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

Summary of objections to the all-weather facility, Longfield, Winscombe 

George Berry, Gwen Berry (RIP), Kevin and Tina Joyce, Denys and Beth Cutmore and Nicholas 

and Gill Barr on behalf of the wider Longfield Group 

 

1. This document is a 4-page summary of planning objections, together with maps and a 

series of computer-generated before-and-after pictures.  The document is supported by a series 

of longer documents: a Main document, a document which explains why the Benefits of the 

development are not as large as claimed, and an Alternative strategy. All are on the village web 

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

 

The central arguments 

This document sets out five main arguments: 

1. The proposal generated nearly 100 letters of objection from all parts of the village 

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

3. The location is wrong for three fundamental planning reasons: 

 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. 

4. The benefits of the proposal are considerably less than claimed. 

5. There is an alternative strategy which does a better job of balancing the multiple 
objectives in the Parish Plan and North Somerset Core Strategy. 

 

1 Who are the objectors? 

2. The proposed development (see maps 1 and  2 for location) generated nearly 100 

reasoned and individual letters of objection.  The ill-effects of the proposal fall mainly on the 

village, hence the objections have a strong centre of gravity in the village. As maps 3 and 4, 

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

objection, 86, i.e. 93%, were from people who live in the village. These are the people who would 

face the problems described in section 2 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.  

3. 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 CPRE and Mendip Society. Given the wide range of adverse effects 

and wide-ranging opposition, the Parish Council voted to recommend rejection.  

 

2 What are the objections? 

2.1 An inadequate access road 

4. Because the access road is inadequate, the development would: 

http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeysummary2.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeypictures2.pdf
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.html
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5. EXTEND PROBLEMS OF ACCESS AND PARKING. Parking is already over-stretched on 

Sunday mornings. The development would extend those problems throughout the week (Main 

document, paras 14-24 and Box 4).  

6. CREATE MORE FREQUENT HEAVY TRAFFIC ON WEEKDAYS AND AFTER DARK. The 

Lynch, the only access road, is single track, poorly lit, and mostly without pavement. In 

addition, Longfield has a concealed exit; and the junction of The Lynch and The Vinery (both 

single-track roads) is a crossroad, with one flow of traffic running east-west into and from 

Longfield, and another north-south into and from the Recreation Ground. 

7. Floodlights allow longer use each day and an all-weather pitch more use on more days of 

the year. So the development would lead to more traffic at more times of day on more days of 

the week, with potentially conflicting traffic into and out of Longfield (Main document, paras 

25-32). 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 Core Strategy.  

8. Our independent traffic report (available on request) confirms that, „The impact of the 

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

9. HAVE AN ADVERSE IMPACT ON PEDESTRIAN/CYCLIST SAFETY, PARTICULARLY FOR 

CHILDREN AND THE ELDERLY7, PARTICULARLY AFTER DARK. 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. Floodlights mean extra 

traffic after dark, particularly between the end of school and the end of scouts (sunset is by 5pm 

for the whole of November, December and January) (Main document, paras 33-38 and Box 5).  

10. Thus the letter of objection from the Parish Council argues that the development is 

contrary to policies GDP/3 (vii) of the North Somerset Replacement Local Plan and CS27 

of the Core Strategy and the requirement for safe and convenient access. In addition, the 

development is contrary to policies CF/3 (iii) and (iv) of the Replacement Local Plan. An 

earlier cutoff time does not solve the problem of pedestrian safety. 

2.2 A site that is too small 

11. As maps 1 and 2 show, the site is too small, so that the pitch has to be squeezed between 

surrounding houses, a water main, a flood drainage ditch and protected trees, creating 

inescapable problems of noise, visual impact and urbanisation. The development would: 

12. INCREASE THE INTENSITY OF NOISE AND ITS FREQUENCY AND DURATION. Because the 

pitches come close to surrounding houses, the application includes two acoustic fences. Table 

VIII of the Noise Impact Assessment shows that, even with acoustic fences, peak noise levels 

mostly exceed 60dB and would be up to 72dB. In addition, the development would increase the 

frequency and duration of noise (Main document, paras 39-55), contrary to policy CS3 of the 

Core Strategy.  

13. HAVE ADVERSE VISUAL IMPACTS. The acoustic fences and the six additional 15-metre 

floodlight columns would create daylight visual intrusion. After dark, there would be more 

floodlights operating for more hours on more days, with implications for light pollution, and 

wild life, affecting people over a wide area (pictures 1-4 at the end of this document; Main 

document, paras 56-61 and Box 6), contrary to policies CS3 and CS4 of the Core Strategy. 

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
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeymain2.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeymain2.pdf
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14. CAUSE LOSS OF AMENITY THROUGH INCREASED URBANISATION. 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 (indeed, NSC classifies this 

as a „Major Application‟). 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 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.  

15. THE MEASUREMENTS IN THE APPLICATION ARE OPEN TO QUESTION. The dimensions in 

the site layout plan (97.4m x 61m) are smaller than the Hockey England minimum (101m x 

65m). Separately, measurements by an independent surveyor (accurate to within +/- 3mm per 

100m; available on request) suggest that the location of the facility will be further south than on 

the site layout plan. Both reasons show that to avoid a sub-standard pitch the southern boundary 

of the development would be closer to the houses on Fox Lane than stated in the planning 

application, invalidating the assessments of noise and light spillage, contrary to policy CS3. 

2.3 Too close to the Mendip Hills AONB 

16. Winscombe is noted for its beautiful surroundings. The boundary of the AONB is within 

200 metres of the development on its south and west sides and 400 metres on the other sides. 

Winscombe is in a bowl, so the development would be widely visible.  It would: 

17. DAMAGE VIEWS FROM AND TO THE MENDIP HILLS AONB, for example, the view from 

the A38 towards St James‟s Church, a Grade 1 listed building (pictures 1a and 1b at the end of 

this document; Main document, 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. For such reasons, the CPRE and the Mendip Society sent letters of objection and the 

Mendip Hills AONB expressed reservations. 

3 Wider planning issues 

18. LIMITED BENEFITS. It could be a relevant factor if the benefits were large. A parallel 

document assesses the Benefits of the proposed facility – in sporting terms, economic terms and 

community terms – and argues that they are considerably less than claimed. 

19. EXTENSIVE OPPOSITION. As discussed, the ill-effects fall mainly on the village, hence 

the source of the many objections. The Localism Act 2011 and National Planning Policy 

Framework (paras 66 and 69) require planners to give considerable weight to local 

opinion. 

20. MULTIPLE OBJECTIVES AND THE PARISH PLAN. The Parish Plan includes the aim of 

improving sports facilities. Improving sport is important, but the Parish plan is about much more 

than that. It is also about pedestrian and cycle safety; about preserving local amenities, including 

a strong desire 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‟ (p. 17); and about the AONB (Main document, Box 3). 

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.winscombeandsandfordpc.org.uk/parishplanreport.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeymain2.pdf
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21. People care about all of these aspects, so it is not surprising that Winscombe came third 

out of 2,400 postcode districts as a good place to raise a family (Family Friendly Hotspots 

Report 2013, http://www.familyinvestments.co.uk/assets/21503/27093/Hotspots-report-2013. As 

the village moves with the times, it is important to be thoughtful to protect what is good. 

4 What next? 

22. Bath and North East Somerset Council gave Monkton School permission (application 

08/03573/FUL) to build a pitch without floodlights on their main campus even though the land 

is within an AONB. Monkton School clearly thought this arrangement was worthwhile, 

confirming our argument that floodlights are not essential for educational purposes.  

23. We have set out an Alternative strategy with two elements: an all-weather pitch without 

lights on the Sidcot School main site (a hockey pitch is about 2 acres, the School has 120 acres) 

and a separate training area on the Winscombe Recreation Ground. As a focus for discussion, we 

suggest an approximate site for each, but those locations are purely illustrative.  

24. The approach has significant advantages. It: 

 Has clear planning precedents; 

 Supports the School‟s educational purpose better than the current site; 

 Improves sporting facilities in the village; 

 And complies with the Parish Plan – not just the parts about sport but also the parts about 

green space, road safety, amenity, etc.  

Planning is a balancing exercise between benefits and ill-effects. The ill-effects of the proposal 

fall on the village, the benefits accrue mainly to Sidcot School (Main document, Box 10). The 

alternative proposal offers a considerably better balance than the current proposal.  

25. It is right to support schools and sport, but not at any cost. For these reasons, we urge 

North Somerset Council to reject the current planning application to allow proper consideration 

of a better alternative. 

 

 

Enc:  Site maps 

 Maps showing location of objection and support 

Pictures 1-4 

 

Further information from Longfield2012@gmail.com 

 

http://www.familyinvestments.co.uk/assets/21503/27093/Hotspots-report-2013
http://idox.bathnes.gov.uk/WAM/doc/Decision-271479.pdf?extension=.pdf&id=271479&location=VOLUME2&contentType=application/pdf&pageCount=1&appid=1001
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeyalternative2.pdf
http://www.winscombeandsandford.org.uk/Sidcot/Sidcothockeymain2.pdf
mailto:Longfield2012@gmail.com
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Map 1: Sidcot School playing fields, Longfield and the Rec.  

Note: Longfield south of the track is leased by Sidcot School to the rugby club 



 

Map 2: 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 



 
  
 
 

 

Map 3: Location of opposition (red circles) and support (yellow circles) in the village 
The map shows that: 

 Objections come from all parts of the village 
 The village is strongly against the development. 

 

Each circle represents a household which sent one or more letters of objection or support. 
‘The village’ is defined as letters from addresses in postcode BS25. 
Source of addresses: NSC web site.  Locations accurate to postcode level.  
Each letter with a different signatory from a single address was counted;  a letter signed by two people 
was counted as one; where a person submitted more than one letter, only the first was counted. 
Further details on request from Longfield2012@gmail.com.  
 
 

Letters at end of consultation period Opposition Support 
From within the village 86 34 
From outside the village 6* 73 

*Including letters from the CPRE and the Mendip Society 
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Map 4: Location of opposition (red circles), support (yellow circles) and all-weather hockey pitches (white squares) in the wider area 
The map shows that: 

 The great majority (68%) of letters of support come from outside the village 
 A significant amount of support is from outside the North Somerset Local Authority Area. 

The intensity of opposition is greater than that of support. The average letter of objection is nearly 20 times as long as the average letter of support (figure 
calculated in terms of average file size). 

 
 
 
 

Each circle represents a household which sent one or more letters of objection or support. 
‘The village’ is defined as letters from addresses in postcode BS25. 
Source of addresses: NSC web site.  Locations accurate to postcode level.  
Each letter with a different signatory from a single address was counted;  a letter signed by two people was 
counted as one; where a person submitted more than one letter, only the first was counted. 
Further details on request from Longfield2012@gmail.com. 
 
 

Letters at end of consultation period Opposition Support 
From within the village 86 34 
From outside the village 6* 73 

*Including letters from the CPRE and the Mendip Society 
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1a)  Existing view from the A38/Bridgwater Road towards St James’s Church 

and the Mendip Hills AONB 

 



      
 

 

1b) View from the A38/Bridgwater Road towards St James’s Church and the 
Mendip Hills 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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