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Longfield 2012

From: Longfield 2012 <longfield2012@gmail.com>
Sent: 28 August 2013 08:22
To: Longfield2012@gmail.com
Subject: Open letter to the Governors of Sidcot School

Dear Governor, 

Sidcot School’s planning application for an all-weather hockey pitch 

We understand that the School’s advisers are considering the next steps for the proposal to build an all-weather 
hockey pitch and rugby training area on Longfield.  We therefore think that, as the new school year approaches, it is 
important to explain why many in the village are strongly opposed to the proposal in its present form. We write as 
near neighbours, but on behalf of the writers of over 125 letters of objection from all over the village (a careful count; 
where a person has sent in more than one letter, we count only the first). 

Whatever view you take, we think that you should at least be aware of the considerable local hostility towards 
the School in a significant number of submissions to the planning web site about the application, not least because of 
the apparent contradiction between the School’s founding principles, including the Quaker emphasis on being good 
neighbours and protecting the environment, and the considerable ill-effects which the development would have on the 
wider village.  

            This letter is a summary of material we have put on the Winscombe and Sandford website 
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/sidcot.html. Our starting point is one of support for the idea of improved 
sporting facilities for the School and the village.  Our argument is that the development is in the wrong place. 

            The attached summary document is a brief resume of the main arguments against the proposal in its current 
form.  We particularly ask you to read paras 3-7, which set out its main ill-effects.  For those and other reasons, the 
Parish Council recommended that the application be rejected. 

            It need not be this way. The second attached document sets out an alternative proposal which addresses the 
core problems of the present application. It suggests locating the hockey pitch on the School’s main site, with a 
separate, community-owned and financed training facility on the War Memorial Recreation ground. In particular, we 
ask you to read para. 16, which sets out the ways in which a hockey pitch on the main site would be of much higher 
quality than is possible on Longfield – bluntly, the development on Longfield would be a poor relation of other 
nearby facilities.  

            We have canvassed opinion among people who wrote letters of objection to the School’s proposal, asking 
whether they would (1) support our proposed alternative, or (2) not object, or (3) oppose it.  The replies so far are all 
in the first two categories with none in the third, suggesting that an application along those lines would command 
much wider acceptance than the present one.  

            The maps and computer-generated before-and-after pictures (see link below) give an impression of the extent 
to which the Longfield site is a misfit. 

            We write to express the hope that the School will withdraw the application in its present form to allow proper 
consideration of other options which offer a better balance between the School’s educational needs, the School’s 
business plan, and wider community objectives including improved sporting facilities, but also safety in and around 
the village, the quiet enjoyment of one’s home, and the protection and enhancement of the Mendip Hills 
AONB.  Rather than antagonism, we would greatly prefer to offer support and friendship (in some cases going back 
50 years) for such a venture. 

            We are happy to provide any additional information that you would find useful.   

Yours sincerely, on behalf of the wider Longfield group 

Mr and Mrs George Berry 
Mr and Mrs Kevin Joyce 
Mr and Mrs Denys Cutmore 
Professor and Mrs Nicholas Barr 

Contact: Longfield2012@gmail.com  

Attachments 

Summary document 
Alternative proposal 
Pictures are on http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcotgovernorspics.pdf 
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Planning Application 12/P/2264/F, Longfield, Winscombe 

Summary of the arguments 
George & Gwen Berry, Kevin & Tina Joyce, Denys & Beth Cutmore and Nicholas & Gill Barr 

 
1. This note is a summary in everyday English of the planning objections to the proposal 
for an all-weather hockey pitch on Longfield; a one-page appendix at the end lists the 
objections in more technical planning terms.  Our detailed submissions, including this note, 
are on the village web site http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/sidcot.html.  We have 
taken legal advice, which confirms the arguments. 

2. THE STARTING POINT. 

• Improved sporting facilities for Sidcot School and the village are a good idea; 
• The proposal is the right idea in the wrong place. 

 
1 What’s wrong with the proposal in the planning application? 
3. Longfield is the wrong site for three fundamental reasons. 

• The access road is inadequate; 
• The site is too small; and  
• The site is too close to the Mendips AONB. 

4. AN INADEQUATE ACCESS ROAD creates problems of traffic and pedestrian safety (for 
detailed arguments see our document on Highways and Transport on the village web site). 

• Floodlights allow longer use each day and an all-weather pitch more use on more days 
of the year.  So the development would lead to more traffic at more times of day on 
more days of the week on a residential access road which is single track, poorly lit, 
and mostly without pavement, making an existing pedestrian safety concern worse. 

• An earlier cutoff time would not help. Floodlights mean extra traffic after dark, 
particularly between the end of school and the end of scouts (sunset is by 5pm for the 
whole of November, December and January).  

5. A SITE THAT IS TOO SMALL. As a result, the pitch has to be squeezed between 
surrounding houses, a raw water main, a flood drainage ditch and protected trees, creating 
inescapable problems (for detailed arguments see our documents on Noise and on Visual 
impact on the village web site). 

• Noise: because the pitches come close to surrounding houses, the application includes 
two long, 3-metre high acoustic fences.  Even so, noise levels in the evening would 
exceed WHO recommendations. In addition, the fences would have a detrimental 
effect on amenity.   

• Lighting columns: the six additional 15-metre floodlight columns would be visible 
throughout the year to surrounding neighbours, from other parts of the village and 
from the AONB. 

• Intensity and frequency of light spillage: the development would lead to more 
floodlights being on for more hours on more days of the week, with implications for 
light pollution and wild life. 

• Amenity: noise and visual impact would harm amenity, including the loss of open 
green space, not just for near neighbours but for the wider community. 

 

http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/sidcot.html
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Highways%20and%20transport%20130518.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeynoise2.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeyvisual.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeyvisual.pdf
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6. TOO CLOSE TO THE  MENDIPS AONB.  Many people live in Winscombe because of the 
beautiful surroundings.  The boundary of the AONB is within 200 metres of the development 
site on its south and west sides and 400 metres on the other sides. The development would 
damage views both towards the AONB (see the computer-generated before-and-after pictures 
of the view from the A38 towards St James’s Church in our document on Visual impact) and 
from the AONB.  The legal requirement is that planning consents should ‘conserve or 
enhance’ the natural beauty of the landscape. 
 
7. WHO ARE THE OBJECTORS?  These ill-effects fall mainly on the village, so it is not 
surprising that the objections have a strong centre of gravity in the village. 

• A careful count in late January showed 136 separate letters of objection, of which 129 
(that is 95%) were from people living in the village.  In contrast, nearly three quarters 
of the letters of support came from outside the village. 

• This is not simply a vocal minority.  The letters of objection come from all over the 
village, from people of all ages, and from people involved in rugby, football, tennis, 
Cubs, and the nursery school. Thus the Parish Council recommended rejection.   

The National Planning Policy Framework (paras 66 and 69) requires planners to give 
considerable weight to local opinion. 
 
2  What next? 

8. Bath and North East Somerset Council gave Monkton School permission 
(application  08/03573/FUL) to build a pitch without floodlights on their main campus even 
though the land is within an AONB.  Monkton School clearly thought this arrangement was 
worthwhile, confirming our argument that floodlights are not essential for educational 
purposes.  
 
9. AN ALTERNATIVE PROPOSAL (see Alternative proposal, on the village web site), 
especially the tick boxes.  

• We have submitted a proposal with two elements: an all-weather pitch without lights 
on the Sidcot School main site (a hockey pitch is about 2 acres, the School has 120 
acres) and, separately, a training area on the Recreation Ground. 

• That approach 

• Has clear planning precedents, both Monkton School and more local ones; 
• Supports the School’s educational purpose better than the current site; 
• Improves sporting facilities in the village; 
• And complies with the Parish Plan – not just the parts about sport but also 

the parts about green space, road safety, amenity, etc.  

Planning is a balancing exercise between benefits and ill-effects. That balance is considerably 
better in the alternative proposal than in Sidcot School’s current proposal. 
 
10. It is right to support schools, but not at any cost. For these reasons, we are urging 
North Somerset Council to reject the current planning application so that we can all focus our 
energy on a better alternative. 
  
Further information from Longfield2012@gmail.com 
  

http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeyvisual.pdf
http://idox.bathnes.gov.uk/WAM/doc/Decision-271479.pdf?extension=.pdf&id=271479&location=VOLUME2&contentType=application/pdf&pageCount=1&appid=1001
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeytwinsite.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandfordpc.org.uk/parishplanreport.pdf
mailto:Longfield2012@gmail.com
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Appendix: Planning problems with application 12/P/2264/F  

This summary of the planning problems of the current proposal is based on our various 
documents on the village web site, http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/sidcot.html.   

The access road is inadequate: as a result, the development would:  

• Extend existing problems of access and parking, currently mainly on Sunday 
mornings, throughout the week (see our Main document, paras 9-16).  

• Create more frequent heavy traffic on weekdays and after dark, with conflicting 
traffic into and out of Longfield if sessions are back-to-back (see document 
on Highways and Transport), contrary to policies T/10 of the North Somerset 
Replacement Local Plan and CS10 of the Core Strategy.  

• Aggravate existing pedestrian safety concerns, particularly for children, 
particularly after dark (see Highways and Transport). Improved parking makes the 
problems of traffic and road safety worse, contrary to policy CS27 of the Core 
Strategy and the requirement for safe and convenient access, and policies GDP/3 and 
CF/3 of the North Somerset Replacement Local Plan.  

The site is too small: as a result, the development would: 

• Increase both the intensity of noise and its frequency and duration  (see document 
on Noise on the village web site), contrary to policy CS3 of the Core Strategy.  

• Lead to more floodlights for more hours on more days of the week, with 
implications for light pollution, and wild life, affecting more people over a wide area  
(see Visual impact), contrary to policies CS3 and CS4 of the Core Strategy.  

• Create a loss of green infrastructure through permanent loss of 2 acres of open 
green space for informal sports activities (Main document paras 38-39), contrary to 
policy CS9 of the Core Strategy. 

• Damage amenity for the neighbourhood (see Main document paras 40-42 and Visual 
impact) in ways that are contrary to  policies CS12 and CS27 of the Core Strategy and 
policies GDP/3 and CF/3 of the North Somerset Replacement Local Plan.  

The site is too close to the Mendips AONB: as a result, the development would: 

• Damage views from and to the Mendip Hills AONB (Main document, paras 45-51), 
contrary to policies CS4 and CS5 of the Core Strategy, and policy GDP/3 of the North 
Somerset Replacement Local Plan and to the National Planning Policy Framework 
2012 and the Mendip Hills AONB Management Plan, 2009 -2014. Section 85 of the 
Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 imposes a duty on local authorities to have 
regard to the purpose of ‘conserving and enhancing’ the natural beauty of the area of 
outstanding natural beauty. 

Other planning problems include: 

• Increased flood risk (Main document, paras 36-37), contrary to policy CS3 of the 
Core Strategy. 

• Risks to biodiversity (Main document, para. 43), without taking account of the 
requirement for an impact assessment in policy CS4 of the Core Strategy. 

• The conditions for community access are ‘almost entirely toothless and could not 
be enforced so as to permanently secure use of the facility by local groups and 
primary schools’ (our legal advice). 

http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/sidcot.html
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeytechnical.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Highways%20and%20transport%20130518.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Highways%20and%20transport%20130518.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeynoise2.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeyvisual.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeytechnical.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeytechnical.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeyvisual.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeyvisual.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeytechnical.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeytechnical.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeytechnical.pdf
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Planning Application 12/P/2264/F, Longfield, Winscombe 

An alternative proposal 
George & Gwen Berry, Kevin & Tina Joyce, Denys & Beth Cutmore and Nicholas & Gill Barr 

 
1. There have been many objections to Sidcot School’s planning application 12/P/2264/F for 
an all-weather hockey pitch and rugby training area.  At its meeting on 23 May the South Area 
Planning Committee suggested that it would be useful to consider whether other sites might be a 
better fit.  Sidcot School responded in a note of 29 May, posted 5 June . This paper (revised from 
an earlier version), sets out an alternative proposal. 
 

Summary  

2. The proposal for a floodlit all-weather hockey pitch and training area on Longfield faces the 
many problems listed in our Summary document.  The problems arise because a large-scale floodlit 
all-weather facility exceeds the capacity of (a) the existing road network and (b) the existing site. 

• An inadequate access road: the development would lead to more traffic at more times of 
day, particularly after dark, on a residential access road which is single track, poorly lit, and 
mostly without pavement, making an existing pedestrian safety concern worse. 

• A site that is too small: as a result, the pitch has to be squeezed between surrounding 
houses, a raw water main, a flood drainage ditch and protected trees, creating inescapable 
problems of noise, light spillage and daylight visual intrusion into the existing landscape 
from the lighting columns and acoustic fences. 

3. The proposal here avoids those problems by decoupling the hockey pitch and training area.  
Specifically, it proposes: 

• An all-weather hockey pitch without floodlights on Sidcot School’s main site; the 
arrangement meets the School’s educational needs; precedents for such facilities within an 
AONB are discussed below.  

• An all-weather training area with floodlights, owned by the village, on the Rec. 

The attached map suggests a site for the training area and two options for the hockey pitch. 

4. The arrangements have a series of advantages summarised in the table, below: it would 
allow a larger training area than the current proposal, would preserve open green space, and would 
allow the rugby club to keep their best pitch.  From the School’s point of view, a hockey pitch on 
their main site would allow a better-quality facility than is possible given the limited space on 
Longfield, being embedded in the School’s other sporting facilities and close to existing changing 
and shower facilities and two existing car parks, and would be easier to manage and police.   
 
1 Objectives 
5. The aims of the proposed facility are to improve Sidcot School’s sports offering to its pupils 
and to enhance sports facilities in the village.   

6. Proposals to foster the achievement of those aims need to be set alongside other widely 
agreed objectives, including: 

• Tranquillity in one’s home; 
• Safety in and around the village; 
• The continuing ability to enjoy other local amenities including the Strawberry Line; 
• The protection and enhancement of the Mendip Hills AONB and the broader environment. 

http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeysummary.pdf


Planning Application 12/P/2264/F: Twin site_rev3 2 22 July 2013 

7. Proposals also need to respect constraints imposed by: 

• the physical layout of the village and its surroundings, including  
• the layout and capacity of the road network; 
• the location of dwellings and protected trees; 
• the location of infrastructure such as water pipes; 

• planning boundaries such as the location of the AONB and the Village Boundary. 

Comparison of Planning application and alternative plan  

 
Planning 

application 
Alternative 

plan 
 
 

(single site, 
single 

ownership) 

(twin site, 
twin 

ownership) 
 Benefits for the village 

  
Improved sporting facilities on village land, so under village control 

 

 

Larger training area an option, e.g. Football 7x7 

 
 

Rugby club keep their best pitch 

 
 

No need for additional parking 

 
 

No additional traffic on The Lynch, so village pedestrian safety 
preserved   

 Little additional noise 

 
 

No extra lights if training area is carefully sited 
 

 
No need for acoustic fences 

 
 

Preservation of open green space for the village 

 
 

Preservation of amenity and AONB 

 
 

Fundraising for a village all-weather training area would help to bring 
the village together  

 

  Brings Winscombe Ladies Hockey home  ? 

 
  Benefits for Sidcot School 
  There are precedents 

 
 

Better fit to School's educational needs being on the main campus 
 

 
• Closer to School so sport does not eat into lesson time 

 
 

• Pupils’ pedestrian safety enhanced 

 
 

Embedded in School's existing sports facilities 

 
 

Better quality facility to National Hockey Federation standards, giving 

  • Correct alignment of pitch for sun and wind (option 2 on map) 

 
 

• Standard size runoffs, so suitable for league matches 

 
 

Easy access to School's existing shower & changing facilities 

 
 

Close to mains water and electricity 

 
 

Better security 

 
 

Potential for commercial letting  ? 
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2 The proposal: a twin site 
8. Locating the hockey pitch and training area elsewhere in Longfield and/or the Rec. faces 
two problems.  First, it is optimistic to base a proposal on agreement between Sidcot School, the 
rugby club, the football club and the War Memorial Recreation Ground Committee.  But even if 
that hurdle could be surmounted, a single-site development on Longfield/the Rec. faces problems 
of traffic and pedestrian safety on The Lynch identical to those caused by the current proposal.  The 
proposal below sidesteps these problems by decoupling the hockey pitch and training area. 

9. AN ALL-WEATHER HOCKEY PITCH without floodlights could be located on the Sidcot School 
main campus.  The attached map shows two possible locations, though the choice and exact 
location is, of course, a matter for the School.  The sites labelled 2 and 3 fit between the Junior 
School and Newcombe House, a natural infill (one of the School’s main arguments when proposing 
the Observatory Field development).  There are other potential locations further east while still 
remaining close to the School, though some (e.g. the field next to Prankherds Mead) raise issues of 
gradient.  

10. An indicative precedent for such a development is planning decision 08/03573/FUL by the 
Bath and North East Somerset Council giving Monkton School permission to build an all-weather 
hockey pitch without floodlights for school and community use on their main campus even though 
the land is within the AONB. More recent precedents by NSC include permission for rugby pitches 
without floodlights on Blomfield (within the AONB), and for Worle Community School’s all-
weather hockey pitch without lights. 

11. The proposal is reasonable. Monkton School clearly thought their arrangement was 
worthwhile, confirming our argument that floodlights are not essential for educational purposes.  A 
hockey pitch is under 2 acres;  the School has 120 acres.  Furthermore, the all-weather hockey pitch 
would be only a marginal addition to the wide range of existing sporting facilities which the School 
offers.  As discussed below, a pitch on the main site would be a good fit with the School’s 
educational purposes and would avoid the many problems of the current proposal. 

12. AN ALL-WEATHER TRAINING AREA with floodlights would be located on the Rec., probably 
in part of what is currently the football training area (site 1 on the map), which already has 
floodlights, thus avoiding extra lights.  Fine-tuning the proposal should ensure (a) that the 
children’s playground is not isolated, (b) that access for maintenance vehicles through the gate at 
the north-east corner is not impeded, (c) that floodlights are modern and unobtrusive, and (d) that 
the fence round the facility is as low and unobtrusive as possible.  Since the training area would be 
separate from Sidcot School’s facility and owned by the village it would have to be financed 
separately. The appendix is an article from Somerset Life about the all-weather facility in Langport 
financed through local fund raising. 
 
3 Advantages and disadvantages 
13. There is no perfect solution.  The claim is that the twin-site proposal does a much better job 
than the existing proposal.  The table, above, summarises the considerable advantages of the twin-
site approach.    

14. IMPROVED SPORTING FACILITIES.  Relevant parts of the Parish Plan include that: 

‘Almost 90% of the 5-18 year olds who responded are strongly in favour of the expansion of 
sports and leisure facilities.  Areas identified ... include the changing rooms, provision of indoor 
training facilities, an all-weather pitch ...’ (Parish Plan, 2010, p. 22). 

 ‘47% of 5-18 year olds want additional play areas and open spaces..’ (Parish Plan, p. 24). 

http://idox.bathnes.gov.uk/WAM/doc/Decision-271479.pdf?extension=.pdf&id=271479&location=VOLUME2&contentType=application/pdf&pageCount=1&appid=1001
http://www.winscombeandsandfordpc.org.uk/parishplanreport.pdf
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15. Several additional advantages for the village should be noted. 

• The respondents, above, are old enough to want more sporting facilities, but not old enough 
to have children about whose road safety they would be concerned.  As noted below, the 
approach here gives them the improved facilities they would like without aggravating 
pedestrian safety concerns. 

• There are space options in the Rec. which would allow a larger training area than in the 
Sidcot School proposal (e.g. Football 7x7 has an area of 61m x 43m, compared with 50m x 
28m in the present plan). 

• The training area is flat so that cut and fill would be minimal, unlike the Sidcot proposal. 

• As the quotes show, there is a demand not only for all-weather facilities, but also for open 
green space for informal sporting activities.   The current Sidcot School proposal reduces 
open green space on Longfield substantially;  the twin-site proposal does not. 

• The rugby club keep their best pitch, which they would lose under the current proposal. 

16. There are also advantages for Sidcot School. 

• The site is deliverable, and there are local precedents. 

• The School would have a pitch entirely under its control on its main site.   

• The site provides a better fit to School’s educational needs.  

• The pitch is closer to pupils’ main activities, including existing changing and shower 
facilities, than if they had to walk to and from Longfield.  In a fixed-length hockey 
period this would allow up to 20 minutes of extra play. 

• Pedestrian safety would be better both for School pupils and for those attending 
summer schools. 

• The quality of the facility would be higher. Because of limitations of space, the facilities on 
Longfield would be a poor relation of other local facilities, e.g. Worle Community School 
or Priory Community School. The pitch on Longfield would have substandard runoffs and 
would face east-west, contrary to the recommendation (International Hockey Association, 
Pitch Facilities Guide, 2007, para. 3.6) that pitches should avoid facing into the setting sun 
and prevailing wind.  The supporting amenities would also be limited in terms of surfaced 
car park, quality of shower and changing facilities, indoor sports hall, fitness suite/gym and 
cafeteria.  In contrast, a pitch on the main School side could be aligned correctly for sun and 
wind (option 2 on map) and could have standard size run-offs;  and the site would be 
embedded in the School’s existing wide range of sporting facilities, including the gym and 
swimming pool, and close to two existing car parks.  

• A facility on the main site would be easier to manage and police. 

 
17. A disadvantage for the village is the need to finance a new training area.  But there are 
offsetting gains: (a) the village would be owner-occupier of the facility rather than a tenant and (b) 
coalescing round a proposal for which there is broad agreement in the village would help to heal 
the wounds which the current proposal has caused. 

18. In addition to these direct educational and sporting advantages, the twin-site arrangement 
also avoids most of the ill-effects of the current proposal. 

19. TRAFFIC AND PEDESTRIAN SAFETY is already a concern in the village. 

‘There is a strong view (70%) that pavements in Woodborough Road ... are too narrow to 
accommodate wheelchairs and push chairs.  It is impossible for them to pass each other on 
many stretches of pavement’ (Parish Plan, 2010, p. 13). 
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The situation in The Lynch is considerably worse.  Many parts, including from the A371 to the 
entrance to Longfield, have no pavement, and where pavement exists it is too narrow even for a 
single push chair or wheelchair.  Traffic to an all-weather hockey pitch on the Sidcot School main 
site would add no traffic to The Lynch, though a traffic assessment would be necessary to ensure 
safety on the streets around the School.  If the training area was used more intensively than the 
current football area, which is plausible – indeed is the intention – there will be some additional 
traffic on The Lynch but vastly less than Sidcot School’s current proposal would generate.  

20. Safety is important not only for pedestrians but also for cyclists: 

‘72% of 5-18 year old respondents would like to see an increase in the provision of cycle 
paths/routes particularly from the Strawberry Line to Churchill School and routes to 
surrounding villages’ (Parish Plan, 2010, p. 24). 

The twin-site proposal is more compatible with this objective than the current proposal. 

21. NOISE AND LIGHT LEAKAGE.  Many letters of objection argued that a hockey pitch and 
training area on Longfield would create noise of intensity, frequency and duration in the immediate 
area which neighbours would find wholly unacceptable, and light spillage and glow over a wider 
area.  In the twin-site proposal, noise and lights in the village arise only from the training area.  If 
this is located in or near the current football training area, surrounding properties, being further 
away than in the Sidcot School proposal, will face less intense noise.  It may be that lights would be 
used more frequently than currently;  but if the existing lights are replaced by modern ones, the 
effects could be small, and perhaps even beneficial compared with the current situation.   

22. The avoidance of extra lights on Longfield would be beneficial to the bats which are 
frequently seen at the northern and southern edges of the field. 
 
23. COMMUNITY AMENITY AND THE AONB.   

‘There is cross-parish agreement (almost 70%) that the Mendip Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty should be increased to encompass the entire Parish ...’ (Parish Plan, 2010, p. 17). 

Many letters of objection pointed to the loss of amenity which the development on Longfield would 
cause.  As the before-and-after picture of the view from the A38 show 
(http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeypictures.pdf, pictures 1a and 1b),  
Sidcot School’s current proposal blocks the view to the Mendips across the entire width of the 
green area outside the village settlement boundary. 

24. In contrast, in the twin-site proposal: 

• The hockey pitch would not be located where it blocks the view, and the absence of 
floodlights further protects the AONB.   

• There would be no need for acoustic fences. 

• The all-weather training area would be (a) smaller than the combined hockey pitch and 
training area in the current proposal, (b) with lower a fence and (c) with lower lighting 
columns, hence much less intrusive. 

• Locating the training area in the current football training area protects ancient hedgerows; 
other locations might harm them. 

 
25. DISADVANTAGES.  As noted, there is no perfect solution.  A disadvantage of the twin-site 
proposal is that, to protect the AONB, the hockey pitch would not have floodlights and hence 
would not be available in winter after 4pm. Winscombe Ladies Hockey could use the pitch on 
Saturdays, but the facility could not be their main home base for training.  That is a genuine loss.  
But Winscombe Ladies Hockey have not played in the village for nearly a generation (Margaret 
Thatcher was Prime Minister) and the juniors have never played there, hence it is not surprising 

http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeypictures.pdf
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that only a minority of members live in the village.  Many teams – and not just (the Woolwich) 
Arsenal – are now based away from their birthplace.  

26. From Sidcot School’s perspective, the potential for commercial letting from an all-weather 
hockey pitch on their main site may be somewhat less because of the absence of floodlights.  There 
are two responses. 

• The table makes clear the extent to which this part of the School’s business plan in this 
location would impose on the wider community the ill-effects which the twin-site proposal 
avoids (as shown by all the ticks in the right-hand column of the table, above).  Commercial 
activities within the School’s business plan should not take precedence over the wishes and 
needs of the village, clearly expressed by the Parish Council’s recommendation to refuse 
and by over 120 letters of objections almost all from within the village. Any other 
application to build a commercial sports facility on this site, outside the village boundary 
would be rejected. 

• On the other hand, a pitch on the School’s main site, embedded in their other sports and 
changing facilities and of a higher quality than on Longfield would be an attractive 
proposition for outside activities during school holidays and for summer schools.  And, as 
noted, Winscombe Ladies Hockey could play matches there. 

27. Planning is a balancing exercise between benefits and ill-effects. That balance is 
considerably better in this proposal than in the current proposal. We urge that our proposal is given 
proper consideration. 
 
 
Our Main document, a Summary document, our submissions on Highways and Transport, Noise 
and Visual impact, and computer generated before-and-after pictures are on the village web site  
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/sidcot.html 
 
Further information from Longfield2012@gmail.com 
 
Enc: Map showing alternative locations 
  Appendix 
 

http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeytechnical.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeysummary.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Highways%20and%20transport%20130518.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeynoise2.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeyvisual.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Pictures%20130327.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/sidcot.html
mailto:Longfield2012@gmail.com
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The multi-use games area is declared open 

Largest MUGA in South 
Somerset 
Following years of hard work and 
fund raising the community of Langport 
was de lighted to see the opening ribbon 
cut on an exciting new £130,000 multi use 
games area. 

The MUGA, which includes floodlit 
facilities and markings for a full size 

A gathering of writers 
An evening of writers reading and 
talking about their work will be held at 
Bath Royal Scientific and Literary 
Institute Queens Square on 15 May. 

The event will welcome winner of 
the Costa Prize Andrew Miller, Lesley 
Pearse, who has sold seven million 
books. The event also welcomes the 
best-selling romantic novelist Debby 
Holt, travel writer and novelist Lindsay 
Hawdon, short story writer Tania 
Hershman and Nathan Filer, whose 
debut novel The Shock of the Fall is 
published this month. 

Tickets priced at £8 are on sale at 
Bath Box office 01225 463362; 
bathboxoffice.org.uk 

somerset.greatbritishlife.co.uk 

netball court, five-a-side football pitch, 
two tennis courts, cricket practice and a 
basketball court, has been led by Langport 
& Huish Memorial Field Management 
Committee together with the support of 
South Somerset District Council's Play & 
Youth Facilities Team. 

It will provide a free, open access sport 
and leisure facility which will benefit 
future generations in and around 

Sapling giveaway 
A total of 27 worthy causes from across 
Somerset have received 2,013 saplings to 
help with projects they are running thanks 
to a garden centre in the county. 

Schools, charities, village organisations 
and community groups were invited to 
nominate themselves for the annual 
sapling giveaway scheme run by Monkton 
Elm Garden & Pet Centre at Monkton 
Heathfield. 

Plant manager Andrew Pitman 
explained: "We offered the free young 
trees to worthy organisations that need 
them for charity, community and school 
projects. 

"We hold the sapling giveaway every 
year and it has become extremely 
popular." 

Langport and Huish Episcopi. 
There was a poignant side to the day 

with the attendance Paddy Mounter's 
family. Paddy Mounter was the former 
Chairman of the MUGA Steering Group, 
who sadly died while taking this project 
fmward. 

His granddaughter Kitty had the 
starring role of cutting the ribbon to 
officially open the new games area. 
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Appendix: Article from Somerset Life about the all-weather pitch in Langport
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