not party to all the details of each site and the optimum design for each so we do not claim that the work 

shown here is a definitive assessment of the best site, simply it shows that a number of other suitable sites are 

available and are worthy of detailed consideration by the applicant.  
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1 1b 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 1b 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 ASA 1
Provision of adequate boarding 

accommodation
5 1 5 5 1 5 5 5 5 5 25 25 5 25 25 25 25

2 ASA 2 Suitable access 5 2 3 2 2 5 5 2 5 10 15 10 10 25 25 10 25

3 ASA 3 Proximity to main car park (see No 19) 0 2 2 2 3 5 5 4 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4 ASA 4 Impact on mature trees and garden 2 2 2 2 3 4 4 2 5 4 4 4 6 8 8 4 10

5 ASA 5 Impact on the AONB 4 5 5 4 2 2 2 3 3 20 20 16 8 8 8 12 12

6 ASA 6 Impact on the listed building 1 2 2 2 5 5 5 5 5 2 2 2 5 5 5 5 5

7 ASA 7 Impact on (of) site topography 2 1 1 4 4 2 2 4 5 2 2 8 8 4 4 8 10

8 ASA 8 Impact on existing site infrastructure etc 2 0 3 2 2 5 5 4 3 0 6 4 4 10 10 8 6

9 ASA 9 Impact on distant views to the site 1 3 3 2 2 3 2 4 3 3 3 2 2 3 2 4 3

10 ASA 10 Impact on local views 4 4 4 1 1 3 2 1 3 16 16 4 4 12 8 4 12

11 ASA 11 Impact on neighbouring properties 4 4 5 0 1 3 3 4 3 16 20 0 4 12 12 16 12

Subtotals 26 35 26 26 42 40 38 45 78 113 75 56 112 107 96 120

12 LC 1
In keeping with rural landscape 

character and quality of the area?
5 5 4 0 3 4 2 0 3 25 20 0 15 20 10 0 15

13 LC 2
In keeping with character and setting of 

nearby buildings?
5 4 4 2 2 3 3 1 3 20 20 10 10 15 15 5 15

14 LC 3 Impact on protected trees (TPO) 4 5 2 5 5 5 5 0 5 20 8 20 20 20 20 0 20

15 LC 4
Does the proposal reflect the views of 

the local community
4 4 3 2 1 5 4 1 3 16 12 8 4 20 16 4 12

16 LC 5
Impact on the local transport system 

(long term)
5 4 4 4 3 4 4 2 4 20 20 20 15 20 20 10 20

17 LC 6
Impact on the local transport system 

(short term)
4 4 4 4 2 4 4 1 4 16 16 16 8 16 16 4 16

18 LC 7 Impact on pupil safety 5 5 5 5 2 3 3 1 4 25 25 25 10 15 15 5 20

19 LC 8 Proximity to any school car park 3 4 4 4 3 5 5 4 5 12 12 12 9 15 15 12 15

Totals 61 65 52 47 75 70 48 76 Totals 232 246 186 147 253 234 136 253

0 Ranking (Criteria 1 - 11 Only) 6 2 7 8 3 4 5 1

Ranking (Criteria 1 - 19) 5 3 6 7 1= 4 8 1=

Site Option

(Raw scores)

Site Option

(Weighted Scores)Source

Nb for adverse factors, a high score = low risk of the outcome.

Highlighted fields indicate that the option 

should be excluded as unacceptable

Weighting 

Factor
Ref

Assessment

Criteria

Appendix A Analysis Results 
 

Table 4: Full Analysis Results 
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Appendix B Objective Analysis Methods 
 
The process outlined below is routinely used in government procurement as well as for selecting 

competitive proposals for other major capital programmes.  While it may be adapted to suit 

individual projects, in order to minimise prejudice it is essential to determine the assessment criteria 

and their weighting before agreeing individual scores. 

 

1. Develop the design options to an equal level of maturity. 
2. Agree scoring criteria 
3. Agree weighting criteria 
4. Agree evaluation parameters 
5. Agree weighting factors to be used 
6. Agree scores for each option 
7. Calculate weighted scores 
8. Carry out a validation check: have one or two values unduly influenced the outcome? 
 

 
Table 5: Scoring Criteria 

 

Score Criteria 

5 Optimal solution, highly desirable 

4 Satisfactory solution, desirable 

3 Neutral 

2 Unsatisfactory solution, undesirable 

1 Highly undesirable solution, not sufficient to warrant rejection of the option 

0 Unacceptable solution: will cause the design option to be rejected. 

 
 

Table 6: Weighting Criteria 

 

Score Criteria 

5 Most significant impact on the choice of a design option 

4 Significant impact on the choice of a design option 
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3 Neutral 

2 Some impact on the choice of a design option 

1 Minimal impact on the choice of a design option 

0 Parameter is not relevant to the selection of a design option 
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Appendix C Assessment Criteria 
 
Table 7: Assessment Criteria with Weighting Factors 

 

Ref. Source Criteria Weighting 

1 ASA 1 Provision of adequate boarding accommodation 5 

2 ASA 2 Suitable access 5 

3 ASA 3 Proximity to main car park (see No 19) 0 

4 ASA 4 Impact (visual) on mature trees and garden 2 

5 ASA 5 Impact (visual) on the AONB 4 

6 ASA 6 Impact (visual) on the listed building 1 

7 ASA 7 Impact on (of) site topography 2 

8 ASA 8 Impact on existing site infrastructure etc. 2 

9 ASA 9 Impact (visual) on distant views to the site 1 

10 ASA 10 Impact on local views 4 

11 ASA 11 Impact (visual) on neighbouring properties 4 

    

12 LC 1 In keeping with rural landscape character and quality of the area? 5 

13 LC 2 In keeping with character and setting of nearby buildings? 5 

14 LC 3 Impact on protected trees (TPO) 4 

15 LC 4 Does the proposal reflect the views of the local community? 4 

16 LC 5 Impact on the local transport system (long term) 5 

17 LC 6 Impact on the local transport system (short term) 4 

18 LC 7 Impact on pupil safety and security 5 
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19 LC 8 Proximity to any school car park 3 

 
 
Notes.  

1. Ref ASA x are the criteria used in the ASA (Architectural Site Assessment) published 
on behalf of the applicant (see paragraph 11 of the ASA). 

2. Ref LC x are additional evaluation criteria considered significant by local residents 
3. Criterion ASA 3 is superseded by criterion LC 8, the Arts Centre car park is 

convenient for sites 1 or 1b.  
4. Discussions in para. 11.7 of the ASA clearly concern the impact of local topography 

on the site options. 
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Appendix D Comments on Some of the Site Options 
 

Careful examination of the alternative site proposals suggests that they are not all as well developed 

as Site 6 and that they have not been subjected to the same degree of critical scrutiny as other sites, 

making Site 6 seem more appealing for development.   

 

D.1 Site 1b: Adjacent to Wing House 
 
In our opinion, Site 1 appears to have been chosen to maximise the difficulties of the site.  Moving 

the building north-east and integrating it with Wing House should mitigate many of the concerns in 

the option considered in the ASA. 

 

 The boarding house can be accommodated as a continuous structure. 

 While one mature tree will be sacrificed, the site is close to only one protected tree to the 
north-west which will be significantly easier to manage than those on Site 6. 

 The internal access road may only need slight realignment. 

 There will be no requirement to move the surface water management system. 

 There is far better access for construction 

 The option provides further scope for expanding the sixth form facilities by incorporating the 
existing accommodation block at Wing House. 

 The height of the Arts Centre and School Main Building will provide a sympathetic context 
for a three storey design. 

 Neighbours on the far side of the A38 are well screened by trees and the road cutting. 
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House
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Figure 1: Sketch of a Possible Variant on Site Option 1.   

This approach, option 1b, appears to offer many advantages both to the project and in planning terms over the 

baseline of Site 1. 

 

D.2 Site 7: In Main Car Park 
 
In our view this option has not been optimised.  There would appear to be a number of 

opportunities. 

 Rotate 90° Clockwise to present gable ends to Oakridge Lane and the neighbouring property. 

 Create a separate entry to the re-sited car park between the new building and the 
equestrian centre allowing single-way traffic circulation.  This could also improve access to 
the equestrian centre and to Newcombe House. 

 Create a safe off-street bus parking bay, eliminating the obstructions regularly caused in 
Oakridge Lane and making bus use safer for students, and summer school visitors.  The use 
of a reinforced grass system and landscaping shrubs for example would enhance the visual 
impact of the design. 

 

 

Figure 2: Sketch of a Possible Variant on Site Option 7.   

There appear to be opportunities to enhance the highest ranked option by optimising the site layout and 

improving access to Newcombe House and the Equestrian Centre. 
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Appendix 6  Local Green Space 

The NSC Local Development Framework, Evidence Paper Local Green Space 

describes as follows the features that characterise Local Green Space. We believe 

that Belgian Avenue Field meets these criteria (please see also Appendix 7) and the 

Project Office has indicated that they ’consider that Belgian Avenue field is a strong 

potential contender for being included on the list, having regard to the criteria in the 

National Planning Policy Framework’. 

The conditions identified are: 

2.0 Interpretation of Local Green Space within North Somerset 
 
2.1 The intention of the LGS designation is to ensure the long-term protection of 
valued green paces which are of particular importance to local communities. This 
designation will not be appropriate for most spaces, with the criteria in NPPF 
paragraph 77 being used to assess their suitability. As the NPPF is national 
guidance, the language is general and further clarification is required to guide its 
interpretation for the North Somerset context. 
 
2.2 A particular local significance: 
Sites need to demonstrate their local significance in terms of the range of factors 
identified in NPPF paragraph 77: 
 
1. Beauty: This relates to the visual attractiveness of the site, and its contribution to 
townscape, landscape, character and/or setting of the settlement, which would 
normally be expected to be significant. LGS will typically contribute to local identity 
and character of the area and a sense of place. 
 
2. Historical significance: The site or elements of the site may have a local historical 
significance. Perhaps they reflect an archaeological site or other historical feature, or 
provide the setting to a listed building or scheduled monument. 
 
3. Recreational value: A LGS site would normally be more than just an informal play 
area or grassed pitches. It would need to demonstrate the local significance of its 
recreational value, perhaps in terms of the variety of activities it supports and 
therefore its value to the community. Formal recreational facilities such as bowling 
greens, grass tennis courts, golf courses, playing fields, grass play areas and 
allotments would not on their own be necessarily enough to meet the criteria, 
although they may be included where they are either part of a wider green space or 
have a particular local significance. Similarly the existence of a right of way across 
farmland for example would not in itself be demonstration of significant recreational 
value. 

 
4. Tranquillity: Green spaces may also provide value to the local community in terms 
of 
providing an oasis of calm perhaps in a busy town, or a space for quiet reflection. 
 
5. Richness of wildlife: A LGS may be of particular local significance because of its 
importance for wildlife, which will normally require some objective evidence such as 
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a designation, like a Wildlife Site or Local Nature Reserve. This evidence will be 
particularly important where wildlife is the only or main factor underpinning LGS 
designation. 
 
2.3 Sites will need to demonstrate that they are of particular local significance for at 
least one of the above factors. 
 
2.4 Local in character and not an extensive tract of land: 
The areas would normally be fairly self-contained with clearly defined edges. As they 
are green spaces of particular local importance they would normally be expected to 
be larger than 0.2ha in size, but this does not rule out smaller spaces where they are 
clearly shown to be demonstrably special in terms of the criteria. 
 
    __________________ 
 

The letters of application for sites to be considered have not been published, but the 

following are examples of what has been submitted by residents in connection with 

Belgian Avenue Field: 

1  From Melanie David BVSc MRCVS 

 I should like to propose that the field known as Belgian Avenue field in Sidcot is 

designated a Local Green Space.  This field is situated south of Fountain lane and 

west of Oakridge Lane. I believe it fulfils the criteria for a Local Green Space for the 

following reasons:- 

 It is in close proximity to the community it serves – that of Sidcot and 

Oakridge. 

 It contains an avenue of beech trees of historical significance because they 

were planted to commemorate the fact that the Sidcot Quaker community 

sheltered Belgian refugees during the First World War. 

 It is crossed by a public footpath which provides access to the West Mendip 

Way and the Mendip Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 

 It is rich in wildlife 

 It is bounded by ancient hedgerow on the Fountain Lane side 

 It is in itself a tranquil meadow providing a beautiful view of the Mendip Hills  

 It is local in character and not a huge tract of land. 

 It is much loved by the local community and is the only space in the hamlet 

that may be considered equivalent to a village green. 

    _______________ 
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2  From J Greenway, DCR (R) DipHE 

Suggestion of Belgian Avenue Field (BS25 1LS) as a possible 

Local Green Space 

Belgian Avenue Field is of particular importance to the local community of Oakridge, 

Sidcot and Winscombe for a number of reasons that would seem to fit with the 

objectives of North Somerset’s Sites and Policies Plan above: 

 The cherished field contains a public right of way which is flanked by an 
avenue of beech trees that were gifted at the end of WWI by Belgian refugees 
as a ‘thank you’ for the hospitality and protection they received from local 
people. The veteran trees are protected by tree preservation orders. 

 The tranquillity of the site, so close to the A38 yet such a haven of peace, is 
much appreciated by local people. The PROW through the field enables a 
delightful and safe means of access to and from Winscombe for local people, 
as well as for tourists and visitors wishing to continue on up to the West 
Mendip Way and the AONB, by avoiding the traffic along Fountain Lane, 
which is narrow, has no pavements, and is extremely busy in School ‘rush 
hours’. 

 Belgian Avenue Field is of significant environmental importance: the field is 
bounded by ancient hedgerows and old stone walls that afford a green 
corridor for wildlife up towards the AONB; the beech trees and two old 
cottages provide roosting sites for bats; the grassland, having been 
unimproved for years, is a haven for wild flowers and insects; these insects 
are an invaluable food source for migrating summer visitors such as swallows 
and house martins that may well have been returning to their nest sites (the 
former in the nearby stable blocks and the latter under the eaves of adjacent 
houses) for decades, and whose numbers are declining, so their food source 
merits particular protection.  

 Belgian Avenue Field is local in ‘character and not an extensive tract of land’; 
though owned by a school, it is neither a playing field nor part of their 
residential gardens, but used for grazing – primarily horses, but occasionally 
other livestock.  

I do hope the Council will give this nomination their serious consideration. 

    _____________ 
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3 From David Lister
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Appendix 7  A corner of old Somerset – Sidcot and Oakridge 

Taken, with acknowledgement, from The Mendip Society Newsletter Issue No 142 – 

December 2014.  

 

Sidcot and Oakridge are the hamlets which lie to the east of the A38 from 

Winscombe village. They are outside the Settlement Boundary and have been 

vigorously protected from development by the Winscombe and Sandford Parish 

Council for at least the last 50 years. Most of the associated landscape is designated 

as Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB).  

Sidcot, ‘the cottage by the hill’, comprised the Sidcot School and about 5 houses 

until the early part of the twentieth century. The oldest house is Harbury or Hartbury 

Batch which dates from 1718 being the original Quaker Meeting House. A single 

room was built on the back of the house eventually to become a schoolroom for 

about 10 children of Quaker families. It has to be remembered that the children of 

Quakers or Friends were not allowed to attend the Church schools which 

predominated at that time or become members of the professions. This probably 

explains why the Cadburys and Frys had to make their money from confectionery, 

the Carwardines from teas and coffees and the Clarks and Morlands from skins, 

hides and leather. It should be no surprise to discover that the Meeting which tended 

to be close and inward looking for good historical reasons played little part in village 

life. The same is largely true for Sidcot School which was founded in 1808 but, after 

a slow start had grown by the mid 19th century to about 60 or more boarders and 

employing  local people as domestic and outside workers.  

Four other houses were recorded for the later 18th century; Combe Cottages, a 

predecessor of the present Combe House (built about 1862), Sidcot Farm and a 

property known as Kidbury, later Kidborough Cottage, with the adjacent 

Meadowside. Later in the mid 19th century Rose Cottage and the present Combe 

House were built either by the School or by members of the Meeting. Oakridge 

House was the other significant property in these hamlets. The only developments 

since that time have been in Oakridge (1930s and 1960s). Associated with Kidbury is 

a field of about 3 acres, originally also named Kidbury but now known as Belgian 

Avenue Field. The house and field are situated on the corner between, on the North 
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side, Fountain Lane and Oakridge Lane on the East. Fountain Lane is a narrow 

ancient country lane described in Quaker papers of 1690 as ‘the way that leadeth 

from Sidcott to Woodburrow’.  

Sidcott Lane later became known as Gasworks Lane, because of the location of the 

School’s gas works, and finally Fountain Lane to recognise the arrival of the 

domestic water fountain erected in 1859 or thereabouts by George Thomas a ‘rich 

and eminent and philanthropic Friend of Bristol’. Fountain Lane is still an ancient, 

narrow road bounded by ancient hedges on the South side. This hedge is evident in 

a painting by Edward Theodore Compton of 1908 (kept by Sidcot School) and there 

is no reason to believe that it had not been there for generations before this.  

 Belgian Avenue Field is overlooked by all the old properties which form part of the 

landscape. Although for some reason it was not included in the original designated 

AONB it enjoys a measure of protection as a quasi  part of the AONB since it is 

looked on from, and looks out on to the AONB proper. An application has been made 

to have it considered as Green Space on account of its ancient and more modern 

arboricultural history as well as its contribution to the adjoining typical Somerset 

countryside which is of considerable touristic value. 

The ownership of Kidbury is of appreciable social historical value. The land around 

the School and Meeting House was owned between the late 19th century and the 

1940s, almost exclusively by female members of the Meeting notably Mary Anne 

Clark, the Misses Brockbank, Mary Gower Thompson and later Hannah Margaret 

Tregelles, many of them being buried in the Meeting House Burial Ground. The 

transfer of property (often involving numerous conveyances between female 

members of the Quaker families) is interesting and one is inclined to consider it to be 

a form either of dowry for daughters or capital for them in case of emergency.  

Over time the School began to purchase a limited amount of land more closely 

associated with the main site. But it was not until 1946 when the Combe House 

estate was split, which at that time belonged to the family of Group Captain Glaisher, 

Commander of RAF Locking who died in 1945, that the School somewhat reluctantly 

bought Kidbury/ Belgian Avenue Field. 
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The field, a typical Somerset permanent grass pasture, has been used since ancient 

times as a track to the Mendips, the drove roads and thence to the national network 

of tracks and byways and it now contains a long recognised Public Footpath enjoyed 

by locals, walkers and the many tourists to the area. The late Professor Mick Aston 

recorded a few fragments of Anglo Saxon pottery in the Eastern part of the field 

which, he conceded, might be stray finds but he also stated in a recent report to 

Sidcot School that he considered that the area would have formerly contained a 

medieval farmstead site probably close to the cottages. The path is bordered by a 

historic Beech Avenue, Belgian Avenue, which was planted on land owned then by 

Hannah Margaret Tregelles, as a thank offering after the First World War by Belgian 

refugees who had been housed by Sidcot residents for the duration. All the trees are 

subject to TPOs, but they are at appreciable risk because of the limited soil depth 

(20-50cm) overlying the rock of the Mendip Hills (Dolomitic Conglomerate 

approximately 100m thick), which is exposed at intervals across the site. Combined 

with the gradient of the sheet of rock below the soil surface, the limited soil depth will 

be expected to drain easily, causing potential stress to vegetation, especially larger 

trees which do not rely on taproots for their nourishment. A commonly observed 

feature of dry summers is that the Beeches of Belgian Avenue prematurely colour 

and shed leaves, indicating stress. After a particularly prolonged dry summer in the 

late 1970s about six of the trees died. These have since been replaced by the 

School, the Parish Council and residents.   

The environment of Fountain/ Oakridge Lane, is outstandingly beautiful, due to its 

tree cover, mature/character houses, topography, outlook and its peaceful and 

unspoilt nature. Belgian Avenue Field is a critical break and block to the urbanisation 

of Sidcot and Oakridge.  

In 2013, Sidcot School made an application to build a 54 bedroom Boarding house in 

the corner of the field.  The Parish and District Councils and local Community were 

united in their view that the Belgian Avenue Field and its Avenue of Beech trees 

were too precious to the Community to be threatened by modern building 

development. 

Sidcot School recently renewed its application but for a 53 bedroom Boarding 

House, in the same place. This was again rejected by the Winscombe and Sandford 
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Parish Council and, with a substantial majority, by the North Somerset Council. The 

messages of local people posted during this period on the North Somerset Council’s 

website in defence of leaving the field and Avenue in their current, unspoilt state are 

testament to the level of affection felt for this beautiful small corner of our County. 

Information extracted from the following publications was used in the preparation of 
this note: 

V.Leimdorfer, 1993, Quakers at Sidcot. ISBN:97809485789841 

Francis M. Knight. A history of Sidcot School: a hundred years of West country 
education 1808-1908. J.M. Dent 1980 

Somerset Vernacular Buildings Research Group 2014. Traditional Buildings in the 

Parish of Winscombe and Sandford ISBN: 97890952382478 

Christine Gladwin. A history of Combe House. Private publication 

Orion Charles Caple. Reminiscences. Private publication  

 

 

 

 

 

 


