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Overview 
 

This document is one of three: 

 This document sets out the planning problems of the proposed development in the 

proposed location. 

 It could be a relevant offsetting factor if the benefits were considerable. A parallel 

document on the Benefits of the development explains why they are not as substantial 

as claimed. 

 An Alternative strategy makes it clear that our objection is not to the proposal but to 

its location. 

The three documents, a Summary and a series of before-and-after pictures are on the 

Winscombe and Sandford web site (http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/sidcot.html). 

 

 
Box 1: The central arguments 

This document and its two companions set out five main arguments: 

1. The problem with the proposed development is not the idea, but that the all-
weather areas are in the wrong place 

2. The application has serious planning problems because: 

 The access road is inadequate; 

 The site is too small; and 

 The development with floodlights is too close to the Mendips AONB. 

As a result, the development would violate at least 10 policies of the Core 
Strategy and North Somerset Replacement Local Plan. 

3. The benefits of the proposal are less than claimed. 

4. There is an alternative strategy which does a better job of balancing the 
multiple objectives in the Parish Plan. 

5. Consultation has been inadequate (Box 8). 

 

6.  

http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeymain2.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeybenefits2.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeyalternative2.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeysummary2.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeypictures2.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/sidcot.html
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Summary 

1. Box 1 sets out our central arguments. 

2. We value the existing sports facilities as important for the community and, as their 

immediate neighbours, give practical and financial support to the rugby and football clubs. 

Our argument is not against the idea but against the proposed location. 

3. To clarify discussion, we attach two maps at the end of the document. The first shows 

the three separate parts of the green area currently used for sport, the second the location of 

the proposed all-weather facility and two acoustic fences.  

4. This document sets out the adverse effects of the proposed development on the wider 

community.  

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

 Extend problems of access and parking, currently mainly on Sunday mornings, 

throughout the week (paras 14-24, Box 4, pictures 5 and 6 at end of document).  

 Create more frequent heavy traffic on weekdays and after dark, with potentially 

conflicting traffic into and out of Longfield (paras 25-32), contrary to policies T/10 of 

the North Somerset Replacement Local Plan and CS10 of the Core Strategy. The 

independent traffic report (appended to this document) concludes that, „The impact of 

the proposals on the immediate highway network … is considered severe…‟.  

 Have an adverse impact on pedestrian/cyclist safety, particularly for children, 

particularly after dark (paras 33-38 and Box 5), contrary to policy CS27 of the Core 

Strategy and the requirement for safe and convenient access, and to policies GDP/3 

and CF/3 of the North Somerset Replacement Local Plan.  

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

 Increase the intensity of noise and its frequency and duration (paras 39-55), 

contrary to policy CS3 of the Core Strategy.  

 Have adverse visual impacts, including more floodlights for more hours on more 

days, with implications for light pollution, and wild life, affecting people over a wide 

area (paras 56-61, Box 6, and before-and-after pictures 1-4 at end of document), 

contrary to policies CS3 and CS4 of the Core Strategy. 

 Cause loss of amenity through increased urbanisation (paras 62-65 and Box 7) 

contrary to policy CS27 of the Core Strategy and policies GDP/3 and CF/3 (iii) of the 

North Somerset Replacement Local Plan, including loss of green infrastructure 

outside the village boundary through a permanent loss of 2 acres of open green space 

for informal sports activities, contrary to policy CS9 of the Core Strategy. 

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

 Damage views from and to the Mendip Hills AONB (paras 66-75), 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 „conserving and enhancing‟ the natural beauty of the AONB. 
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8. For all these reasons, the Planning Committee of the Winscombe and Sandford Parish 

Council (2 December 2013) recommended that the application should be rejected. 

9. It could be a relevant offsetting factor if the benefits were considerable. A parallel 

document assesses the Benefits of the proposed facility and argues that they are not as 

substantial as claimed.  

 The quality of the facility and accompanying amenities is limited, and hence does 

not compare favourably with other nearby facilities. 

 Sporting benefits are limited and partly offset by the loss of a full-size rugby pitch. 

 Economic benefits would be small. Benefits for the village would accrue mostly to 

the Cricket Club, partly offset by flows from the village to Sidcot School. Economic 

benefits for North Somerset would be minimal, with increased economic activity in 

one ward at the expense of other wards. 

 Community benefits are limited.  

10. Our Alternative strategy proposes an arrangement which does a better job of 

balancing the different planning objectives. Its essence is to separate the proposal into two 

elements: an all-weather pitch without lights on the Sidcot School main site and a training 

area on the Recreation Ground. 

11. The concluding section of this document sets out three over-arching arguments. 

 The adverse effects of the development fall mainly on the village whereas the 

benefits accrue mainly to people outside, hence of 95 separate letters of objection, 

87, i.e. 92%, were from people who live in the village. In contrast, over two-thirds of 

the 109 letters of support came from outside the village. Thus opinion in the village 

(86 against, 35 in support) is 2½ to 1 against. The Localism Act 2011 emphasises 

that heavy weight should be given to local opinion. 

 At the heart of the application lies expansion of numbers. Though Winscombe is a 

service village, the inherent scale of the development outstrips the absorptive capacity 

of the village, and hence is contrary to policy CS32 of the Core Strategy („Proposals 

for small scale development appropriate to the size and character of the village [and] 

which respects the character of the village…‟ emphasis added). A development which 

includes 2 acres of all-weather surface, 375 metres of heavy wire mesh fencing 3 

metres high, 250 metres of acoustic fencing 2.5 or 3 metres high, parking for 150 cars, 

macadam paths, lighting bollards, floodlights, and an increase in traffic which would 

be severe, cannot be described as small scale or respecting the character of the village.  

 Consultation has been inadequate (Box 8). 

12. It is right to support schools and sport, but not at any cost. The development is 

distant from Sidcot School‟s core activity and inappropriate in a rural setting outside 

the Village Settlement Boundary and immediately adjacent to and surrounded by an 

AONB. For these reasons, we urge North Somerset Council to reject the current 

planning application to allow proper consideration of a better alternative. 

 

 

http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeybenefits2.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeyalternative2.pdf
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1 The backdrop 

13. The central arguments are summarised in Box 1, above. This section explains the 

layout of the sports facilities (Box 2) and discusses the objectives in the Parish Plan (Box 3). 

Section 2 documents the planning problems that arise from an inadequate access road, 

notably the adverse impact on pedestrian/cyclist safety, particularly for children, particularly 

after dark. Section 3 discusses noise, section 4 visual impact and urbanisation, and section 5 

adverse effects on the Mendips AONB. Section 6 discusses the wider planning context.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Box 2: Site of the proposed development 

There are two maps at the end of this document. The first shows the three separate 
parts of the green area currently used for sport:  

 The Sidcot School playing fields (top right of the marked area); 

 Longfield (top left), which belongs to Sidcot School and most of which is 
leased to Winscombe RFC; two houses (Longfield House and The Barn) are 
located in the area between the Sidcot School playing fields and Longfield; 

 The Rec. (bottom left), comprising the Recreation Ground and the War 
Memorial Recreation Ground, is owned by the Parish and is in a Trust for the 
village; a number of houses, including Caradon and Vardells, are located in 
the corner between the Sidcot School playing fields and the Rec. 

The second map shows the location of the proposed pitch and training area, of 
the two acoustic fences, of the macadam tracks, and of surrounding houses. 

Box 3: What the Parish Plan says 

The aims of the proposed development are to improve Sidcot School‟s sports offering 
to its pupils and to enhance sports facilities in the village.  

Such proposals need to be set alongside other widely-agreed objectives in the 
Parish Plan, 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. 

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, and the location of infrastructure such as water pipes; 

 Planning boundaries such as the AONB and the Village Boundary. 

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, … indoor training facilities, an all-weather pitch ...‟ (p. 22). 

„47% of 5-18 year olds want additional play areas and open spaces..‟ (p. 24, 
emphasis added). 

http://www.winscombeandsandfordpc.org.uk/parishplanreport.pdf
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2 An inadequate access road and inadequate parking 

14. The fundamental planning problem under this head is the adverse impact on 

pedestrian/cyclist safety (paras 33-38) resulting from increased traffic, particularly after dark. 

To establish that point, it is necessary first to explain why there will be more traffic. 

15. All-weather facilities and floodlights are designed for large-scale operation and are 

therefore typically located in towns, fulfilling a need for the local population. An all-weather 

facility would increase use of Longfield for four very concrete reasons: 

 Floodlights allow longer use each day; 

 All-weather pitches allow use on more days per year; 

 Two pitches where previously there was one allow more events; 

 The hockey pitch and multi-use training area bring in more client groups. 

16.  The Planning Design and Access Statement is clear that, „Outdoor sports lighting 

provides an important way of extending the use and the overall value of outdoor sports 

facilities. Through the provision of outdoor sports lighting, Sport England have calculated 

that they can extend the playing hours by some 1000-1500 additional hours per annum, which 

can allow people to train or play evening matches, 7 days a week, all year round‟ (para. 4.2). 

But the Parish Plan is not only about sporting facilities. 

TRAFFIC AND PEDESTRIAN SAFETY is already a concern. 

„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‟ (p. 13). 

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‟ (p. 24). 

COMMUNITY AMENITY AND THE AONB.  

„… 83% [of respondents] are in favour of preserving the „village‟ and open space 
characteristics of the area‟ (p. 17). 

… 86% of respondents wish to retain the existing settlement boundaries with no 
development permitted outside those boundaries (p. 17, emphasis added).  

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

The Parish Plan is about many things, illustrated by the chapter titles: (1) Road 
safety, traffic and illegal parking; (2) Housing, development and planning; 
(3) Community amenities; (4) Community facilities, health, the elderly and the young; 
(5) The environment; (6) Communication, policing and security; (7) Funding. People 
care about all these aspects. 

The Planning Design and Access Statement claims that, „Overall the scheme will 
… meet the community needs identified in the Parish Plan‟ (para. 1.30). That 
statement is wrong because it considers sporting objectives in isolation. Sport is 
important, but should be considered alongside other important objectives.  
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17. The letter from Sport England about the proposed development (25 November 2013) 

is equally clear: „Sports lighting is integral to a number of sports facilities, as this will enable 

them to accommodate higher levels of use and considerably extend the hours of use….‟  

18. Financial incentives create additional pressures to more intensive use, including 

numbers of events, hours of use and outside lettings. The proposed hours of use are entirely 

unacceptable, and any restrictions will face continuing pressure unless secured by a Section 

106 Agreement.  

 

2.1 Increased pressure on access 

19. Access to Longfield is single-track, with entry and exit on a bend, hence with very 

poor visibility. Despite traffic cones on the bridge over the Strawberry Line, parking on 

Sunday mornings is a recurrent problem. The number of cars and their location on corners, 

blocking driveways and between the traffic cones (pictures available) provoke complaints 

from residents in nearby roads. On mini-rugby tournament days coaches stop at the end of the 

track on the corner of The Lynch and The Vinery to offload children, blocking traffic.  

20. The track across Longfield is the only access to Longfield House and The Barn. On 

Sunday mornings, access is difficult when walking or driving against the flow of traffic. The 

proposed development would mean that access would be a problem throughout the week. 

2.2 Inadequate parking 

21. Box 4 explains where parking takes place. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

22. The Transport Technical Note states that „In total … a formalised parking area for up 

to 150 vehicles [on Longfield] will be provided in place of the existing informal parking 

facility‟ (para. 3.1.5). What is being proposed, in other words, is to formalise the current 

situation but with no net increase in parking. Thus the proposed arrangements do not solve 

the existing problem.  

23. Box 4 discusses the present situation. If, in addition, there was a hockey match or 5-a-

side football tournament on the all-weather pitch and/or a football match on the main football 

pitch (as is likely with use extended into the week and after dark), the overflow into 

surrounding streets would be considerable. As noted, no-parking cones are often ignored. 

There is a proposal to extend double yellow lines to parts of the surrounding streets, but with 

no discussion of how those restrictions would be enforced. The issue is not only one of 

Box 4: Current parking usage 
Parish Council parking: a tarmac car park by the Cricket Club pavilion for about 90 
cars is owned and maintained by the Parish Council.  

Longfield: the area north of the track on Longfield is also used for parking. On 
Sunday mornings when the only activity is rugby up to 150 cars park on Longfield; at 
such times the Cricket Club car part is usually full, with further parking in surrounding 
streets. On 24 November 2013 total parking was around 300 cars, as shown in 
pictures 5 and 6 at the end of this document. Between 30 and 50 cars park on 
Longfield on some weekday evenings. There is no planning permission for parking 
on Longfield, whose frequency considerably exceeds the 28-day „casual use‟ 
concession. 
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convenience but also of safety – in such circumstances emergency vehicles are likely to be 

impeded. 

24. Use over longer hours of the day on more days of the week would increase the 

frequency of occasions when parking outside Longfield causes complaint. 

2.3 Increased traffic  

25. To see the effect on traffic, consider two cases: 

 If the all-weather facility is located in (say) Weston, the traffic flows to and from 

Winscombe would be from the village, plus some through traffic from Cheddar. 

 If, instead, the facility is in Winscombe, the traffic flows in the village would be much 

larger, with people driving to and from Weston, Worle, Locking, Hutton, Banwell, 

Churchill, Cheddar, Blagdon, etc. in addition to existing local traffic.  

26. INTENSITY OF ADDITIONAL TRAFFIC. The Lynch is the only entrance to Longfield. 

The corner of The Lynch and The Vinery is a crossroad, with one flow of traffic running 

East-West from Longfield to The Lynch, and vice versa, and another North-South from The 

Lynch through The Vinery to the Recreation Ground, and vice versa. There are already 

problems of access to the Rec. at weekends and a regular traffic jam in and around Longfield 

on Sunday mornings. The volume of traffic causes bottlenecks in the surrounding streets, 

blocking residential traffic.  

27. The Transport Technical Note bases its analysis on the assumption that the only 

additional activity would be hockey. Para. 3.1.9 states that „It is this element [club hockey 

and hockey training] alone that will bring about a change in trip generation, and therefore it is 

the impact of the additional hockey use that this Technical Note assesses.‟ 

28. That fundamental assumption is a best-case scenario. What matters is not a hockey 

match or hockey training in isolation, but the total volume of additional traffic which the 

development would generate, taking account of all the expansionary effects in para. 15.  

 Activities on the hockey pitch could be a hockey match, or there could be training, 

with several teams training together, hence with more players and coaching staff than 

for a match; or there could be five-a-side football tournaments, with considerably 

larger numbers. In the case of matches and five-a-side tournaments there would also 

be spectators, whose numbers (as existing rugby shows) can be considerable. 

 Activities on the training area would include rugby training or football training. Since 

an all-weather pitch accommodates higher levels of use than grass, the rugby and 

football clubs could run multiple training sessions, e.g. one group at 5pm another at 

7pm; this is likely, since the training area, being considerably smaller than the full-

size pitches on which training currently takes place, would accommodate fewer 

players. In addition, the training area could be used for five-a-side football. 

 Activities on the rugby field include training or matches. 

29. The Transport Technical Note acknowledges these points (and hence contradicts 

itself). It talks about „…other local sport groups wishing to use the pitches … from 18:00 

onwards…‟ (para. 3.2.2); it notes that „On occasions when a school tournament is planned, 

parking may take place in the all-weather pitch car park [i.e. Longfield]‟ (para. 3.3.2); and it 

suggests that parking on Longfield might „[reduce] on-street parking, particularly on 

weekends when a number of events occur concurrently …‟…‟ (para. 3.4.2).  
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30. The result would be traffic in waves (potentially several each day); and back-to-back 

sessions would lead to larger peaks and create conflicting traffic into and out of Longfield. 

These problems are worse if there is a football match at the same time, and on Monday, 

Tuesday and Wednesday evenings when Cubs, Scouts and Beavers meet at the Scout Hut on 

The Lynch. That extra traffic is in addition to the extra pedestrians from the Chestnuts 

Development using the public footpath which comes out by the entrance to Longfield. 

31. FREQUENCY AND DURATION OF INCREASED TRAFFIC. The problems on Sunday 

mornings occur during daylight and when there is relatively little other traffic. As explained 

in para. 15, the development would create similar pressures after dark on weekdays.  

32. The development would lead to more traffic at more times of day on more days, 

including weekdays, increasing travel movements on a totally inadequate residential access 

road, with knock-on congestion more widely, including Sidcot Lane, Woodborough Road, 

Church Road, Winscombe Hill and in Banwell. Thus the independent traffic report (appended 

to this document) concludes that, „The impact of the proposals on the immediate highway 

network … is considered severe…‟. As the letter of objection from the Parish Council 

(4 December 2013) states, the development would give rise to a significant increase in travel 

movements on an inadequate access road, contrary to policies T/10 of the North Somerset 

Replacement Local plan and CS10 of the North Somerset Core Strategy, to: „…improve 

road and personal safety‟ and „mitigate against increased traffic congestion‟.  

 

2.4 Increased risk to pedestrian and cyclist safety 

33. Pedestrian and cyclist safety is already a concern on Woodborough Road, as noted in 

the quotes from the Parish Plan in Box 3. The situation in The Lynch (the only access to 

Longfield) is considerably worse. The Lynch between Woodborough Road, The Vinery and 

Church Road is part of the heart of the village, including the Scout Hut, Lynch Chapel and 

Montessori Nursery. The road is narrow, with houses on both sides, and not all houses have 

garages, so that there is considerable on-street parking. The footway is intermittent, and, 

where it exists, is too narrow even for a single push chair or wheelchair. Of particular 

concern, there are no footways from the A371 (Sidcot Lane) to the access point for 

Longfield. Coming from the other direction, the hump-back bridge where The Lynch crosses 

the Strawberry Line is a single-track two-way blind spot for drivers at a point where there is 

no footway. 

34. As also noted in the quote from the Parish Plan in Box 3, safety is important also for 

cyclists. The point is much more than theoretical: the Strawberry Line is part of National 

Cycle Route 26 from Portishead to Portland Bill, and heavily used by local cyclists. 

35. By increasing traffic, the development would aggravate existing road safety 

concerns. Pedestrian safety is a particular concern, particularly along The Lynch, particularly 

for village children on foot/bicycles/scooters; baby buggies and toddlers; dog walkers; elderly 

people; walkers and cyclists going to or from the Strawberry line; and people going to or 

from the cricket club car park, on foot or bicycle, before or after football, cricket and tennis, 

or going to or from the children‟s playground, or teenagers going to or from the skate park.  

36. Safety is even more an issue after dark. Sunset in Bristol is before 5pm for the 

whole of November, December and January, and before 6pm until March. Additional traffic 

of the sort already generated on Sunday mornings would create a significant safety concern in 
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the busy time between the end of school and the end of Scouts. etc., by adding to existing 

evening traffic to and from the Scout Hut, Jones Convenience Store and the Cricket Club. 

37. Box 5 explains the flaws in the argument that safety along The Lynch will not be a 

problem. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Box 5: Faulty arguments about pedestrian safety  

Pedestrian safety and wider traffic issues are considered in the independent traffic 
report (appended to this document). The larger volume of traffic on more days and at 
more times of day is an inescapable consequence of the proposed development. 

„PEDESTRIAN SAFETY WILL NOT BE A PROBLEM BECAUSE THERE HAS NEVER BEEN A 

SERIOUS ACCIDENT ON THE LYNCH‟. That statement might be true if everything stayed 
the same. But everything will not stay the same. At present the heaviest use of 
Longfield is for mini-rugby on Sunday mornings. Thus the activity is in daylight; and 
because mini-rugby is mostly a single event, traffic flows are mainly one way, with an 
inflow at the start and an outflow at the end. 

Introducing two all-weather areas and floodlights causes fundamental changes. 

 Having two adjacent all-weather areas allows different events to take place at 
the same time.  

 An all-weather surface allows back-to-back sessions; 

For both reasons, there would be waves of traffic, and traffic trying to enter and leave 
Longfield at the same time for events on the all-weather surfaces, and worse if there 
are other events such as a football match taking place at the same time.  

 There are two additional aggravating factors: 

 After dark: unlike Sunday mornings, much of the activity would be after dark, 
at a time when Cubs, Scouts and Beavers are meeting nearby on The Lynch. 

 Most of the drivers would be from outside the village: as discussed in para 82 
and Box 10, the heavy preponderance of letters of support from outside 
the village provides clear evidence of the increase in traffic on The 
Lynch which this proposal would generate. 

The introduction of all-weather areas and floodlights is a game changer. It is 
unsafe to use the past as a guide to the future. 

„PEDESTRIAN SAFETY WILL NOT BE A PROBLEM BECAUSE PARKING WILL BE IMPROVED‟. 
Problems with access, parking, traffic and pedestrian safety are not just guesswork. 
Local residents already live with them on many Sunday mornings. The defence 
against a charge of drink-driving in the Cricket Club car park was that: 

„The only reason [the defendant] wanted to move the car was because he knew 
the following day, a Sunday, would be full of youngsters playing rugby and he 
knew it would be difficult to move his car. He wanted to move it nearer the 
entrance‟ (Mercury, 28 November 2013, p. 3). 

It is frequently argued that improved parking is the answer to concerns about 
pedestrian safety. That argument is wrong. Every car parked on Longfield enters and 
leaves via The Lynch. Better parking does nothing to reduce that traffic. On the 
contrary, improved parking and the extra uses of Longfield would attract more cars. 
Better parking, if anything, would make pedestrian safety worse. 
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38. For these reasons, as stated in the letter of objection from the Parish Council (4 

December 2013), the development does not comply with policy CS27 of the Core Strategy 

and the requirement for safe and convenient access to the site, nor with policy GDP/3 (vii) 

of the North Somerset Replacement Local Plan, which refers to the need „for convenient, 

safe and attractive access for pedestrians…, cyclists and where appropriate for public 

transport …‟ (p. 36).  In addition, the development is contrary to policies CF/3 (iii) and (iv) 

of the Replacement Local Plan, under which the development should be „well-related to the 

community it is intended to serve‟ and „genuinely accessible by a choice of transport modes 

…‟ (p. 261).  

 

3 Noise 

39.  INTENSITY OF NOISE. The Noise Impact Assessment submitted with the planning 

application addresses many of the serious flaws in the analysis which accompanied the 

previous application. Nevertheless, the intensity of noise will remain a problem. 

40. Mitigation is limited. The acoustic fences to the north and south of the proposed pitch 

provide only limited mitigation. The problem of acoustic „skip‟, whereby sound escapes over 

and round fences is well known, and noise will remain a problem for first-floor rooms, which 

are in direct line from the source of the noise. This is not just a problem at night: an upstairs 

room in The Barn is in constant use throughout the day; and The Barn is only one room deep, 

so it is not possible to retreat from noise. The point is acknowledged in Table VIII of the 

Assessment which shows that peak noise on the first floor is frequently 3 decibels higher than 

on the ground floor, and in one case 8 decibels higher. 

41. Multiple events. The predictive model on which the results of the Noise Impact 

Assessment are based assumes simultaneous use of the main and training pitches (para. 

5.3.11). That approach is correct as far as it goes, but provides only a partial analysis. 

 Some sports, for example five-a-side football, are particularly noisy; 

 Training is noisy: a game of rugby involves two teams plus referee and linesmen, i.e. 

33 people on the pitch. For training purposes, an all-weather pitch will often be split 

into three areas, with around 45 players plus coaches on the pitch at the same time, 

hence with higher noise levels including whistles and, with three balls, also 

potentially higher noise of hockey balls being hit or balls hitting the fence.  

 Noise from simultaneous events can be mutually reinforcing as players and coaches 

shout more loudly to make themselves heard above noise from the adjacent pitch. 

For these reasons, the predicted level of noise is based on an optimistic scenario.  

42. Peak noise is more intrusive than steady noise. The noise of a hockey ball hitting the 

rebound fence, one player calling to another, a referee‟s whistle, etc. are more intrusive than 

more constant background noise. Table VIII of the Noise Impact Assessment correctly shows 

data for peak noise as well as average noise. The table makes it clear that, even with acoustic 

fencing in place, noise at nearby houses frequently exceeds 60 decibels with peaks of up to 

72 decibels. 

43. WHO guidelines. Paras 8.3.1 and 8.3.2 of the Noise Impact Assessment state that 

„the WHO report (1999) “Guidelines for community noise” indicates that noise levels 

should generally be less than 55 dB(A) LAeq, 16 hrs to avoid serious annoyance during 

the day time or evening periods. Levels should be below 50 dB(A) during the same period 
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to avoid moderate annoyance to the majority of people. This criteria is frequently found 

specified in Local Authority environmental policies. 

„The same source indicates that noise levels within dwellings should not exceed 35 dB(A) 

LAeq, 16 hrs to maintain speech intelligibility and avoid moderate annoyance.‟ 

44. Table VIII of the Noise Assessment shows that, even with acoustic fences, peak noise 

levels mostly exceed 60dB and can be up to 72 dB. Thus the applicant‟s own report shows 

that the development exceeds WHO recommendations. The Noise Assessment acknowledges 

the issue: „… the proposed use of the all-weather pitch, with open fencing to the perimeter 

could have an adverse acoustic impact on the residents of the properties immediately to the 

north and to the south‟ (para. 6.9), hence „It is … proposed that acoustic measures be adopted 

to attenuate this potential increase in noise‟ (para. 6.10). For the reasons noted above, 

however, an acoustic fence provides only limited attenuation. This is quite separate from the 

frequency and duration of noise and the damage to visual amenity, discussed below. 

45. For these reasons, the Planning Design and Access Statement makes only qualified 

claims about noise. „In absolute terms, noting a reduced target for evening conditions, the 

predicted noise levels are generally below British Standard recommendations for houses 

(meeting the „Good„ standard in most instances …)‟ (para. 2.46, emphasis added). 

46. In sum, the noise assessment acknowledges that the intensity of noise would 

increase and would exceed WHO guidelines.  

 

47. FREQUENCY AND DURATION OF NOISE. For the sake of argument, however, suppose 

that there is no increase in the intensity of noise. The development would still without 

question increase its frequency and duration.  

48. A faulty baseline. There is already noise on Sunday mornings and weekday training 

evenings, including noise from players, spectators and referees‟ whistles. For much of the 

time, however, that is not the case. The noise assessment states (para. 1.7) that „Residual 

noise levels … at the facades of the nearest houses … generally represent equal or lower 

values than the noise currently experienced at the same positions‟. The reality is that for 

much of the time currently, the residual noise level is birdsong and some distant traffic.  

49. The Noise Impact Assessment exaggerates current use in two ways: 

 It considers sports use not only on Longfield (leased to the rugby club and the subject 

of this planning application) but also on the Rec., owned by the Parish Council and 

not part of this planning application. 

 It states a theoretical maximum frequency and duration which far exceeds current 

actual use. Table I of the revised Noise Assessment gives the impression that the three 

separate sports areas – the Sidcot School playing field, Longfield, and the Rec. (see 

the first map at the end of this document) – are in use most of the day, every day, 

throughout the year.  

50. The reality is very different. 

 Table I shows School use from 2pm to 6pm Monday to Friday plus morning use on 

Tuesdays and Fridays. Actual use is considerably less.  

 The table shows rugby training on four evenings a week at least till 9pm and on one 

evening till 10pm. The reality, is that training is 2-3 nights a week and typically does 

not go on late. And training does not run throughout the whole year. 
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 The table includes football training. There is no football training on Longfield 

(football training takes place on the Rec., which is further away from housing). 

51. The development would increase the frequency and duration of noise. The purpose of 

an all-weather pitch and floodlights is to allow use for more hours on more days. If the 

proposed development is not to increase frequency and duration, what is its point? 

 Frequency: in addition to rugby training would be added hockey training and hockey 

matches and – simultaneously – football training on the all-weather area rather than 

(as currently) on the Rec, so that the facility would be used on 5 or 6 evenings a week.  

 Duration: an all-weather pitch and floodlights would extend hours of use and, by 

bringing rugby, hockey and football activities into one central location, would 

concentrate activity on Longfield, creating the problems of pedestrian safety 

discussed in paras 33-38, above, and bringing noise closer to surrounding houses than 

with current activities on the Rec. 

 Summer schools and similar activities (Transport Technical Note, para. 3.2.6) would 

extend heavy use throughout the year and into the evenings.  

52. Allowing the development to proceed without floodlights in this location is not a 

solution. Noise would be a particular problem at exactly the time of year when windows are 

open and people are in their gardens. It is already the case that on a limited number of 

evenings in July and August, the noise of training can stop neighbours using their gardens, 

e.g. for an evening barbecue. There is also some fairly ripe language unsuitable for children 

(there are 20 grandchildren aged 10 or under attached to the five nearest houses).  

53. CONCLUSIONS: NOISE. 

 The assessment of the intensity of noise is an optimistic scenario which pays 

insufficient attention to multiple and noisy events and to peak noise. 

 The assessment of the baseline level of activity is a worst-case scenario which 

assumes that current usage is equal to its theoretical maximum, and hence that the 

new development will not increase the frequency or duration of use. 

54. There would be noise over a longer part of the day, including after dark, on more 

days of the week, throughout the year, including loud voices and slamming car doors well 

after the floodlights are turned off, as people return to their cars from the Cricket Club.  

55. The increased intensity, frequency and duration of noise would adversely affect some 

hundreds of houses, including people living on Longfield, The Lynch, The Vinery, Yadley 

Way, The Chestnuts, Fox Lane, Fullers Lane and parts of Sidcot Lane and Bridgwater Road, 

contrary to policy CS3 of the Core Strategy. 

 

4 Visual impact and urbanisation 

56. The Landscape Appraisal states that „Landscape quality is … considered to be High 

and Local‟ (para. 4.18, emphasis in original). 

57. It also states that, „The proposed development will have a negligible impact on 

landscape, due to the location of the application site immediately adjacent to existing similar 

facilities‟ (Summary), and goes on to say that „when viewed from a distance it will be very 

difficult to distinguish the new elements from those already present‟ (para. 7.8). 
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58. The phrase „existing similar facilities‟ refers to the floodlights on the rugby pitch (the 

only other floodlights on Sidcot-owned land). Even if installing additional floodlights were 

the only proposed change, it does not follow that the impact would be negligible: as a letter of 

objection to the previous application put it, the fact that there is litter does not mean that it is 

OK to create more litter. The existing floodlights are already an intrusion both during 

daylight and when in use. Despite assurances that spillage would be minimal, the existing 

rugby lights shine directly into nearby houses (pictures available). The problem is worse in 

winter because the lights are on for longer. 

 

4.1 Visual intrusion 

59. LIGHT SPILLAGE. 

 Intensity: the additional floodlights would increase the existing light spillage. 

 Frequency: to current rugby training and matches, would be added hockey training, 

hockey matches, and the various other activities listed in para. 28. 

Surrounding neighbours and people over a wider area, including Oakridge and Winscombe 

Hill, would see the lights at night. Thus 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, contrary to policies CS3 and CS4 of the Core Strategy.  

60. DAYLIGHT VISUAL INTRUSION. Additional lighting columns would be harmful to the 

general amenity of neighbours, exacerbating an existing problem. The 15-metre lighting 

columns would be visible throughout the year to surrounding neighbours and from the top 

end of Sidcot Lane, The Vinery and parts of Bridgwater Road.  

61. Those effects are bad enough. But additional floodlights are far from being the only 

proposed change. The application also includes: 

 Approximately 2 acres of all-weather surface; 

 Approximately 375 metres of heavy wire mesh fencing 3 metres high with netting up 

to 4.5 metres high, creating constant visual intrusion during daylight.  

 Approximately 250 metres of acoustic fencing, in parts 2.5 metres high, in others 3 

metres, again creating constant visual intrusion during daylight; 

 A gravel car park where currently there is grass; 

 Macadam paths where currently there is grass; 

 Lighting bollards. 

Thus the claim (para. 57, above) that that the development will have a „negligible impact on 

landscape‟ is plain wrong. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Box 6: If acoustic fences are an eyesore, why not do without them? 

Because the site is too small, the noise at surrounding properties is high, leading to 
an inherent problem: 

 Acoustic fences, to attenuate noise, are a gross visual intrusion. 

 If there are no acoustic fences, the noise at surrounding properties is high. On 
the application‟s own figures (Noise Impact Assessment, Table VI) noise 
would considerably exceed WHO guidelines. 
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4.2 Urbanisation and loss of amenity 

62.  URBANISATION. Longfield is currently an all-grass area. The features listed above 

introduce significant and unacceptable urbanisation outside the village boundary into the 

„peaceful landscape‟ described in para 4.12 of the Landscape Appraisal. The before-and-after 

pictures at the end of this document illustrate the point (Box 7 discusses the technical details). 

The pictures show: 

 The view from the A38, showing that the lighting columns would break the skyline to 

views of St James‟s Church and Wavering Down, and that the structure as a whole 

would cut the green area in two; 

 The view from Longfield of the development, including the northern acoustic fence; 

 The view of the northern acoustic fence from The Barn; 

 The view of the southern acoustic fence. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Box 7: Making sure that pictures are not misleading 

There are at least three ways in which pictures can be misleading.  

 Focal length: taking a picture with a wide-angle lens makes an object look 
smaller, and with a telephoto lens makes it look larger. 

 Multi-frame: stitching pictures into a panorama makes an object appear 
smaller. 

 Lighting: a picture taken in low light and/or with the object in shadow makes 
the object look less intrusive. 

Pictures in the previous planning application displayed the first problem, those in 
the current application the second (Landscape Appraisal, Viewpoints 1-12, hence 
para. 3.13 rightly includes the caveat that „These wide views … do not necessarily 
correspond with the field of view and focal length of the human eye‟). The 
photomontages on the NSC web site (11 December 2013) display the third problem. 

 We have taken great care to avoid all these errors. To avoid distortion: 

 The before-and-after pictures are all taken with a mid-focal length (i.e. neither 
wide-angle nor telephoto). The caption to each picture includes the focal 
length on which it was taken. 

 All are single frame (i.e. not stitched together).  

 The pictures were all taken in good light but (to avoid overstating the effect) 
not in strong direct sunlight. 

The all-weather pitch, fence and floodlights were superimposed on the original 
picture by computer-aided design. The model was created by POV-Ray 3.7 and 
combined with original picture using ImageMagick 6.7.6. The model takes account of 
the time of day and time of year to ensure that the direction of sunlight is accurate. 
The size and location of the pitch and the height of the wire-mesh fencing, acoustic 
fencing and lighting columns are taken from the planning application.  

The only simplifying assumption in the pictures is that Longfield is level. In reality, 
there is a slight slope and, as a result, the scheme requires some cut and fill. Thus 
the fence at the eastern end of pitch (A38) will be about 0.5 metres lower than in the 
picture but, correspondingly, will be raised by about 0.5 metres, and hence be more 
intrusive, at the western end (The Vinery/The Lynch). 
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63. LOSS OF AMENITY FOR THE NEIGHBOURHOOD. The development borders directly 

onto Longfield House, The Barn and houses in Fox Lane, and is close to houses in The 

Lynch, The Vinery, Yadley Way, The Chestnuts, Fox Lane, Fullers Lane and parts of Sidcot 

Lane and Bridgwater Road.  

 As discussed, even if the intensity of noise were contained, its frequency would 

increase. Instead of rugby and training two or three times a week during the winter 

months, the development would create noise up to 7 days a week, all year round, 

spoiling the quiet enjoyment of nearby gardens.  

 In the case of Longfield House, The Barn and houses in Fox Lane, the problems of 

light and noise would be particularly acute.  

 The development would affect privacy, and affect the enjoyment of the open 

aspect of the Mendips AONB.  

 The proposed development creates a loss of green infrastructure through a 

permanent loss of open green space for informal sports activities. The current grass 

area would no longer be available for local children messing around with footballs, 

rugby balls, cricket bats and kites, or as an informal 100 metre running track. In 

contrast, there is razor wire around the all-weather pitch at Priory Community School. 

 Emphasising the previous point, remaining areas of green space inside the village 

envelope, notably The Chestnuts and Woodborough Farm, will be lost to 

development, reinforcing the importance of preserving the green space on Longfield, 

outside the village boundary. „[T]he natural environment is fundamental to human 

well-being. Contact with nature and active recreational use of natural green spaces 

contributes to people‟s psychological well-being and physical health‟ (Planning for a 

healthy environment – Good practice guidance for green infrastructure and 

biodiversity, Town & Country Planning Association, 2012, p. 5). 

 The Arboricultural Impact Assessment states (para. 4.1.2) that, „There is a belt of 

trees and undergrowth adjacent to Longfield House, which are providing amenity 

benefit and should be protected. In addition, there is a mature Horse chestnut, growing 

between existing pitches.‟ These amenities will largely be lost because the trees 

would be screened by a heavy wire-mesh fence 100 metres (east-west) by 60 metres 

(north-south) at least 3 metres high directly in front of them (see picture 2b, attached). 

 By creating a barrier between the School‟s area and the rest of the sports fields (see 

picture 1b at the end of this document), the proposed fenced pitch spoils the open 

nature of the clear green space running from the A38 down the valley to the 

Strawberry Line and dispels any idea of School and community inclusiveness.  

64. These effects run counter to current Sport England policy, which seeks to:  

„encourage facilities in locations … which take account of the need to protect residential 

amenity by seeking to minimise the disturbance…. Because of the extended periods of 

activity possible, the use of floodlighting and the numbers of users these facilities can 

accommodate, particular care must be taken in choosing a location‟ (Sport England, 

Spatial Planning for Sport and Active Recreation, Development Control Guidance Notice, 

Summer 2009, p. 22). 

65. The development also runs counter to policy CS27 of the Core Strategy: 

„[Sports] Facilities need to be accessible by public transport and located on 

cycleway/pedestrian networks and imaginative design of buildings structures and open 
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spaces will be required so they can enhance the setting of any surrounding residential and 

commercial areas‟ (p.104), 

and to policy CS9 of the North Somerset Core Strategy, which states that, „The existing 

network of green infrastructure will be safeguarded, improved and enhanced … ensuring it … 

maintains and improves biodiversity and landscape character and contributes to climate 

change objectives‟ (p. 52), 

and to policy CF/3 (iii) of the North Somerset Replacement Local Plan and the 

requirement that that development should be well-related to the community it is intended to 

serve. 

5 Adverse effects on the Mendips AONB  

66. A development on this scale is inappropriate in a rural setting immediately adjacent to 

and surrounded by the Mendip Hills AONB, whose boundary is within 200 metres of the 

development site on its south and west sides and 400 metres on the other sides. As noted in 

Box 3, the Parish Plan includes the aspiration that the Mendips AONB should include the 

whole Parish. 

67. Paras 2.2 and 2.3 of the Landscape Appraisal confirm that the development is visible 

in views both from and to the AONB.  

68. VIEWS FROM THE AONB. When floodlit, the site would be visible from the AONB. 

A letter of objection from CPRE to the previous application argues that:  

„ … light pollution from the proposed development would harm the character of the 

Mendip Hills AONB. Dark skies make a significant contribution to the character and 

tranquillity of rural areas. … [I]t is simply not possible to floodlight an outdoor pitch 

without causing very significant light pollution. The boundary of the Mendip Hills AONB 

falls within 200m of the development site on its south side, and is between 300m and 

400m away on all other sides. The site is very visible from the higher ground around the 

Mendip Hills and when in use at night, both direct light and cloud-glow would be visible 

from considerable distances. The light pollution would be most visible from the higher 

ground of the Mendip Hills, which is of course the area that the AONB most seeks to 

protect.‟ 

69. There would also be considerable daylight visual intrusion into the existing landscape 

from the lighting columns and fencing. All these impacts are contrary to national policy 

(NPPF 2012, para. 115), and to Core Strategy Policies CS4 and CS5, which state that: 

 „The Mendip Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) will be protected by 

ensuring that development proposals conserve and enhance its natural beauty and respect 

its character, taking into account the economic and social well-being of the area‟ (p. 40). 

 

70. VIEWS TO THE AONB. The development would damage views towards the Mendip 

Hills AONB. The lighting columns, which from several directions would break the skyline to 

views of St James‟s Church (a Grade 1 listed building) and Wavering Down, would be seen 

as a prominent and intrusive feature, as picture 1b at the end of this document shows). The 

fencing and floodlights would be visible walking in Longfield, The Vinery, Fox Lane, Sidcot 

Lane, parts of Bridgwater Road, on the hill behind Sidcot and on Winscombe Hill, to the 

detriment of the visual amenities and, more generally, exacerbating an existing problem and 

degrading what was a simple open playing field. 
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71. The letter of objection from the Secretary of the Mendip Society summarises: 

„The site on which this development is planned is integral within the general sweep of the 

AONB. The site, particularly when floodlit, will be visible from many parts of the AONB 

and even in the daytime the construction will damage the visual amenity of the Mendip 

Hills. For those who live outside the actual area of the AONB itself, the impact of this 

construction will be to damage the view of the Mendips which is of prime importance to 

many local residents. In many cases today, local authorities are recognising that light 

pollution is a serious issue and are taking steps to cut unnecessary lighting of roads and 

buildings. The amount of lighting required by this floodlit area will have a considerable 

impact on the ambiance of the area‟. 

72. The Landscape Appraisal concedes that „The magnitude of effect on the landscape 

character of the site itself is considered to be medium (prominent)…. This will result in an 

impact of moderate adverse significance‟ (para. 7.7, emphasis in original).  

 

73. CONCLUSIONS: AONB. The overall impact in terms of siting, scale, height and 

visibility will have an adverse effect on adjoining areas contrary to policy GDP/3 (i) and 

(ii) of the North Somerset Replacement Local Plan and policy CS5 of the Core Strategy. 

The before-and-after pictures at the end of this document show the effect graphically. 

74. The conclusion of the Landscape appraisal that the effect on the wider landscape is 

negligible is untenable and unsound. The legal test under section 85 of the Countryside 

and Rights of Way Act 2000 is not whether the effect is small or negligible, but imposes 

on the Council a particular duty to have regard to the purpose of “conserving and 

enhancing” the natural beauty of the AONB. One of the reasons for the strength of the 

opposition to the application is the damage it would do to the beauty of the village. 

75. As stated in the Planning Design and Access Statement (para. 1.14), „to achieve its 

vision the School pursues the following aims: 

 „To provide an education of quality, rooted in Quaker ethos … that demonstrate its 

difference and uniqueness…. 

 „To … exercise careful, responsible stewardship of the school grounds and wider 

environment.‟ 

The Headmaster made the same point recently (Cheddar Valley Gazette, 8 October 2013), 

„The Earth is such a precious resource and, unless we change our behaviour as consumers, we 

are in danger of losing it in the future.‟  

6 The wider planning context 

6.1 Other considerations 

76. MITIGATIONS AND CONDITIONS DO NOT HELP. Sidcot School might offer assurances 

about reducing various of these ill-effects.  

The history of past such assurances is not on the School‟s side. But it would not solve 

the problem even if all the mitigations were carried out in full and there were 

strict limitations on the use of the facility.  

 Mitigations such as acoustic fencing, only partly address problems of intensity of 

noise and do nothing to address the frequency and duration of noise, nor 

problems of traffic and road safety. 
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 Limiting use would reduce the duration of the adverse effects connected with traffic, 

road safety, noise and light pollution, but would simultaneously reduce benefits. 

 Neither mitigations nor limitations address the ill-effects that would arise even if the 

facility were little used, including loss of a full-size rugby pitch and of open green 

space; loss of amenity for the neighbourhood, including the daylight intrusion of the 

fencing and lighting columns; and adverse effects on the Mendips AONB. 

77. THE BENEFITS OF THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT ARE LIMITED. It could be a relevant 

offsetting factor to the planning problems if the benefits were considerable. A parallel 

document assesses the Benefits of the proposed development and sets out four sets of reasons 

why they are not as substantial as claimed.  

 The quality of the facility is limited in technical and sporting terms and in terms of 

the accompanying amenities, and hence does not compare favourably with other 

nearby facilities. 

 Sporting benefits are limited, and partly offset by the loss of a full-size rugby pitch. 

 Economic benefits would be small. Benefits for the village would accrue mostly to 

the Cricket Club and would be partly offset by flows from the village to Sidcot 

School. Economic benefits for North Somerset would be minimal, the main effect 

being the way economic activity is shared within the area, i.e. increased economic 

activity in one ward at the expense of other wards. 

 Community benefits are limited. 

78. THERE IS A BETTER WAY. We have set out an Alternative strategy which avoids the 

worst of the planning 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, and there are precedents for such 

facilities within an AONB.  

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

79. The arrangements have a series of advantages:  

 From the School‟s point of view, a 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. 

 From a village perspective the arrangement 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.  

80. As Box 8 explains, consultation has been inadequate. 

 
Box 8: Consultation has been inadequate 

Sidcot School states that it has responded to the concerns of local residents by 
adjusting the planning application in the following ways: 

 Claim: „Provision of a larger red line application boundary‟.  

Comment: the red line in the previous application was inaccurate, making 

http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeybenefits2.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeyalternative2.pdf
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81. Though this document is written for the North Somerset Planning Officers and hence 

has focussed on the planning issues, it is useful to be aware of a range of arguments – in the 

planning application and more widely – which are mistaken. Many of these are addressed at 

different parts of this document. Box 9 summarises them. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Box 9: Common mistaken arguments 

 The Lynch has a good safety record so there is no problem. Box 5 
contradicts this argument, reinforced by the independent traffic report 
appended to this document, which argues that the impact will be severe. 

 Safety won’t get worse because the proposal improves parking. Box 5 
explains why this argument is wrong. 

 The development will mitigate noise so that it is within WHO guidelines. 
Paras 39-55 contradict this argument. 

 The development will not create light leakage. Paras 56-58 address this 
argument. 

 The development will not have intrusive effects on the landscape and/or 

the application legally unviable, as pointed out in a letter from a Barrister 
representing the objectors. 

 Claim: „Improved access arrangements to ensure the scheme is fully 
accessible‟.  

Comment: the previous application made no provision for disabled access, 
contradicting the claim of community benefit and violating planning law – 
another point in the Barrister‟s letter. 

 Claim: „Completion of a new noise assessment to fully review the scheme and 
identify the mitigation requirements.‟ 

Comment: the new assessment was necessary because of the serious flaws 
– identified in various submissions to NSC – in the noise assessment 
submitted with the previous application. 

 Claim: „Reduction in height of the proposed acoustic fence along the southern 
boundary to 2.5m‟.  

Comment: visual impact is slightly less bad, but with correspondingly less 
mitigation for first-floor rooms (see the discussion in Box 6). 

 Claim: „Provision of additional landscaping to minimise any potential visual 
impact of the proposed acoustic fences‟.  

Comment: given the scale of the fences, the mitigation is slight; and, if the 
precedent of other places applies, the new plantings will be neglected. 

 The changes adjust the proposal only in small ways; in essence it is the same 
proposal. 

 Reinforcing the argument that consultation has been inadequate, Sidcot School 
held a consultation meeting at the School on 7 November 2013. The planning 
application is dated 25 October 2013. 
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6.2 Balancing multiple planning objectives 

82. WHO BEARS THE ADVERSE EFFECTS? All-weather pitches are designed for large-scale 

operation, i.e. many hours per day (because floodlit) every day (because all-weather). Since 

Winscombe is a village, the development would of necessity bring in people from 

surrounding areas, imposing costs on local residents in several ways. 

 As discussed in paras 14-38, traffic would become daily and extend into hours after 

dark. The Lynch, already a cause for concern, would become more unsafe. As a 

result, local parents would be more likely to drive their children for safety 

reasons, rather than walk, so that the development would have the effect of 

driving local children off the streets and into their parents‟ cars. 

 Bringing in more people from outside the village would make it harder for local 

people, particularly local children, to get into the team. As a result, local children 

would be less able to grow up playing in the same team – a real loss to the 

community. 

 The loss of open green space for informal sporting use particularly affects local 

children. 

 Of course, it would be terrific if there were hockey facilities locally. But it is 

important to remember all children. For every child from the village who would 

benefit from local hockey there are several who would lose open green space and 

many who would be exposed to greater traffic risk. As noted in Box 3, the Parish 

Plan reports that „Almost 90% of the 5-18 year olds who responded are strongly in 

favour of the expansion of sports and leisure facilities‟. The respondents are old 

enough to want more sporting facilities, but not old enough to have children about 

whose road safety they would be concerned. 

 Older people do not benefit from improved sports facilities, though they may do so 

vicariously through grandchildren. However, older people are at particular risk in 

terms of pedestrian safety.  

 Noise, lighting columns, light spillage and loss of amenity would particularly 

affect local people. 

will not be noticed because there are already floodlights. Paras 59-61 and 
Boxes 6 and 7 contradict this argument. 

 The development would provide world-class facilities. Our document on 
the Benefits of the proposed development explain why this argument is 
mistaken. 

 Sport England supports the proposal. Sport England‟s letter (25 November 
2013) „does not wish to raise an objection‟, but only on condition that, „…a 
Community Use Agreement shall be … approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority‟. 

 Opponents are only a vocal minority. Box 10 addresses this argument 
directly because of its relevance to the Localism Act 2011. 

 Sidcot School has listened to the opinion of the local community. Box 8 
contradicts this argument directly. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeybenefits2.pdf
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83. Because these adverse effects fall disproportionately on people who live in the 

village, they are the people who are objecting. Box 10 discusses in detail the source of the 

objections and what is (and is not) being objected to. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
84. Box 10 has three important implications:  

 The volume of support from outside the village underlines the increase in traffic in 

The Lynch which the proposal would generate (see Box 5).  

 The fact that the planning application is essentially unchanged from the previous 

version despite strong and reasoned opposition, highlights the fact that consultation 

has been inadequate, as discussed in Box 8. 

 Most fundamentally, based on letters of support and objection, opinion in the 

village is heavily against the proposal. The Localism Act 2011 emphasises that 

Box 10: Who is opposing and what are they opposing?  

Those opposing the planning application have been variously described as a „vocal 
minority‟, as „nimby‟ and as old folk who do not understand sport. The reason for 
offering a defence against such statements is not personal, but directly relevant to 
planning law, notably the Localism Act 2011. 

 Near neighbours include a former captain and current Vice-President of the 
rugby club and a former long-serving governor of Sidcot School. They and 
their families have been and are engaged in a wide range of sports; and 
continue to give practical and financial support to the rugby and football clubs. 

 The letters of opposition to the planning application in its present form come 
from all parts of the village including Sandford and Sidcot, from people of all 
ages, from people involved in rugby, football, tennis, Cubs, and the nursery 
school, from parents of young children, including children involved in rugby, 
football and tennis on Longfield and the Rec., from parents of past and current 
Sidcot pupils, from members of the Quaker community and from the Mendip 
Society. Given the wide range of adverse effects and wide-ranging opposition, 
the Parish Council voted to recommend rejection. When we say „not in our 
back yard‟, the „our‟ refers to the wider village community. 

 Since most of the adverse effects would fall on the village, with the benefits 
largely for people from outside, it is not surprising that almost all of the many  
letters of objection are from addresses in the village, with support coming 
largely from outside. 

 A careful count at the end of the consultation period showed that of 95 
separate letters of objection, 87, i.e. 92%, were from people in the village. In 
contrast, over two thirds of the 109 letters of support came from outside the 
village. Thus opinion in the village (86 against, 35 in support) is 2½ to 1 
against. 

 The letters of objection represent a response rate that would be very good for a 
tick-box survey; and those letters are not tick-box exercises, but often long, 
reasoned and focussed on planning issues. 

 The letters of support are frequently short tweets saying that improved sporting 
facilities would be marvellous.  

 We agree (so does everyone else). Our argument is not that the proposal 
is a bad idea, but that the planning application puts it in the wrong place. 
The Alternative proposal, which has considerable support, offers a better 
strategy for achieving an objective about which everyone agrees. 
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heavy weight should to be given to the views of the people with a detailed 

understanding of the situation on the ground, i.e. the local people themselves.  

85. Box 11 explains in planning terms why the proposed development exceeds 

Winscombe‟s important role as a service village. Box 12 concludes by setting the issue in 

human terms. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

It is right to support schools and sport, but not at any cost. The development is distant 

from Sidcot School‟s core activity and inappropriate in a rural setting outside the 

Village Settlement Boundary and immediately adjacent to and surrounded by an 

AONB. For these reasons, we urge North Somerset Council to reject the current 

planning application to allow proper consideration of a better alternative. 

 

Box 11: Scale and character: Winscombe as a service village 

Winscombe is a service village, hence developments like shops, the library, the 
surgery, etc. are appropriate and desirable. The proposed development is unsuitable 
not because sport is out of place in the village (far from it) but because its inherent 
scale outstrips the absorptive capacity of the village in terms of access, parking and 
traffic, and hence of road safety, with particular concerns after dark, and hence is 
contrary to policy CS32 of the Core Strategy („Proposals for small scale 
development appropriate to the size and character of the village [and] which respects 
the character of the village…‟ p. 130, emphasis added). A development which includes 
2 acres of all-weather surface, 375 metres of heavy wire mesh fencing 3 metres high, 
250 metres of acoustic fencing 2.5 or 3 metres high, a gravel car park, macadam 
paths, lighting bollards, floodlights, and an increase in traffic which would be severe 
cannot be described as small scale, or as respecting the character of the village, or as 
consistent with the strong desire expressed in the Parish Plan (Box 3) to „[preserve] the 
“village” and open space characteristics of the area‟, and „to retain the existing 
settlement boundaries with no development permitted outside those boundaries‟. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Box 12: You don‟t know what you‟ve got till it‟s gone (Joni Mitchell)  

The Family Friendly Hotspots Report 2013 is about the best places to bring up 
children (http://www.familyinvestments.co.uk/assets/21503/27093/Hotspots-report-
2013). Winscombe came third out of 2,400 postcode districts in England and Wales. 

 The ranking in the report is based on six elements, including education, child-care 
costs, property, amenities, safety, and population demographics. Based on those 
criteria, the overall score of the winner (Bingham in Nottinghamshire) was 25.16. 
Winscombe scored 25.15 – it was that close! 

 The village needs to move with the times. But since we clearly have something 
precious, in doing so, we should be thoughtful to protect what is good. The criteria in 
the Hotspots Report reinforce the argument in Box 3, that the Parish Plan is about a 
wide range of aspects of the village. People care about all of them. 

 The refrain of the song by Joni Mitchell ends: „They paved paradise, And put up a 
parking lot‟. The village should avoid that mistake. 
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This document, the Benefits claimed for the facility, an Alternative strategy, a Summary, 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 

Attached:  Independent traffic report 

   Maps 

Pictures 1-6 
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http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeysummary2.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeypictures2.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/sidcot.html
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10th December 2013 
 
Mr K and Mrs T Joyce 
Longfield House 
The Lynch 
Winscombe 
Somerset 
BS25 1LR 
 
 
 
Dear Kevin and Tina 
 
Re: All Weather Sports Facility, Longfield, Winscombe [LPA ref: 13/P/2092/F] 
 
With reference to the above development we have reviewed the documentation lodged 
with the application, in particular the Transport Technical Note and the Design and 
Access Statement. 
 
Firstly, the Design and Access Statement (D&A) makes reference to a Transport 
Assessment (TA) that supports the application.  There is no evidence of this document 
on the planning portal, however, a Transport Technical Note (TTN) is. For a 
development of this scale it would be normal to see a Transport Assessment as there 
is little planning history to support the current uses. 
 
The TTN makes reference to the thresholds at which a TA or a TS is required in the 
Guidance for Transport Assessments. Local Authorities can interpret these guidelines 
to suit the circumstances of each application. North Somerset Council supplementary 
guidance (SPD) does refer to developments expanding from below thresholds where a 
Travel Plan (TP) does not exist to levels where one would be required to promote 
sustainable travel. A Travel Plan or the agreement the applicant’s transport consultant 
made with the Local Highway Authority are not available on the planning portal or 
contained within the TTN. 
 
Turning to the TTN itself the following observations can be made:- 
 

1) While the report has tried to summarise the existing uses it has made no 
attempt at tabulating current vehicle trip rate attraction or parking accumulation. 
It is clear from the photographic evidence for the weekend of the 23rd/24th of 
November that the ‘overspill’ carpark as well as the surrounding streets are 
under serious pressure. A parking survey should be conducted to fully assess 
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the demand of the current use and forecast the requirement for additional 
parking as the use is intensified. 

 
2) No vehicle count has been conducted over a typical 7 day period which should 

include an event day. This would verify the text describing the current use.  
 
3) The TTN states there is a ‘slim chance’ that home games for all sports could 

coincide. This is a generalised statement, however, a robust assessment would 
seek to predict the impact of games coinciding so that the authorities become 
informed and a suitable event management plan could be implemented in these 
cases. 

 
4) There is clear evidence that the access and egress to the overspill carpark is 

constrained and visibility in either direction is well below standard. In addition, it 
is a single lane width and is shared with 3 residential properties. No reference is 
made to the safe passage through the overspill carpark for these residential 
vehicles. Evidence from the weekend of the 23rd/24th of November clearly 
suggests that the 160 spaces proposed are well used which corresponds to 
two-way vehicle movements in excess of 350 vehicles per day. 

 
5) The Vinery and The Lynch also suffer from on street parking issues related to 

the sports field which restricts the safe passage of cars. The pavements are 
poor or limited for pedestrians which forces them to use the carriageway. The 
Highways Authority is currently advertising a Traffic Regulation Order that will 
prevent parking, however, it remains to be seen how this will be enforced given 
the blatant abuse of the restrictions on The Lynch during our site visit. 

 
6) At the junction to the overspill carpark there is an additional private access and 

public footpath exiting onto The Vinery. At this point The Lynch and The Vinery 
create what is effectively a cross roads with the access to the overspill carpark. 
With the visibility constrained, it is highly likely that Road Safety will be 
compromised. 

 
7)  The planning authority’s own supplementary guidance states that there should 

be Pick Up and Set Down facilities. Two spaces for minibuses are provided, 
however, coaches carrying away teams have been observed arriving at the site 
for which there are no arrangements shown on the plans.  

 
8) It is understood that the sports facilities have naturally evolved over a 

substantial period of time which has escaped the scrutiny of the Local Planning 
Authority. There is evidence from the residents in the neighbourhood that 
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pressure on the road network has developed over the years in line with the 
growth of the facilities.  

 
9) The document also appears not to have considered if there is a history of 

accidents in the immediate vicinity, dealt with public safety where pedestrians 
and vehicles will share the same road space, provision of secure cycle space, 
assessed the swept path of larger vehicles accessing the site, and most 
importantly, access for Emergency Vehicles.  

 
Finally, the NPPF clearly defines the principles of development in respect of transport. 
These will not be recited here, however, it does state that development should be 
refused where the impact is severe. The impact of this proposal on the immediate 
highway network, in our opinion, is considered severe which is on the back of the 
previous unchecked growth of the facilities.  

 
Please feel free to circulate this letter to the Case Officer and the Highways Officer at 
North Somerset Council in support of your objection. 
 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 

 
 
 
Robert Snijders 
 
 
 



 

 

Longfield 

The Rec. 

Sidcot School 
playing fields 

Map showing Sidcot School playing fields, Longfield 
and the Rec. 

Location of 
proposed 
development 

 

For the best view of ‘before and after’, set Acrobat to full-page view (Control 0 [zero] in many versions of Acrobat) 
These pictures can be downloaded from http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeypictures2.pdf 
Further information on the proposed development is on http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeysummary2.pdf  
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Plan of the proposed development including acoustic fences to 
the north and south (yellow) and macadam tracks (black) 
Data from Planning Application 13/P/2092/F, site plan version 13-02, house names added. 
Model created by POV-Ray 3.713-02.  
 

The Barn & Longfield House 

Northern acoustic fence 

Southern acoustic fence 

Caradon & Vardells 



      
 

 
1a)  Existing view from the A38/Bridgwater Road towards the 
church and the Mendips AONB 

 



      
 

 

1b) View from the A38/Bridgwater Road towards the church and the Mendips 
AONB showing the proposed development 
Canon 40D, 1/320 sec, f14, 41mm focal length (chosen to approximate the view with the naked eye). 
Data from Planning Application 13/P/2092/F: lighting columns 15.24 metres (50 feet), fence 3 metres (10 feet). 
Stick man 6 feet high. 
Model created by POV-Ray 3.7 and combined with original picture using ImageMagick 6.7.6. 
Additional data, including a high definition version, available on request via Longfield2012@gmail.com. 

 

Note: the plans include a temporary structure of 1.5m nylon netting behind the goals, 
bringing the height of fencing up to 4.5 metres.  This picture is based on 3 metre fencing 
and thus understates the likely impact. 
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2a)  Existing view along the trees on the south side of the garden of 
Longfield House towards the Sidcot School playing field 

 



      
 

 

2b) Northern acoustic fence: view along the trees on the south side of the 
garden of Longfield House towards the Sidcot School playing field showing the 
proposed development 
Canon 40D, 1/320 sec, f14, 33mm focal length (chosen to approximate the view with the naked eye). 
Data from Planning Application 13/P/2092/F: lighting columns 15.24 metres (50 feet), fence 3 metres (10 feet). 
Stick men 6 feet high. 
Model created by POV-Ray 3.7 and combined with original picture using ImageMagick 6.7.6. 
Additional data, including a high definition version, available on request via Longfield2012@gmail.com. 

 

 

Note: the plans include a temporary structure of 1.5m nylon netting behind the goals, 
bringing the height of fencing up to 4.5 metres.  This picture is based on 3 metre fencing 
and thus understates the likely impact. 
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3a)  Existing view from The Barn towards Longfield 



      
 

  

3b) Northern acoustic fence: view from The Barn towards Longfield 
Canon 40D, 1/200 sec, f13, 50mm focal length (chosen to approximate the view with the naked eye).  
Data from Planning Application 13/P/2092/F: lighting columns 15.24 metres (50 feet), fence 3 metres (10 feet). 
Stick man 6 feet high. 
Model created by POV-Ray 3.7 and combined with original picture using ImageMagick 6.7.6. 
Additional data, including a high definition version, available on request via Longfield2012@gmail.com. 
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4a) Existing view from Longfield towards Caradon and the 
Sidcot School sports pavilion, 24 May 2013 



 

4b) Southern acoustic fence:  view from Longfield towards Caradon and the 
Sidcot School sports pavilion 
Note the edge of the all-weather pitch at far left of picture 
Canon 7D, 1/100 sec, f5.6, 32mm focal length (chosen to approximate the view with the naked eye).  
Data from Planning Application 13/P/2092/F: lighting column 15.24 metres (50 feet), fence 2.5 metres 
(slightly over 8 feet). Stick men 6 feet high. 
Model created by POV-Ray 3.7 and combined with original picture using ImageMagick 6.7.6. 
Additional data, including a high definition version, available on request via Longfield2012@gmail.com. 
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5) Longfield on a Sunday morning, 24 November 2013 



 

6) View from Cricket Club car park across Longfield, Sunday 24 March 2013 

Note cars parked on Longfield in the background 

 


