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Planning Application 13/P/2092/F, Longfield, Winscombe  

 

Responses to the Case Officer’s Report 

Longfield Group 

 

1. This note sets out responses to the Case Officer’s Report published on 16 January.  

The supporting documents to which it refers are available on 

http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/sidcot.html 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Summary  

IMPACT ON THE AONB (paras 2-10, below). The development is not just a marginal 
change but a difference in kind.  

 During daylight, the development cuts the valley in two, blocking the open 
green space that runs west from the A38. 

 At night what is being floodlit is an artificial surface and high surrounding 
fence, very different from lights on an unfenced grass pitch. 

Mitigations cannot solve either problem.  The result is urbanisation outside the 
Village Settlement Boundary. 

MEASUREMENTS (paras 11-13 below). The Site Layout Plan states: ‘Hockey Pitch 97.4 
x 61m’. The Case Officers Report (p. 2) says ‘Hockey pitch measuring 101m x 65m’. 

PARKING, ACCESS AND TRAFFIC (paras 14-22)  

 The development does not create a single extra parking space and hence 
does not solve the parking problem. 

 The analysis of traffic is inadequate in respect of where traffic will occur, how 
much traffic will occur, and when. The impact will be severe. 

 The extra traffic will make the parking problem worse.  

NOISE AND VISUAL IMPACT (paras 23-25) 

 The applicant’s own report shows that, despite the acoustic fences, peak 
noise exceeds WHO guidelines 

 The Case Officer’s Report discusses only intensity of noise but entirely 
ignores increased frequency and duration of noise. 

 The Case Officer’s Report is plain wrong when it says that visual impact will 
be only from the first floor of windows overlooking the site. 

OMISSIONS (paras 26-35) 

 The application does not include an Environmental Impact Survey 

 No Highways and Transport Report has been posted on the NSC web site, 
nor a  Management Plan. 

 There is no analysis of sources of objection and support. 

 There is no discussion of the technical limitations of the development relative 
to Hockey England guidelines. 

IN SUM, the Case Officer’s Report ignores our detailed planning objections or brushes 
them aside without reasoned argument  (the words ‘It is considered …’ appear 15 
times in the Report). 

http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/sidcot.html
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1 The Mendips AONB: A difference in kind, not just degree 

2. The argument that the development will make only a marginal difference is wrong. 

3. DAYLIGHT VISUAL INTRUSION. The Case Officer’s Report says that, given existing 

lights, more lights would make little difference.  

‘We … note that there are already flood lights in the sports field’ (p. 6) 

‘The surrounding land is already used for playing pitches with a cricket ground, tennis 

courts and football and rugby pitches in the vicinity…. The development now proposed 

will have the effect of intensifying the use of the land …. However this intensification 

will not be so significant as to affect the character of the landscape given the pattern of 

existing land uses…. [I]t has been concluded that the development will not have an 

adverse effect on the quality of the landscape in this area’ (p. 8, emphasis added). 

‘It is considered that the visual impact of the floodlights on the area, including the setting 

of the AONB, where there are existing floodlights, and the impact of these on existing 

residents, will be acceptable and will conserve the AONB’ (p. 13). 

That line of argument is false. The impact is not just a difference in degree but a difference in 

kind because, unlike the existing lights, this development cuts the valley in two, blocking the 

open green space that runs from the A38 to the Strawberry Line (see attached pictures 1a and 

1b of the view from the A38 towards Wavering Down). Mitigations cannot fix that 

fundamental fact.  

 

4. NIGHT-TIME VISUAL INTRUSION.  The Case Officer’s Report says: 

‘We … note that there are already flood lights in the sports field’ (p. 6). 

‘During the night time and assuming the proposed facilities are used at the same time as 

some or all of the existing, visual impacts are considered to be of moderate to minor 

adverse, but temporary significance’ (p. 8).   

This line of argument fails to acknowledge that what is being floodlit is an artificial surface 

with high surrounding fence (such developments have been called ‘roofless factories’).  

Again this is different in kind from the impact of floodlights on an unfenced grass pitch and, 

again, cannot be solved by mitigations.   

 

5. The letter of objection from Bob Rischmiller, Secretary of the Mendip Society (NSC 

web site on 5 December 2013) stresses both daylight and night-time damage to 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’. 

6. THE RESULT: URBANISATION OUTSIDE THE VILLAGE SETTLEMENT BOUNDARY.  

‘It is considered that the visual impact of the floodlights on the area, including the setting 

of the AONB, where there are existing floodlights, and the impact of these on existing 

residents, will be acceptable and will conserve the AONB’ (p. 13) 

A development which includes 2 acres of all-weather surface, floodlights, 375 metres of 

heavy mesh fencing 3 metres high, 250 metres of acoustic fencing, a car park for 150 cars, 

macadam paths, lighting bollards, and an increase in traffic which would be severe cannot be 

described as appropriate in terms of siting, height and scale, nor as respecting the character of 

the village. Noise and visual impact would harm amenity (Main document, paras 62-65 and 

Box 7) contrary to policy CS27 of the Core Strategy and policies GDP/3 (ii) and CF/3 (iii) of 

http://wam.n-somerset.gov.uk/MULTIWAM/doc/Objection%20Comment-2350169.pdf?extension=.pdf&id=2350169&location=Volume4&contentType=application/pdf&pageCount=2
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeymain2.pdf
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the North Somerset Replacement Local Plan, including loss of green infrastructure outside 

the Village Settlement 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. In contrast, general advice from the Mendips AONB is that ‘where significant 

development is proposed outside the AONB on land that could be regarded as forming the 

setting to the designated area, the AONB Unit would advise the local planning authority that 

its impact on the natural beauty of the AONB should be taken into account e.g. in terms of 

views from within the AONB to countryside beyond or from outside the AONB towards the 

designated area’ (email from Jonathan Richards, Planning Liaison Officer, Mendip Hills 

AONB Unit, 8 December 2012). 

 

8. SIDCOT’S PICTURE SHOWING THE VIEW TOWARDS WAVERING DOWN UNDERSTATES 

THE IMPACT. The picture Sidcot School is using for this view (Photomontages, 10 December 

2013, picture 5) understates the effect.  We are careful in separating the differences between 

our picture of the view from the A38 and the one that the School is using. 

 Height of fence: 

 In the Sidcot picture, the fence around the hockey pitch (planned to be 3m) 

appears low relative to the height of the fence round the tennis courts (2.78m).  

At least, in part, this is because their picture lowers the pitch (a result of cut 

and fill, to obtain a level surface), hence the fence will be lower at that 

(eastern) end by 0.5m.   It may be that the Sidcot picture exaggerates the depth 

to which the pitch is sunk but we cannot establish that.   

 Whether or not the picture gives a misleading view of the development when 

looking towards Wavering Down, it does so by implication by not showing the 

view from the other direction, when the ‘fill’ would increase the height of the 

fence by 0.5m making a correspondingly greater intrusion into the AONB. 

 There will be netting behind the goal area at each end, increasing the height of the 

fence to 4.5m.  The picture Sidcot School is using does not include that. 

 Height of floodlights: if the pitch is 0.5m lower at the eastern end, that reduces the 

height of a 3m fence by 16.67%, i.e. significantly (the point in the previous bullet).  

But the proportionate effect on the lighting columns (15.24m) is just over 3%.  Thus 

the Sidcot School picture undoubtedly understates the height of the lighting columns. 

 Thickness of fence: in the Sidcot picture the surrounding mesh fence is almost 

translucent.  This is an exaggeration (see the attached picture of the fence at Nailsea 

School by the same developer, Verde Recreo. 

 Lighting: the Sidcot picture is taken in soft light which, again, gives a misleading 

impression. 

9. As a separate point, the Sidcot picture is taken from their sports field, ours from the 

A38, i.e. our picture is taken from a public viewpoint.  At the Parish Council meeting, the 

School’s Planning Consultant, Adrian Hunter, said that such pictures should be taken from 

public vantage points. 

10. The legal requirement is to ‘preserve and enhance’ the AONB. 

 

http://wam.n-somerset.gov.uk/MULTIWAM/doc/Plan-2351238.pdf?extension=.pdf&id=2351238&location=Volume4&contentType=application/pdf&pageCount=1
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2 Faulty measurements of the size of the development 

11. AMBIGUITY ABOUT THE DIMENSIONS OF THE FENCED AREA.   

 The Site Layout Plan states: ‘HOCKEY PITCH 97.4 x 61m’. 

 The Case Officers Report says ‘Hockey pitch measuring 101m x 65m’(p. 2). 

 

12. The Report offers no explanation of this discrepancy. Later, the Report states: 

‘Accuracy of the plans. An issue with the accuracy of the plans has been raised and it has 

been investigated. It is considered that the plans are accurate’ (p. 15), but again, with no 

justification.  We have checked the measurements and regard the plan as accurate except the 

location of the southern boundary of the wire mesh fence.  In particular, if the dimensions are 

those on p. 2 of the Case Officer’s report, our measurements suggest that the wire mesh fence 

could be up to 4 metres closer to the nearest house, Caradon.   

13. This matters because there is no option to move the pitch towards the north because of 

protected trees.  As a result, noise will be greater and the estimates in the Noise Impact 

Assessment incorrect. 

 

3 Mistaken analysis of parking, access and traffic 

14. PARKING.  Currently 150 cars parking on Longfield on a Sunday morning, with 

occasional peaks of close to 200.  The Case Officer’s Report states that, ‘… the proposal 

provides for ‘a capacity of 144 spaces’ (p. 3), later explaining that number as follows: 

‘The application indicates that there are currently 90 parking spaces on site to serve the 

existing facilities. It is proposed to formalise these existing spaces using reinforced turf 

for the parking area bounded by earth bunds and to also provide an additional 60 

gravelled car parking spaces. The bund will reduce the 90 spaces to 86 and this will 

provide a total parking provision of 144 spaces’ (p. 11) 

 

15. The Report continues by stating that the arrangements for parking would take cars off 

the surrounding streets.   

‘This could amount to a spare capacity to park 136 vehicles during … a hockey match 

and a spare capacity to park 109 vehicles during a training session. 

‘It is anticipated that this spare capacity would be utilized, at least in part, by cars 

associated with other sports use on neighbouring pitches/sports facilities. 

‘It is noted that there is significant local concern in regards to on street parking 

principally on The Lynch and The Vinery as a result of the existing community sports 

facilities on site. 

‘... the additional capacity will enable the site to cater for existing unmet demand which 

results in on-street parking’ (p. 11). 

 

16. The reality is very different.  The development formalises what is currently illegal 

parking but does not create a single extra parking space (indeed, it will slightly reduce the 

number of spaces). The effect of the development would be to extend the current parking 

scrum on many Sunday morning throughout the week, including after dark (see the 

discussion of traffic, below).   

17. ACCESS. The problem is not only one of parking but also of access.  The Sunday 

morning traffic flows into Longfield at around 10:00 and out around 12:00, i.e. mainly one-
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directional traffic. However, during the week, with the potential for back-to-back sessions, 

there will be conflicting traffic. The problem is made worse because sightlines for both entry 

and exit along a single track are close to non-existent. Parking and access are discussed more 

fully in our Main document, paras. 14-32.  

 

18. TRAFFIC.  The Case Officer’s Report says: 

‘The increase in trip generation … is not considered to have a detrimental effect upon 

traffic volumes within the vicinity of the site. A high proportion of trips will be diverted 

from the existing hockey club training facilities in Weston-super-Mare, and as such these 

vehicles will already be on the local network rather than new trips. Furthermore, 

community use is likely to take place outside of network peak hours… (p. 10) 

This analysis is flawed in several ways 

 

19. Location of traffic. Even if the development does not generate any additional trips, the 

Report ignores the location of those trips.  To see the effect on traffic, consider two cases: 

 If the all-weather facility is located in Weston-super-Mare, 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.   

In sum, a given volume of traffic along roads in Weston-super-Mare is very different from the 

same volume of traffic going along The Lynch, the only access road to Longfield.  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.  

 

20. Volume of traffic. The entire purpose of an all-weather facility with floodlights is to 

increase intensity of use.  Thus there will definitely be more traffic. 

 

21. Time of traffic. Floodlights make it very likely that there will be extra traffic.  A 

particular worry is the period between the end of school and the end of scouts, which includes 

network peak hours (sunset is by 5pm for the whole of November, December and January) 

(Main document, paras 33-38 and Box 5). 

 

22. IN SUM. Our submissions diagnosed two central flaws in the Transport Technical Note 

submitted with the planning application: 

 It makes the best-case assumption that hockey is the only additional use (Main 

document, para. 28); 

 It does not discuss pedestrian safety (Main document, paras. 33-38) 

The Case Officer’s Report brushes aside these criticisms in two paragraphs on p. 12, stating 

that, ‘It is considered that the development proposal is very unlikely to be detrimental to 

pedestrian safety’. 

 

http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeymain2.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeymain2.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeymain2.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeymain2.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeymain2.pdf
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4 Incomplete analysis of noise and visual impact 

23. NOISE. The Case Officer’s Report states that that the acoustic assessment, 

‘…in conjunction with 3m and 2.5m high acoustic fences demonstrates that noise 

generated will be limited to be below the World Health Organisation acceptable levels for 

community noise. Further the assessment demonstrates that the noise experienced by the 

nearest neighbours will be some 5 – 10 dB lower than presently found at the field 

boundary resulting from the existing use’ (p. 13). 

 

24. That statement is mistaken or incomplete for the following reasons: 

 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 Case Officer’s Report discusses only the intensity of noise and ignores the fact 

that the development would without question increase the frequency and duration of 

noise. 

 Noise ‘lower than presently found at the field boundary’: this ignores the fact that the 

field boundary is currently at least 30 metres further from The Barn and Longfield 

House than would be the case with the all-weather facility. 

 

25. VISUAL IMPACT. The Case Officer’s Report states that that 

‘…the proposals will have significant visual impacts on only a limited number of 

dwellings sited along the northern and southern boundaries and then only from first floor 

windows overlooking the site’ (p. 16). 

To show that this is plain wrong it is necessary only to look at pictures 3a and 3b (attached) 

showing the view from The Barn. 

 

5 Omissions 

26. NO ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT SURVEY.  The Planning Design and Access Statement 

submitted as part of the application states that: 

‘The majority of the site is also already subject to artificial lighting. Given both these 

factors, it is unlikely that the site itself provides high quality foraging habitat for bats’ 

(para. 2.54). 

The reality is that on the land owned by Sidcot School (i.e. Longfield and the Sidcot School 

playing fields) there are 2 rugby pitches on Longfield and a rugby pitch and hockey pitch on 

the Sidcot School playing fields. Of these, only one rugby pitch and a training area on 

Longfield are floodlit, i.e. about 25% of the total area. 

 

27. The Planning Design and Access Statement concludes that: 

‘For the reasons detailed above, it is unlikely that the proposed development will have a 

significant impact on foraging/commuting or roosting bats. Although the current 

guidelines recommend bat surveys when floodlights are located within 50m of a 

hedgerow, due to the above we consider further surveys are not justified on this occasion’ 

(para. 2.57, emphasis added) 
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The reality is that we regularly see bats in the gardens of The Barn and Longfield House, and 

we also see larger bats adjacent to the south side of the pitch, along Fox Lane. We are happy 

to produce Affidavits to that effect. 

 

28. The Case Officer’s Report ignores the absence of an Environmental Impact Survey, 

and does not mention the word ‘bats’ where their presence has been documented. 

 

29. NO HIGHWAYS AND TRANSPORT REPORT HAS BEEN POSTED ON THE WEB SITE, hence 

we cannot respond. 

 

30. NO DISCUSSION OF HOW THE FACILITY WOULD BE POLICED.  No Management Plan 

has been posted on the NSC web site.  Thus there is no discussion of a range of practical 

arrangements, such as who would be responsible for managing bookings, who would 

supervise bookings, what arrangements are proposed to deal with emergencies (injury during 

a game, hooliganism while the pitch is locked), etc. 

 

31. NO ANALYSIS OF SOURCES OF OBJECTION AND SUPPORT.  Our submissions state that a 

careful count at the end of the consultation period showed that of 92 separate letters of 

objection, 86, i.e. 93.5%, were from people who live in the village. These are the people who 

would face the ill-effects of the development on a daily basis. In contrast, over two thirds of 

the 109 letters of support came from outside the village. Thus opinion in the village (86 

against, 34 in support) is 2½ to 1 against.
1
   

 

32. We have also pointed out that the letters of objection come from all parts of the 

village; from people of all ages; from people involved in rugby, football, tennis, Cubs and the 

nursery school; from parents of young children; from parents of past and current Sidcot 

pupils; from members of the Quaker community; and from the Mendip Society (Main 

document, Box 10). Given the wide range of adverse effects and wide-ranging opposition, the 

Parish Council voted to recommend rejection.  

 

33. The Case Officer’s Report (p. 5) states total numbers but, despite our submissions, 

ignores (a) the source of the letters and (b) the length and detail in most of the letters of 

objection, in contrast with the mostly short tweets in the messages of support. The Localism 

Act 2011 and National Planning Policy Framework (paras 66 and 69) require planners to give 

considerable weight to local opinion. 

 

34. NO DISCUSSION OF THE TECHNICAL LIMITATIONS OF THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT.  

The development is substandard in terms of Hockey England guidelines in two ways.  First, 

as discussed in paras 11-13, the proposed area might be too small, so that either the pitch or 

the runoffs would be substandard.  Second, the orientation of the pitch is directly into the 

setting sun and prevailing winds.  In addition, the supporting amenities (showers, café, gym, 

etc.) are absent or inadequate compared with other nearby facilities.  For detailed discussion, 

see our Benefits document, paras. 4-13. 

 

35. SOME ADDITIONAL UNANSWERED QUESTIONS. We include these in summary form for 

completeness, mainly to illustrate that in addition to its strategic flaws, the proposal has many 

smaller ones. 

                                                 
1
 These are updated numbers compared with those in our Summary document. 

http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeymain2.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeymain2.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeybenefits2.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeysummary2.pdf


Planning Application 13/P/2092/F: Response_5 8  22 January 2014 

 

 Location of southern acoustic fence: the most recent plan shows that the fence is not 

(and cannot be) 4 metres from the Bristol Water pipe running across the field. 

 Location of lighting columns: the plan does not show the exact location of lighting 

columns: there is no room for lights on the pitch side of fence; if the lights are outside 

the acoustic fence, the foundations of the columns on the northern edge will be too 

close to trees 

 The septic tank for Longfield House and The Barn will be under the proposed car 

park (raised by our solicitor with the School but brushed aside). 

 Flood risk:  Para 2.1.2 of the Flood Risk Assessment states that, ‘The site is in a 

generally level local area, with land falling away to the east, and rising gently inn [sic] 

all other directions.’  The East?   This repeats the error in the documentation for the 

previous planning application. 

 

6 Conclusion 

36. The response of the Case Officer’s Report to the detailed planning objections we have 

raised are either (a) to ignore them or (b) to brush them aside without reasons.  The words ‘It 

is considered …’ appear 15 times in the Report.  In sum, the conclusions are not supported by 

the analysis. 

 

 

Enc: Before-and-after pictures of view from the A38 towards St James’s Church and 

Wavering Down 

Before-and-after pictures of the view from The Barn 

Fence around all-weather pitch at Nailsea School 

 

Supporting documents are on http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/sidcot.html 

 

Further information from Longfield2012@gmail.com  

 

http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/sidcot.html
mailto:Longfield2012@gmail.com


      
 

 
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. 
 

mailto:Longfield2012@gmail.com


      
 

 
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. 
 

 

mailto:Longfield2012@gmail.com


 

Nailsea School: Fence round Verde Recreo Development 


