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Appendix 1: Amended Parameter Plans and Regulating Plan



Amendments to submitted OPA documents and drawings:

e All parameter plan references changed from Rev PL1 to Rev PL2.

Land Use Parameter Plan

e Colour for ‘residential development” in Legend added.

Heights Parameter Plan

e Legend amended to state “Up to” for all storey heights.

Access and Movement Parameter Plan

e Colour of residential development area darkened on plan and legend and annotation in

legend amended to match Land Use Parameter Plan.

Landscape Parameter Plan

e Legend wording amended to “Minimum existing trees / hedgerows / wooded areas to be

retained”.

¢ Minor amendment to vegetation for retention on northern boundary (tree groups G30 and

G32).
¢ Annotation added to veteran tree TPO tree TEP Ref T6 on plan and in legend.

e TPO tree TEP Ref T5 annotated on plan and expanded RPA shown. Item added to legend.

Regulating Plan (as contained in the Design Code pages 16 and 17)
e Reference to TPO tree TEP Ref T6 moved to correct location along southern boundary.

¢ Legend for heights amended to “up to’ for all storey heights.
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4.3 Requlating Plan

Space Codes

Brislington Green

Bonville Glade
The Gate
Brislington Heights

Wetland Meadow

B

The Greenway

The Wild Edge

Incidential space -
location indicative only

Key buildings

Focal point

*%0

p. 22
p.26
p.30

p.37
p.41
p.45
p.46

p.48
p.49

Street Codes

Primary street -
General requirements p.52

Primary -
Double-sided frontage p.56

Primary -
Single-sided frontage p.58

Primary -
Through green space p.59

Secondary & tertiary streets p.60

All street alignments shown are indicative

Access parameters
* .
v & Allusersaccess
* * Pedestrian/cycle access

¢ % Pedestrian access

»*"* Pedestrian/cycle/
«..* emergency vehicle access

Pedestrian & cycle path -
alignment indicative only

Landscape parameters

Open Space

Existing trees & hedgerows to be
retained

T6 Veteran Tree

Local Equipped Area for Play (LEAP)
- location indicative only

Local Area for Play (LAP)
- location indicative only

Height & land use parameters
Up to 2 storey

Up to 2.5 storey

Up to 3 storey

Up to 4 storey

Pumping station -
location indicative only

N
N
’

Application boundary

<@=Pp- Broomhill Road
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The Gate Brislington Green

The Greenway

Bonville Glade

Brislington Heights

The Meadow
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Contents

Introduction
Design Evolution Timeline

Summary timeline from DAS

\Version: PL1
Version date: 10™ January 2023
Reference:  APO2

This document has been prepared
and checked in accordance with
ISO 9001:2015

Introduction

The Appeal Site comprises an irregular
shaped parcel of land extending to 9.6
hectares and is known as Brislington
Meadows, shown on Site Location Plan
(CD1.1).

To the northeast, the Appeal Site is

bound by Broomhill Road and residential
properties on Condover Road. To the north
the Appeal Site is bound by residential
dwellings on Belroyal Avenue and an
associated rear access lane, Broomhill
Junior School and Mama Bear’s Day
Nursery and residences accessed off
Allison Road. To the east the Appeal

Site is bound by Bonville Road and the
protected employment area comprising
the Brislington Trading Estate. To the west
is School Road and existing allotments. To
the south of the Appeal Site lies Victory
Park and paddocks which comprise
protected open space and a Site of Nature
Conservation Interest.

The Appeal Site currently comprises open
fields crossed by two public rights of way
and a number of informal trodden paths,
as well as an area of woodland and fenced
paddock.

13

The Appeal Site is characterised by a
steeply sloping topography from the
northern boundary down to the southern
boundary, with the gradient reducing
towards the east. There are overhead
electricity cables and a pylon on the lower
slopes towards the southern boundary
of the Site. A telecommunications mast
towards the northeast of the Appeal

Site will be relocated following the grant
of planning consent for the proposed
development.
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This document sets out in chronological

order, the design iteration process for
% /' Brislington Meadows. Each ‘event’ in this
Eastwood document the following have been set out:

Farm

* Month and year,

» Type of event (Presentation, Homes
England Team design testing,
Consultation event, Pre-Application
Meeting);

»  Theme (Hedgerows and trees,
topography, earthworks, placemaking,
landscape, ecology, planning policy).

Key baseline information has been

referenced where relevant, the purpose of

the design iteration, what was tested and

how this has influenced the drawings or

2 g documentation that has been submitted
Victory . 4 Vg e as part of the Outline Planning Application,

i Park : -_ o ; : | iR _ ' focusing on the aspects that are to be

PO s e ANV 4 oyt ) * fixed if the scheme is consented.

Location Plan N

= Application Boundary A

Design Evolution Document - Appeal ref. 3308537 | 3



Timeframe:

The document focuses on the period of
End 2019 - April 2022, however this should
be viewed in the context of the Appeal
site’s allocation through the Local Plan
process that proceeded this, as described
in Paul Connelly’s Planning Proof of
Evidence.

2008 SHLAA including assessment
of larger allocation

2014 Adoption of Local Plan
including allocation for
Brislington Meadows site

2014 - 2018 Efforts by the Council to
deliver housing development
on the allocated site

2019 Homes England invited by
the Council to help deliver
housing on the site. Due
diligence and preparation of
indicative Barton Willmore
Masterplan for pre-application

2020 Homes England purchase
the site

2020 - 2022 Baseline evidence gathering
for OPA and design iteration
and testing in response to
inform OPA documentation

Apr 2022  Outline Planning Application

submitted

What would be fixed by consent?

The application was submitted with

all matters reserved save for access.

The matters that would be fixed if the
scheme is consented are set out on the
site location drawing, the parameters
plans, the site access drawings and in the
Design Code, as well as the description of
development: Outline planning application
for up to 260 new residential dwellings
(Class C3 use) together with pedestrian,
cycle and vehicular access, cycle and car
parking, public open space and associated
infrastructure. Approval sought for access
with all other matters reserved.

The drawings / documents that would be
fixed are:

« Application form

« (CD1.1 Drawing no. 7456_016
Site Location

« (CD1.6 Broomhill Road Preliminary
Access Layout Plan (Key Transport
Consultant No. 1066-007.D)

« (CD1.7 Bonville Road Emergency Vehicle
Access (Key Transport Consultant
Drawing No. 1066-014)

4 | Design Evolution Document - Appeal ref. 3308537
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+ (D1.8 School Road Pedestrian and
Cycle Link (Key Transport Consultant
Drawing No. 1066-016)

« (D1.9 Allison Road Pedestrian and
Cycle Link (Key Transport Consultant
Drawing No. 1066003.H)

« (D1.14 Design Code*

Some minor amends have been made to
the submitted Parameter Plans, therefore
the updated drawing numbers are as
follows

« (CD1.2 Drawing no. 7456_103
Land Use Parameter Plan_RevPL2

« (CD1.3 Drawing no. 7456_104
Heights Parameter Plan_RevPL2

« (CD1.4 Drawing no. 7456_101
Access and Movement Parameter
Plan_RevPL2

+ (CD1.5 Drawing no. 7456_102
Landscape Parameter Plan_RevPL2

*It should be noted that this is a voluntary
inclusion within the outline planning application
material and if the Inspector decides that a new
/ alternative Design Code should be produced this
can be required as part of a planning condition as
demonstrated in the Basildon Town Square North
(CD6.4) recent appeal decision.
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This report refers to the Hedgerow
reference numbers and tree references.
Tree references are from the tree survey,
they are not the TPO references. The
following drawings are included as a
reference point for readers while reviewing
this document. Full scale version of these
plans can be found appended to Francis
Hesketh Proof of Evidence.

KEY

m;ls:\m;i;-pmuﬂuewedmmmﬂ
® O Trees, Groups and Woodlands
— Site Boundary

# Approximate location
(Feature not shown on supplied topographical survay )

* Tree Preservation Order
(Faf: TPO1404 Land a1 Broom Hill (Brisington Meadows))

Trees to be retained

(=) () Tree cover to be retained

N
.| Veteran tree buffer zone

Proposed tree works

@ @ Treestobe removed
. . Trees to be pruned

Trees in conflict with Masterplan

TEP Drawing 1 Tree Removal and Retention Overview Drawing No TEP/D7507.43.001

Design Evolution Document - Appeal ref. 3308537 | 5



Hedgerow and Historic Field Boundary Impacts (lengths (metres,m) are estimates)

Historic Indicative %
Hedge Ref  Hedgerow ID Length Lost Loss Retention | Retention
Existing Hedgerow
Hla HH4 71m 4am om 67m 94%
Hilb HH4 34m 2m Oom 32m 94%
Hilc HH4 30m 19m om 11m 37%
H2a HH3 62m 47m om 15m 24%
H2b HH3 68m 68m om om 0%
H3a HH5 108m 13m 35m 60m 56%
9 H3b HH5 37m 37m om om 0%
8 '<7<< Haa HH6 116m 116m om om 0%
L) /@O H4b HH6 74m 74m om om 0%
5 H5 HH2 (part) 95m 36m 59m om 0%
&5 H6 - 15m 15m om om 0%
& Additional Historic Field Boundaries
HH1 136m Oom 136m Oom 0%
HH2 (part) 99m Oom om 99m 100%
HH7 420m om om 420m 100%
HH8 78m om 47m 31lm 40%
"School Link" HH9 121m om om 121m 100%
Overall 1564m 430m 277m 856m 55%

"Cycle Link"

KEY

:] Site boundary

Predicted Habitat Impacts "Drainage
Area Habitats Connection”

Temporary & Permanent Loss - 7.8ha (81%)
Habitats retained - 0.28ha (3%)
Retained habitats enhanced - 1.53ha (16%)

Existing Hedgerows

Lost (loss presumed unavoidable)

Indicative loss (loss presumed, but detailed design and
= construction measures may provide opportunities for
retention)

Retained

Additional Historic Field Boundaries (TEP Dwg Ref G7507.43.00. .
Victory Park

Indicative loss (loss presumed, but detailed design and L
== == construction measures may provide opportunities for (Brislington Meadows SNCI)
retention)
= = Retained
Bristol Tree Forum boundary reference numbers Metres
0 50 100 200

TEP Drawing 2 Habitat and Hedgerow Impacts Drawing No TEP/G7507.43.001
Design Evolution Document - Appeal ref. 3308537
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Item 1

Oct 2019

Capacity testing (inherited masterplan)
Placemaking & landscape.

Illustrative sketch layout produced for the
site by Barton Willmore in October 2019 as
part of due diligence and as a basis for pre-
application engagement to inform the site
acquisition process.

This scheme was tested at pre-app with
the Council in January 2020.

Homes England then acquired the site

from the Council, and other landowners, in
March 2020.

Brislington Meadows, Bristol
ype Mo's Storeys Beds

Open market Affordable Housing
Apartments Apartments
1B82P 20 na 1 1B82P 26
1bed spartments  9.5% 1bed spartments  28.9%
283P 2 na 2 2B3P 4
2 bed apartments 1E5_%_ Zbed spartments  267%

Houses Houses
FOG 1 na 2 AH-28 18
2B-A 66 2 2 2bed houses  20.0%

2bed houses  31.9% AH-3B 18
3B-A 20 2 3 3bed houses  20.0%
BB 5 2 3 4B-B 4
3B8-C bil 2 3 dbedhouses  44%
38D -l 25 3 Affordable subtotal 90

3bed houses 31.4% 30.0%
4B-A 8 2 4
488 5 2 4 TOTAL
48C 4 2 4
4BD 18 3 4 GROSS AREA (red line) 10,24 ha

4bed houses  167% NET SITE AREA 5.35 ha

Open market subtotal 210

Item 1.1
Barton Willmore Masterplan for Brislington Meadow illustrating 300 homes

Design Evolution Document - Appeal ref. 3308537 | 7



Schedule for Masterplan Item 1

Site area 10.24ha
Gross developable area includes all |5.35ha
roads and development parcels and

excludes public open space

Percentage Apartments 31%
Percentage Houses 69%
Number of homes 300
Density (dwellings per hectare) 56

8 | Design Evolution Document - Appeal ref. 3308537

What is being tested

In late 2019, an Illustrative Masterplan
layout for the Appeal Site was developed
by Barton Willmore. This masterplan
showed 300 homes at a density of 56
dwellings per hectare (dph).

Capacity of the site to deliver the
allocation for 300 homes.

Masterplan undertaken prior to detailed
surveys including Arboricultural Survey
and Topographical Survey.

What it told us

300 homes could be delivered within
the allocation, but this iteration would
require the removal of all hedgerows
internally within the site, with proposals
also requiring a high proportion of
terraced housing and apartments.

Subsequent market analysis expressed
the clear opinion that more than circa
30% apartments would not match local
housing need.

19

The impact on the fixes for the OPA

Pre-application letter from the Council
stated that “the current proposal
involves a significant loss of hedgerows
including species-rich and ancient
hedgerows and a number of TPO trees.
It is advised that the layout is amended
in order to retain and incorporate
these features. Further Ecological,
Arboricultural and Archaeological
surveys will be required in order to
inform the layout and design of the
scheme.”



Item 2

July 2020

Baseline information
Constraints and Opportunities

Production of a Constraints and
Opportunities plan to as part of the
baseline information review. The
purpose of this drawing was to collate
the information provided by the various
specialisms such as Ecology, Landscape,
Transport, TVIA, Arboriculture, Heritage,
Urban Design, Drainage and Geotech. As
further survey work was undertaken, and
fieldwork carried out this drawing was
reviewed and updated throughout 2020,
2021 and 2022.

A simplified drawing was included in the
Design and Access Statement for ease of
reading, but does not attempt to explain
all of the details considerations of the site,
this is covered in the supporting technical
assessments submitted as part of the
outline application material.

LEGEND

7\
\J o

[tem 2.1

Site Boundary

Potential main vehicular and
pedestrian access

Potential emergency/ pedestrian
and cycle access

Potential pedestrian and cycle
access

Potential to improve connection
to Victoria Park, ensuring DDA
compliance

Definitve PRoW routes

Opportunity to designate actual
east-west route taken

Approximate location of TPO'd
trees and tree groups

20m buffer from overhead power
lines

Existing telecoms mast with
expired lease

Access will be required
over school land to
implement connection to
school/shops

2.5m contours

Potential noise constraints from
adjacent industrial units

Boundaries to residential
properties need consideration to
avoid overbearing

20

\
’

Opportunity to provide an open
space adjacent to school and
nursery

’
\

Opportunity for SUDS and
ecological enhancement within
OHL buffer

Opportunity to locate taller
buildings within lower areas of
the site

* K

Potential higher value land within
self contained area and long
distance views

Opportunity to take advantage of
long distance views from site

Adjacent school and nursery

Adjacent industrial estate

Adjacent public open space and
allotments

Constraints and Opportunities Legend

Design Evolution Document - Appeal ref. 3308537 | 9
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Item 3

H : Density % of % of houses Total
CCIpCICIty testlng (dph) apartments as total capacity
Hedgerows and Trees as total capacity (units)

. capacity

Capacity testing by design team (involving ~ 42 0% 100% 185
geotechnical, highway, ecologist, heritage, >0 15% 85% 221
arboricultural and landscape advice), to 56 30% 70% 247
review impact of retaining all trees and N 62 45% 55% 273
hedgerows on the gross developable area 60% 40% 300

Option 1 - Retention of all trees and
hedgerows central to the site

Would require significant proportion of
apartments / taller buildings to achieve
300 units.

Some areas of developable land would
be impractical to develop due to limited
parcel depth, inefficient parcel shape and
steep slopes.

See items 9, 14, 16, 17, 20, 21 and 22
in this document for the further design
testing undertaken.

0

Item 3.1

e

Option 1 Retention of all trees and hedgerows central to the site

jime
re
s
100m é.

..’ Retained hedgerows

Residential
development

REV. DESCRIPTION

APP. DATE

LDADESIGN

PROJECT TITLE

7456 - Brislington Meadows

DRAWING TITLE

Capacity Study: Option 3

ISSUED BY  Bristol
DATE 14 July 2020
SCALE@A3  1:2,500
STATUS Sketch

DWG. NO 7456_SK003

Sources  Ordnance Survey

T: 0117 203 3628

DRAWN RS
CHECKED bw
APPROVED PC

ced on site.
ative purposes only.
Iting Ltd. Quality Assured to BS EN 1SO 9001 : 2015
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Option 2 - Retention of trees
and hedgerows except for two
hedgerows central to the site
(references H2 and H4)

« Enables a more regular / orthogonal
structure for development area
resulting in more efficient use of
land.

« Potential for some element of trees
or hedgerows not shown to be

incorporated into streets or gardens.

See items 9, 14, 16,17, 20,21 and 22
in this document for the further design
testing undertaken.

23

Density % of % of houses Total
(dph) apartments as total capacity
as total capacity (units)
capacity
= ~ 42 0% 100% 203
50 15% 85% 241
56 30% 70% 271
62 45% 55% 300

[

@

N\
100m g.

/
Y /

»ntain: Ordnance Survey material by permission of Ordnance Survey on behalf of the Controller of Her Majesty's Stationery Office © Crown Copyright 2019. All rights reserved. Reference number 0100031673.

tural England / © DEFRA / © DECC / © English Heritage. Aerial Photography - ESRI, DigitalGlobe, GEOEye, i-cubed, USDA FSA,USGD, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN,IGP,swisstopo, the GIS User Community

I[tem 3.2

’7l I) Retained hedgerows

Removal of
hedgerows

Residential
development

REV.  DESCRIPTION

LDADESIGN

APP. DATE

PROJECT TITLE

7456 - Brislington Meadows

DRAWING TITLE

Capacity Study: Option 2

ISSUED BY  Bristol
DATE 14 July 2020

T: 0117 203 3628

DRAWN RS
SCALE@A3  1:2,500
STATUS Sketch

CHECKED bw
APPROVED PC

DWG. NO 7456_SK002

y Assured to BS EN 150 9001 : 2015

Option 2 Retention of trees and hedgerows except for two hedgerows central to the site

12 | Design Evolution Document - Appeal ref. 3308537
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Density % of % of houses Total
(dph) apartments as total capacity
as total capacity (units)
capacity
42 0% 100% 226
50 15% 85% 269
56 30% 70% 300

= Removal of
W hedgerows

Residential
development

Option 3 - Removal of all trees
and hedgerows within the site
(references H1, H2, H3, H4 and H5)

REV.  DESCRIPTION APP. DATE

Option creates the largest area of LDADESIGN

developable area out of the three
options, however involves substantial
hedgerow loss and does not accord
with the BNG first principle of avoiding
removal of habitats.

PROJECT TITLE

7456 - Brislington Meadows

DRAWING TITLE

Capacity Study: Option 1

ISSUED BY  Bristol T: 0117 203 3628

DATE 14 July 2020 DRAWN RS
SCALE@A3  1:2,500 CHECKED bw
STATUS Sketch APPROVED PC

DWG. NO 7456_SK001

This option is similar to the Barton
Willmore scheme, delivering 300 at

5 6d h N y Assured to BS EN IS0 9001 : 2015
p ° 2 100m Sources  Ordnance Survey
oy =St s
-t /
ontain: Ordnance Survey material by permission of Ordnance Survey on behalf of the Controller of Her Majesty's Stationery Office © Crown Copyright 2019. Al rights reserved. Reference number 0100031673,
atural England / © DEFRA / © DECC / © English Heritage. Aerial Photography - ESRI, DigitalGlobe, GEOEye, i-cubed, USDA FSA,USGD, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN,IGP,swisstopo, the GIS User Community

Option 3 Removal of all trees and hedgerows central to the site
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Further design development required

It was evident from this first capacity
study that further testing of the left over
development areas was required. For
example if all hedgerows are retained as
in Option 1, are all of the areas shown
actually developable? See items 9, 14, 16,
17, 20, 21 and 22 in this document for the
further design testing undertaken.

Assessment of ecological performance of
hedgerows (see Item 10 and 11).

Design decision

14 | Design Evolution Document - Appeal ref. 3308537

Full hedgerow retention would
require around 60% of the
development to be apartments,
which is not appropriate in the
context of the adjoining urban form
and landscape impacts.

Design testing shows that at least
three hedgerows can be retained
at least in part and still achieve
practical development options,
albeit initial testing shows 45%
apartments required compared
to market advice that 30% should
be the maximum given the local
market.

Decision to work the site as hard
as possible to enable retention

of hedgerows as far as possible
(therefore discounting option 3)
whilst aiming for around 70%
houses as opposed to apartments.

25

The impact on the fixes for the OPA

Landscape Parameter Plan and Land Use
Parameter Plan - these Parameter Plans
should be set out to give flexibility that
allows for innovative design solutions in
order to deliver a landscape-led approach.
Show hedgerows for retention that do not
result in awkward development areas.

The impact on future RMAs

Potential to retain further hedgerows
through detailed design solutions and
varied house types.
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“\ n;’».. v"\ Opportunity for positive frontage

Site boundary

Item 4

“ﬁ Approximate Pholograph Location ‘.h o rity for positive views

Opportunity for new connections / links

...... Vegetation to protect & enhance
u y ...... Vegetation of less landscaoe & visual value

Building Types and Heights
TVIA

Opportunities and Constraints Plan for
Landscape and Visual developed following
an initial site visit. Plan which only
considered landscape and visual matters,
produced to inform the development the
illustrative masterplan with the following
suggestions::

» Areas of elevated land (within parts of
the Site’s northern extents) would be
more suitable for development that
reflects the heights of the surrounding
buildings.

» Opportunities to create positive views
towards Bristol City Centre; and to /
from the surrounding context of the
Site, from places like Victory Park.

» Opportunity to create a positive
frontage along Bonville Road while
providing a soft green edge that is
reflective of existing vegetation.

« Consideration of placemaking
opportunities to create a focal point
through use of a slightly taller building.
However, it would be important to
ensure that any taller buildings are
not be overbearing on surrounding
residential area.

SCHoOL ROAD

PROPOSED SITE
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Aug 2020

Site Access, Placemaking, landscape,
earthworks

Assessment of highway access option

via School Road including indicative
engineering drawings to assess cut and
fill required. A series of options were
considered, however each resulted in
significant cut and fill, loss of hedgerows
and trees and/or requires significant
additional infrastructure in order to access
properties.

Design Considerations

» Modelling of the various access options
were considered including use of
retaining walls / gabions / slopes.

+ Surface water attenuation was
recognised as a challenge for any of the
options presented.

« Access would require loss of both a
TPO’d Category A tree (TEP ref T29)
at the eastern edge of the site and
an additional Category A tree on the
boundary with School Road as well
as several mature Category B trees
on the school road embankment and
hedgerow within TEP Ref G21, resulting
in habitat loss and reduction in habitat
connectivity.

Legend for all drawings

28 | and take of school road access
and associated earthworks

I Dcvelopable area

Option 1: Vehicular access 1:12

H

[tem 5.1

» Earthworks and retaining walls required
to achieve a 1:12 gradient primary road
into the site.

« Level access from the street will not be
possible from properties (contrary to
Building for a Healthy Life principles).

+ Loss of mature trees along School Road.

« The desirable maximum gradient for
pedestrians and cyclists is 1:20 so this
option at 1:12 would be undesirable
and less accessible.

16 | Design Evolution Document - Appeal ref. 3308537
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Y Indicative alignment of main access

road

Option 2: Vehicular access 1:20

[tem 5.2

* Very considerable earthworks and very
large retaining walls required to achieve
a 1:20 gradient as shown by hatched
zone on plan.

+ Considerable loss of mature trees along
School Road as well as Hedgerow H5.

« Significant impact on the developable
area of the site

+ Significant impact on placemaking of
entrance into the site due to the level
of re-profiling required. May result in
significant level differences between
homes and the street.



Option 3: Pedestrian / cycle only

[tem 5.3

Cut and fill required for a pedestrian /
cycle only route

Loss of all trees along School Road
frontage would be required to deliver
the route

The desirable maximum gradient for
pedestrians and cyclists is 1:20

Item 6

Sept 2020

Option 4: Vehicular access 1:12

H

[tem 6.1

This option included a vertical retaining
wall next to the primary road. A
secondary road would therefore be
required above the retaining wall to
serve homes (shown in grey), as direct
access from the street will not be
possible. This results in further land
take, reducing the area for homes, and
increases the cut and fill.

28

Option 5: Vehicular access 1:20

i
i
;

[tem 6.2

This option included a vertical retaining
wall next to the primary road. A
secondary road would therefore be
required above the retaining wall to
serve homes (shown in grey), as direct
access from the street will not be
possible. This results in further land
take, reducing the area for homes, and
impacts negatively on the placemaking
experience entering the site and
increases the required reprofiling.

Design Evolution Document | 17



Design decision

* Do not progress with School Road as
a vehicular access point for the site.

The impact on the fixes for the OPA

» Access Drawings - permission sought
for vehicular access from Broomhill
Road not School Road.

» Number of vehicle access points - If
an access from School Road was
progressed a secondary vehicular
access would be required to satisfy the
City Design Group’s concerns (Pre-app
letter Jan 2020). As the School Road
access is not desirable or deliverable,
primary access can be provided from
Broomhill Road, with an emergency
access from Bonville Road, as opposed
to a full secondary vehicular access.

Item 7

Sept 2020

Design testing
Movement strategy

Considered a pedestrian/cycle link to
Allison Road via the road serving Fox
House. However this includes land outside
of Homes England’s control / ownership
and therefore would not be able to control
the quality or future maintenance of this
route.

Considered stepped access from Paddock
to School Road but not accessible and
substantial tree loss with very limited
benefit over the other access routes.

Design decision

» Concluded most appropriate foot
and cycle connections to School

Road via the allotments and Allison
Road.

18 | Design Evolution Document - Appeal ref. 3308537
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The impact on the fixes for the OPA

Access Drawings - permission sought for

pedestrian and cycle access from existing
route through the allotments rather than
School Road.

Item 7.1 N
= Application Boundary A



Item 8

Sept 2020

Design testing

Site Access, Placemaking, landscape
and ecology, earthworks.

Vehicular access was considered via
Bonville Road (through the Trading Estate).
Key considerations included:

* Impact on the green link between
Eastwood Farm and Victory Park.

* Role of the access in the wider
movement strategy for the site.

* Placemaking impact - accessing
the site via the Trading Estate is not
desirable and it is preferable to avoid
unnecessarily mixing industrial estate
traffic and residential traffic.

Movement Strategy

If this access is considered in addition
to the access from Broomhill Road it
would lead to additional through-traffic
using the development as a short cut
and could create a rat-run to Broomhill
Road if not designed appropriately.

Impact on green link

Due to road width requirements for an
all mode access road this would result
in 10m break in the ecological corridor.

The intention is to keep this ecological
link as dark as possible. The primary
road will require street lighting that
would impact negatively on the bat
flight corridor.

The requirement for additional
pedestrian / cycle connections into

the site from Bonville Road, in addition
to a potential primary access point,
would result in multiple crossings of the
ecological link.

30

Further design development required

« Consider providing an emergency
access - this would have a reduced land
take compared to a primary access
point, reducing the impact on the
ecological corridor.

« Combine a potential emergency access
with a pedestrian / cycle route to
reduce the number if crossings of the
ecological corridor.

« Consider lighting strategy for the
primary road where it is situated close
to the ecological corridor to reduce
impact on bat flight path.

See Item 14 in this document for the
further design testing undertaken.

The impact on the fixes for the OPA

Inclusion of design principles within the

Design Code regarding lighting and need
for coordination with ecological strategy
and highways design (page 77).
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Item 9

Sept 2020

Framework Plan
Movement strategy, earthworks.

Considered scope for internal loops via an
east-west road on the lower slopes of the
site.

Design comments:

» Creates a secondary loop to aid
circulation of vehicles.

North-south hedgerows Ref H1 and H5

+ Results in new breaks through the
north-south hedgerows.

TPO tree TEP Ref T25, T26, T27

» Earthworks for this secondary loop
would negatively impact TPO’d trees
located within ‘Brislington Heights’
space.

Further design development

» Test whether secondary route through

hedgerow H1 is required - see Item 22.

Design decision

20 | Design Evolution Document - Appeal ref. 3308537

Do not include secondary loop road
south of TPO trees TEP Ref T26, T27
because of the negative impact on

trees and hedgerow Ref H5.

Ensure pedestrian and cycle
permeability throughout the site to
negate the impact of not providing a
secondary vehicular link.

31



32

@ TPO (TEP Ref T25)
@ TPO (TEP Ref T26)

@ TPO (TEP Ref T27)

@ Hedgerow H5
@ Hedgerow H1

Item 9.1

Framework Plan exploring movement strategy options including a secondary loop road on
the lower slopes
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Item 10

Oct 2020

33

Brislington Meadows Advisory Group Presentation

Constraints, Trees and Hedgerows

Initial Arb Survey (July 2020) was updated
(reference BS5837:2012) following further
site visits and detailed analysis of trees
and hedgerows. This work revealed a
range of qualities, characteristics and
values, informing decisions on which
hedgerows and trees should be prioritised
for retention.

The impact on the fixes for the OPA

Landscape Parameter Plan - show
hedgerows for retention that must be
retained, and that testing shows is possible
through a range of design options. Further
hedgerows could be retained through RMA
stage.

Key
Category A free

Category B tree
Category C tree

Root protection area

Item 10.1 Extract from presentation to the Advisory Group, showing the tree categories
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Item 11

Oct 2020

Technical assessment

Biodiversity

Detailed assessment of biodiversity impact
and proposals for mitigation.

The combination of ecology and
arboricultural results were reviewed

for the five internal hedgerows H1-H5
including woody species (total count and
sample average), ground flora (including
protected spp), associated features, TPO
trees/groups, tree/group categories,
habitat condition, birds of conservation
concern, bat activity patterns (hotspots,
spp diversity, foraging, social calls), trees
with bat roost suitability, badger activity,
orientation and connectivity function.
Overall, H1, H3 and H5 performed highest
across the comparison of diversity,
condition and function, with H4 performing
the lowest.

34

Item 11.1
Ecological and arboricultural overlays providing overview for hedgerow evaluation
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Item 12

Oct 2020

Informal presentation to BCC

Opportunities and Constraints
and Capacity testing

Presentation showing baseline information
to date including constraints and
opportunities plan and design principles.

What was being discussed

* Homes England took the opportunity
to bring the Council’s Director of
Development and Place (since
left the Council) up to date with
emerging thoughts on the constraints,
opportunities and vision for
development of the site

» Design principles including east-west
green corridors and ‘housing nestled in
landscape’.

« TPO tree designations

« To deliver a significant number of
homes on this site whilst protecting the
majority of environmental features.

* Due to the site’s surface proximity
to bedrock, limit the site’s ability
to be used efficiently and decrease
development potential.

24 | Design Evolution Document - Appeal ref. 3308537
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Combined Constraints

TPO'd trees - designation of some of
. these is currently being challenged

— Definitive PRoW paths

4+~ - - Actual alignment of east-west route taken

Existing trees and vegetation
o Trees with bat roost potential

Potentially active badger sett with
30m offset

......... 2.5m contour lines

Area sterilised by overhead power
line buffer

Existing pylon

a
lised by required 30m buffer

E Existing telecoms mast and area steri-

Existing edge of industrial estate

Badger sett, telecoms mast and
overhead lines/pylon potentially limit
capacity and restrict layout options.

Given the context of the site, soft
market testing has indicated market
value constraints.

The inclusion of alternative DDA-
compliant routes for pedestrians and
cyclists reduces efficiency since certain
streets will be too steep for DDA-
compliant walkways.

5 Key Moves 8

[tem 12.1
Extract of presentation to BCC




Item 13

Nov 2020

Design review following
technical evidence
Engineering, Earthworks

Ground investigations undertaken to
confirm the ground conditions including
depth to bedrock to inform cut and fill
efficacy and access gradients.

Design comments:

Investigations showed shallow bedrock,
which limits the potential to lower site
levels in the north of the site resulting
in requirement for retaining walls and
steeper gradients.

Further design development

» Continued development of earthworks
strategy as masterplan develops.

The impact on the RMAs

« Earthworks strategy is not fixed. RMAs
will need to test and explore design
iterations in response to ground
conditions.

I -

RS

[ O e ’ ¥

36

Legend
[ site Boundary — Depth to Bedrock (m bgl) 0.5m contours
Exploratory Hole Locations Depth to Bedrock (m bgl)
4 Borehole o

<4 soakaway

M Trial Pit

.

oY/ \C

&
v/

[tem 13.1 Image showing depth to bedrock contours at circa 1m below ground level in-t_he

north of the site.
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Item 14
N Ov 2 O 2 O Schedule for Masterplan Item 14
Site area 9.33ha
. . . Gross developable area including 5.34ha
De5|gn Iteration incidental green spaces and a proportion

of the primary road infrastructure and

Capacity testing, earthworks strategy excluding main public open spaces

Iteration of the masterplan for review by Number of homes 240
the client and consultant team.

o) Percentage Apartments 31.25%
Design comments: Percentage Houses 68.75%

+ Building arrangement follows existing Density (dwellings per hectare) b

contours to reduce ground re-profiling

« Earthworks strategy for this masterplan
to be tested especially road gradients
and impacts on development areas.

* Masterplan iteration would require
removal of east-west hedgerows Ref H2
and H4 but potential to retain TPO Tree
TEP Ref T9.

What was being tested

+ Position of taller buildings across the

site. Key
* Hedgerow H4 would not be retained € 9 Vehicular Access
in this iteration due to back to back € 9 Emergency Access
distances required from properties wmsO Segregated pedestrian/cycle route
Glong prim(:lry road @ to school and Bonville Road Estate

I:l Houses and apartment blocks

[tem 14.1
[llustrative Masterplan
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East-west hedgerow Ref H3
» Two vehicular routes through green link
North-south hedgerow Ref H1

* New break in hedgerow created for
secondary road

Ecological link along eastern
boundary of site

« Emergency access is separate to
pedestrian / cycle route resulting in two
breaks of the corridor.

* Housing located south of primary
access road from Broomhill Road,
gardens form ecological corridor within
this iteration.

Further Design Testing

« Earthworks strategy for this iteration of
the masterplan

« TVIA analysis concluded up to 2.5
storeys appropriate on upper levels.
Apartm uilding (2) is located
close to existing properties that are
only 2 storeys in height so consider
positioning to reduce impact on
existing properties while considering
placemaking principles.

« Review assumed heights and position
of taller buildings across the site.
Apartments proposed within the
eastern extents of the site, which are
located primarily on the lower parts
of the site, are able to accommodate
taller buildings without a notable
increase in landscape and visual
impacts on the wider context of the
site.

« Review of housing mix and percentage
of apartments.

38

Design decision

« Combine emergency access with

pedestrian / cycle route to reduce
severance impact on ecological
corridor.

The impact on the fixes for the OPA

Alignment of emergency access in drawing
CD1.7 Bonville Road Emergency Vehicle
Access (Key Transport Consultant Drawing
No. 1066-014)
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Item 15

Nov 2020

Design testing
Site Access, Placemaking, landscape
Testing of different options for alignment

of access point into the site from Broombhill

Road. Key considerations:

Proximity to existing zebra crossing on
Broomhill Road;

Desire lines for pedestrians and cyclists
entering and exiting the site;

Placemaking considerations for access
into the site including orientation of
dwellings onto Broomhill Road (to
reflect character of existing homes on
the street), access arrangements for
homes - making sure the entrance into
the site is not dominated by parking;
and

Location of green link from Eastwood
Farm to the north of the Site, linking
through the site and southwards
towards Victory Park. Suggested
minimum of 10m depth by BCC at
pre-app meeting on 18th November
2020 and positioned on eastern side
of entrance. This is documented in the
Annex to the ecological desk study
report (CD1.21q).

Ttem 15.1
Position of the access point

+ Centrally located

» Pedestrian cycle route positioned
centrally within green link

Depth of green link
+ 10m

Depth of development area available

+ 129m

28 | Design Evolution Document - Appeal ref. 3308537
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Option 2

&

N ///
[tem 15.2

Position of the access point

+ Shifted further north to allow wider
green infrastructure link

» Pedestrian cycle route positioned
centrally within green link

Depth of green link
« 12m

Depth of development area available

*+ 10.9m



40

. Design options were also tested by Key
Option 3 -
Transport to assess feasibility of the
different access locations.

pppppppppp

| L L

BRISLINGTON MEADOWS HOMES ENGLAND / | ;‘ - BRISLINGTON MEADOWS HOMES ENGLAND
| | | L

/’/ | | ! PRELIMINARY ACCESS JUNCTION LAYOUT L\KbﬁElemARv AACCESS JUNCTION LAYOUT o
| | I3l

10m RADII LAYOUT 10m RADII LAYOUT

Position of the access point

1066-010

1066-009 ‘m| i |

« Conflict with existing zebra crossing to Item 15.4 Item 15.5
be explored further

» Pedestrian / cycle route positioned next
to road at entrance to retain wider
green link

Depth of green link

* 12m atits narrowest point

Depth of development area available

¢ 10.9m, set back from Broomhill Road
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Design decision

Green link at entrance from
Broomhill Road should be public
open space to retain existing

trees and enable the planting of
additional hedgerows /trees. Link
should be located on the southern
side of the access road to enable a
continuous link southwards towards
Victory Park.

Primary access position generally
agreed and fixed to be centrally -
enabling green corridor on one side
and housing on the other.

Further design development required

« Position of pedestrian route associated
with the primary road and its
interrelationship with green link

See items 16 and 33 in this document for
the further design testing undertaken.

The impact on the fixes for the OPA

Extent of residential area on Land use
Parameter Plan

The impact on future RMAs

Alignment of primary road shown on the
Parameter Plans should be indicative

so that RMA’s can determine the most
appropriate route according to the detailed
layout and reviewing the impact on trees.
Position of access point will be fixed
through Access Drawing CD1.6 Broomhill
Road Preliminary Access Layout Plan (Key
Transport Consultant No. 1066-007.D).
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Item 16 Key

N OV 2 O 2 0 A=) Vehicular Access

4=) Emergency Access
o) Segregated pedestrian/cycle route

DESIgn IterCItlon to school and Bonville Road Estate
Capacity testing, earthworks strategy [ ] Houses and apartment blocks
Iteration of the masterplan for review [ ] Pumping stations /[

by the client and consultant team.

|:| Indicative size of SUDS basins

Design comments:

» Assumes retention of east-west
hedgerow Ref H4.

* Long straight roads, especially the
primary road results in a lack of
character.

* Road widths increased to accord with
BCC design requirements.

East-west hedgerow Ref H3

* Breaks in green link reduced to one
(previous iteration Item 15 had two
breaks).

North-south hedgerow Ref H1

TPO Tree TEP Ref T9

» Break in hedgerow widened according
to highways requirements.

Retained east-west hedgerow Ref H4

» Retained within back gardens.
[tem 16.1

[llustrative Masterplan
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Schedule for Masterplan Item 16
Site area 9.33ha
Gross developable area including incidental green spaces 5.40ha

and a proportion of the primary road infrastructure and
excluding main public open spaces

Number of homes 243
Percentage Apartments 31%
Percentage Houses 69%
Density (dwellings per hectare) 45
Section A-A - 1:20 road option m m
\ \
‘ m SUR— "11:263.5m
| = '——‘J """" :
540m —T— e E
49.5m L-=="""" &
_ _ d opti I s eeeeeeenereeesttneentttettettattattaerereanernernnes Split level housing
Section A-A - 1:12 road option $ also tested in
: o ; . response to
____________ pomme steeper parts of
55.5m _ == T e the site.

e
"
—

[tem 16.2
Illustrative cross sections illustrating the impact of different road gradients

32 | Design Evolution Document - Appeal ref. 3308537



Ecological link along eastern boundary of
site

Emergency and pedestrian / cycle route
combined

Housing shown north of primary street
at entrance from Broomhill Road
following feedback from BCC Ecologist
regarding minimum dimension for
green link.

Further design testing

Review impact of retaining hedgerow
H4 on earthworks strategy and consider
maintenance and management of the
hedgerow and impact on size of garden
space available.

Design decision

» Separate footway from primary road
on the southern side at Broomhill
Road entrance to create a more
attractive pedestrian route. Also
provides opportunity for street trees
with water tank underneath for
drainage purposes.

Combine pedestrian /cycle and
emergency access into one location
from Bonville Road to reduce impact
on green link.

44

The impact on the fixes for the OPA

Extent of residential area on Land use
Parameter Plan - showing an area of
greenspace on southern side of access
road from Broomhill Road.

Parameter Plans and Design Code do not
preclude split level housing as a design
option.
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Item 17 Site area 9.33ha

D e C 2 O 2 O Gross developable area including 5.40ha
incidental green spaces and a proportion

Design iteration

of the primary road infrastructure and
excluding main public open spaces

- . Number of homes 245
Capacity testing, earthworks strategy
Percentage Apartments 29%
Iteration of the masterplan for review by Percentage Houses /1%

the client and consultant team.

What was being tested

Density (dwellings per hectare)

Further development of landscape
strategy including character of the
spaces being proposed and potential
locations for play space (yellow on
plan)

Reduction of development area in north
eastern part of the site to retain more
trees within TPO wooded area TEP
Reference W2.

Review of gradients of streets and :
impact on earthworks strategy / cut S A8
and fill. B, Syt .l E
Impact of retaining hedgerow Ref H4 : - Sy 4 :
on the cut and fill.

TPO Tree TEP Ref T9 :
Hedgerow Ref H4

Item17.1
[llustrative Masterplan
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Section A-A (1:20 gradient street) requires
a significant amount of fill and would
impact on existing trees along northern
boundary of the allotments

S N Section A-A - 1:20 road option
2o | m 58.0m
% |
54.0m
49.5m |

————
mm——
——
———
—
-
-
—————
S
—
p—
-
-

e e
p—

. 63.5m

e ————
o

51.5m ‘/—ﬁ ______________
49.5m fo===""""

|
|
Section B-B

5m

Item 17.4

[llustrative cross sections through masterplan

—
———

p——

[ 62.5m
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Section C-C

+52.5

Level difference of 5m
between properties (i)

Section E-E

Section D-D ) ~ o | _Q@Qj JA
’ @

Requires a 2m retaining
wall between properties
back gardens (ii)

BF 14 | aes = B

+59.5

[tem 17.2
Illustrative cross sections through masterplan
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Item 17

Dec 2020

The site is steeply sloping with the
topography generally slopes in a south-
westerly direction and a level difference of
nearly 17m from the north to south.

The associated gradients range between
1:8 in the west to 1:10 in the centre of the
site.

In terms of providing level access to
dwellings and accessible north-south
pedestrian links through the development
at 1:20 or 1:12 gradient, it will be
necessary to undertake some cut and fill
reprofiling along with the construction

of retaining walls in order to tie the
development levels between the northern
and southern boundary.

Other fixes for the levels strategy include
the main access into the site and where
trees, hedgerows, public open space and
other green infrastructure are be retained.

The shallow bedrock of mudstone in the
north of the site resided at a relatively
shallow depth (<1m), which could restrict
site reprofiling meaning that plot levels
further down the slope are informed by the
levels to the north

o

Item 17.3

48

Initial masterplan levels showing extensive retaining walls and earthworks particularly in

Paddock area (the western part of the site)
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Initial earthworks strategy resulted in
too much earthworks and extensive
engineered retaining walls.

Design decision was to consider split level
housing although there was a concern for
the suitability of this typology in relation to
disabled access and use.

Decision was taken to look at alternative
‘external’ design measures such as 1:10
garden slopes (given that this was similar
to the natural topography) and smaller
retaining walls.

Design decision

* 1:12 gradient for streets in north
western part of the site to reduce
amount of fill required and reduce
impact on existing trees and
hedgerows along northern boundary
of the allotments.
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The impact on the fixes for the OPA

* Landscape Parameter Plan should show
minimum hedgerow / tree / wooded
areas to be retained.

The impact on RMAs

+ Potential to explore at RMA stage the
option for use of split level housing to
accommodate level changes although
it is not considered essential.

» The earthworks strategy submitted
as part of the outline application
is not fixed. The Parameter Plans
give flexibility for innovative design
solutions to deliver a landscape-led
approach.

» Potential to retain hedgerows and trees
not included in Landscape Parameter
Plan as the drawing will show minimum
required to be retained.



Item 18

Dec 2020

Design testing

Trees and hedgerows, earthworks
strategy, movement network,
landscape, secure by design

Cross section testing the impact of the

earthworks strategy / movement network.

Earthworks strategy illustrated that
Brislington Heights greenspace would be
at a lower level than the primary road.
Cross section drawn to understand the
implications of this.

Key considerations:

» Ground level next to existing trees and
hedgerows

« Activation and overlooking of public
open space (Secure by Design
principles)

+ Accessibility for all users

Design decision

» Change to earthworks strategy
- finished floor level of the road
should be at the same level as the
existing trees to enable the play
space to be at the same level -
ensuring overlooking from the street
and homes.

Lawns
Section F-F Parkland Landscape

[tem 18.1
[llustrative cross section through Brislington Heights and primary road
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Item 19

Jan 2021

Design iteration

Movement and earthworks strategy
Testing of options for delivering cycle
and pedestrian routes through wetland
meadow

Key considerations:

+ Ideally achieve 1:20 gradient for
cyclists

» Desire lines for cyclists is likely to be
east west from School Road to Bonville
Road

» The cycle/pedestrian route was led by
ecology/SuDS. There was an option of
a separate 1:20 pedestrian route, the
pedestrians would most probably walk
on the cycle path being the shortest
route on the desire line.

» Pedestrians and cyclists are likely
to use the existing link between the
allotments as being on the desire line Item 19.1 m—  Pedestrians
to Sandy Park Road, as it saves climbing
the hill to the top of the Allison Road/
School Road junction, only to lose the
elevation again on the route to the
west.

Cyclists
» Cycle route impinges upon RPA for TEP Ref T6 and creates Y

additional fragmentation of Hedgerow Ref H1.

« Introduces minor barrier between south boundary habitats
and west SuDS and introduces risk of habitat/species
disturbance, particularly in the west if lighting of the cycle
path is an overriding requirement.
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Item 19

Jan 2021

Item 19.2 m——  Pedestrians

Cyclists
» Cycle route impinges upon RPA for TEP Ref T6 (but to YEIs

lesser extent than option 1) and creates additional
fragmentation of Hedgerow Ref H1.

* Reduced potential for disturbance of habitats/species
as cycle route is positioned against development edge
rather than between SuDS and southern boundary.
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Option 3 Cyclists move east west via new School Link and Bonville Road
(not via existing public right of way)

Design decision

47.50
43.50 G16.

» Provide a route that is a combination
of Option 1 and 2 i.e. provides
different options for pedestrians
(north and south of attenuation
areas), but narrow the width of the
route to avoid RPA of TEP Ref T6.

G15*

T3

The impact on the fixes for the OPA

G7*~

* Routes and extent of drainage areas
indicative on Illustrative Masterplan.

ide Footpath (CR)
T2

G5
Wiz

& G6

s 0 50m AT
T e

ng may contain: Ordnance Survey material by permission of Ordnance Survey on behalf of the Controller of Her Majesty's Stationery Office © Crown Copyright 2019. All rights reserved. Reference number 0100031673.
ata / © Natural England / © DEFRA / © DECC / © English Heritage. Aerial Photography - ESRI, DigitalGlobe, GEOEye, i-cubed, USDA FSA,USGD, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN,IGP,swisstopo, the GIS User Community

Item 19.3 — Podestrians

Cyclists
« Option avoids RPA of TEP Ref T6 and further
fragmentation of Hedgerow Ref H1 and reduces
potential for habitat/species disturbance as path is
largely associated with proposed road network.
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Item 20

Feb 2021

Design iteration
Capacity testing, earthworks strategy

Iteration of the masterplan for review by
the client and consultant team.

Design Comments

Layout tested and refined to work
with site constraints and technical
requirements

6 additional units gained

More variety in character to improve
street elevations

Additional hedgerows and trees
retained compared to earlier iterations

Irregular plots and parcels created
whilst complying with gradients and
trying to reduce amount of earthworks

Potential for partial retention of
hedgerow Ref H4 within public realm
for effective management.

Further Design Testing

Management and maintenance of
east-west hedgerow H4

[tem 20.1
[llustrative Masterplan

54

TPO Tree TEP Ref T9
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Schedule for Masterplan Item 20
Site area 9.33ha

Gross developable area including 5.30ha
incidental green spaces and a proportion
of the primary road infrastructure and
excluding main public open spaces

Number of homes 250
Percentage Apartments 32%
Percentage Houses 68%
Density (dwellings per hectare) 47 Key plan

55

water level varies by season

Accessible Shared Surface
Route

Informal
Route

Informal
Route Meadow Bank Play
Water Mead Boardwalk and Jettys Water Meatlow habitat and recreation natural exploration
habitat and recreation making nature visable  habitat and recreafion

Item 20.2
[llustrative cross section through attenuation area
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What was being tested

« Impact of the earthworks strategy
on the routes through the wetland
meadow - and explored the creation
of an elevated board walk enabling all
year access to these routes.

Further design testing

» Alignment of pedestrian and cycle
routes through the wetland meadow

The impact on the fixes for the OPA

» Do not include hedgerow H2 within
the landscape parameter plan to allow
flexibility for future RMA to determine
whether or not to retain the hedgerow.

Design decision

Concluded that it is not possible to
retain hedgerow H2 and TPO Tree
TEP Ref T9 due to impact on layout

and resulting inefficiencies of layout,
impacts on earthworks and urban
design and issues with management
and maintenance of the hedgerow.

56
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Item 21

Mar 2021

Design review following
technical evidence
Engineering, Drainage, Topography

Consideration of topography, infiltration adverse impact upon the hedges/trees (i.e. Design decision

rates and surface water catchment areas avoiding excavation of swale within RPAs).

to inform drainage strategy based upon The amount of engineering design required »  Surface water run-off will be

ground conditions, topographical survey to deliver this and therefore for RMAs to collected, stored on site and

and utilities mapping. determine the approach to where/how discharged at greenfield run-off rate

What was being tested surface water features additional to the slowly to avoid flooding downstream
basins might be incorporated into the

« Capacity of the site to accommodate SuDS based on the detailed design.

swales and conveyance features

Design comments
The impact on the fixes for the OPA

Noted that bioswales would bring

additional benefit into the scheme (BNG, *SuDS are not shown on parameter
amphibians, birds, bats, invertebrates), plans as they are indicative and to be
however earthworks land take required is determined at RMA stage.
significant.

Swales could be provided along Hedgerows
H1, H2 and H5/allotment boundary
corridors however it would require
significantly more space than shown on
the adjacent mark up, therefore impacting
on development area. Furthermore they

would need to be designed to avoid
[tem 21.1

Swale mark up
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Item 22

Mar 2021

Design iteration
Placemaking

Full review and update to residential layout
to better respond to site opportunities and
constraints. A more orthogonal layout of
houses adopted to follow the contours of
the site, especially on lower, steeper parts
of the site.

What was being tested

» Placemaking - experience through a

series of spaces along the primary road.

» Introduction of apartment block
next to Brislington Green to create a
placemaking anchor and focal point
as you move through the wooded area
into the green.

« Refinement and development of
illustrative masterplan layout.

» Alternative secondary road layout to
reduce impact on existing hedgerows.

Design decision

* Remove secondary route through

southern part of Hedgerow H1 to
reduce breaks in green corridor.

58

Schedule for Masterplan Item 22

Site area 9.33ha

Gross developable area including 5.32ha

incidental green spaces and a proportion

of the primary road infrastructure and

excluding main public open spaces

Number of homes 259

Percentage Apartments 31%

Percentage Houses 69%
O | Density (dwellings per hectare) 49

The Gate

LIB]E A

Brislington Heights
Pocket Park

(4] (SR

Village Green

Bonville Glade

BNOES

Wetland Meadow

[tem 22.1
[llustrative Masterplan

Design Evolution Document - Appeal ref. 3308537 | 47




59

Item 23

Mar 2021

Design review following
technical evidence
Engineering, Earthworks

Amendment of earthworks strategy in
response to changes to the Masterplan
(Item 22). Masterplan was updated to
better respond to levels, reducing the need
for retaining walls.

Instead of split level housing, the levels
were tested by applying underbuild with
stepped frontages wherever possible in
order to minimise retaining walls. This
contravened Building for a Healthy Life
principles by creating an uneven street
scene along the primary road. 1:10
gardens and 1:12 driveways were also
considered.

The underbuild is shown by the orange
shading to plot boundaries in the image
adjacent.

Item 23.1
Draft earthworks strategy
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Item 24

Apr 2021

Design iteration
Placemaking

Further refinement of masterplan including
internal road layout, assessing turning radi
and servicing requirements. Additional
amendments included:

« Amendment to layout along entrance
road from Broomhill Road to ensure
adequate parking and amenity space is
provided for dwellings.

« Inclusion of linked units along southern
edge of the masterplan, providing a
more urban response and creating a
strong frontage to the greenspace.

« Widened ecological corridor along
Bonville Road

« Widening of green corridor along east-
west hedgerow reference H3 compared
to Item 20.

» Review of parking provision and

location according to highways
requirements.

[tem 24.1 _
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Schedule for Masterplan Item 24

Site area 9.33ha
Gross developable area including 5.32ha
incidental green spaces and a proportion

of the primary road infrastructure and

excluding main public open spaces

Number of homes 260
Percentage Apartments 31%
Percentage Houses 69%
Density (dwellings per hectare) 49

7 o",‘ L) ollo) | §
s .v . iy "! "."" §~ :

Illustrative Mosterplonr

[
'. l’..'l#. 7
".""3 I
" | S iy,

LEGEND

Site boundary
Proposed 2 bed houses
Proposed 3 bed houses
Proposed 4 bed houses
Apartments

Primary road

Shared space

Private drive

Footpath

Cycle path

Drainage ponds

Drainage tanks

Existing trees and hedgerows
Proposed trees

Play areas

Public realm elements

LDADESIG

7486 Bislglon Meadous
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Item 25 Schedule for Masterplan Item 25

M ay 2 O 2 1 Site area Ziiﬁz

Gross developable area including
incidental green spaces and a proportion

Design iteration of the primary road infrastructure and
. excluding main public open spaces
Placemaking
Number of homes 261
. Percentage Apartments 42%
What was being tested
Percentage Houses 58%

+ Design development of north western 55
part of the site - consideration of

taller buildings to reduce amount

of developable area and therefore
earthworks, while still achieving circa
260 homes. Achieving 260 homes

was a driver in terms of achieving

an appropriate number of homes
according to the allocation and efficient
use of land while ensuring a landscape-

led approach.

Density (dwellings per hectare)

Item 25.1 [tem 25.2
Earthworks review [llustrative Masterplan
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Design Comments The impact on the fixes for the OPA
Alternative design reduces the area of » Extent of residential development

land required to deliver 260 homes and shown on Parameter Plans sets a
therefore extent of earthworks. However, maximum extent for development. This
it results in a higher proportion of design iteration is not precluded by the
apartments (42%). design fixes.

Market analysis expressed the clear
opinion that more than circa 30%
apartments would not match local housing
need. Therefore a higher proportion of
apartments will be less attractive to the
market and thus would undermine Homes
England’s aim of releasing this site for
development quickly.

Design decision

« Do not progress with design
iteration as the number of
apartments required to achieve
260 homes does not match local

housing need.

Remove secondary route through
southern part of Hedgerow H1 to
reduce breaks in green corridor.
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Item 26

Dec 21 /Jan 22

Public consultation event

Placemaking

Design development of masterplan

following public consultation event Brislington Meadows
including review of building heights along

northern boundary of the site from Deve lo p m e nt O Utli n e

The impact on the fixes for the OPA

« Amendment to draft height parameter These four plans set out the
plan presented from 2.5 storeys on key fixes, or parameters,
northern boundary to 2 storeys where for which Homes England is
adjoins existing properties. seeking consent.
The detail will come
forward through .
more detailed Heights Key
‘reserved matters’ ___ Application
appllcotlons. ?;Léﬂgfgiacres)
- 4 storey buildings
- 3 storey buildings )
2.5 storey buildings / ’A(/
2 st buildi / "/
storey buildings . L
mm Indicative Helghts e
Primary Route
[tem 26.1

Extract of public exhibition boards showing 2.5 storeys along northern boundary
adjoining properties along Belroyal Avenue and Broomhill Road.
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Item 27

Jan-Mar 2022

Building for a Healthy Life

Placemaking, earthworks strategy

What was being tested

Review of masterplan against the Building
for a Healthy Life guidance document.
Requires level access to properties

from the street which wasn’t currently
accommodated in the draft proposals.

Design Comments

» Earthworks strategy and masterplan
reviewed to ensure level access from
the street to all properties. Resulted in
level changes being accommodated
within gardens (allowing a minimum
area of 2m of level ground at the rear
of properties before sloping / stepped
gardens and retaining walls between
gardens where necessary).

* Revised masterplan levels with
underbuild only on southern facades
of dwellings in rear gardens to avoid
stepped frontages and uneven street
scenes. South facing gardens would
therefore have decked patios and steps
down to garden level on southern

facades (downslope). North facing rear
gardens (facing up the slope) would
have 1m retaining walls between patio
and garden interface reintroduced.

64

The impact on RMA

» Earthworks strategy is not fixed. RMAs
to consider split level house types, as
this is not precluded through design
fixes.

B3 e
SNAA
RN
e SN

“CampbellRel

Refer to Insets 1 & 2 for Continuation

[tem 27.1
Finalised earthworks strategy
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Item 27.2 (zoom in of 29.1)

Revised masterplan levels with underbuild only on southern facades of plots and retaining
walls within gardens to avoid stepped frontages and uneven street scenes.
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Item 28

Jan 2022

Design and Earthworks
Technical assessment

Review of linked units in the south of the
masterplan in relation to providing a level
development platform and impact on
earthworks strategy.

Options considered:

Increase ground levels in the west

of this parcel by 3m but this would
have a negative effect on level of the
cyclepath and height of retaining wall
that runs along the south of this parcel
as well as having implications on the
footpath/pedestrian connection in the
southwest corner of the site. Increase
the underbuild of these plots, however,
there is already underbuild proposed.

Parcel up the units into pairs by
separating the double units by circa
1-2m so that we are not dealing with a
single terrace / platform but this would
require too much space for the parcel
and be too close to the N-S hedgerow
ref H5.

Stepping units down the slope as per
the image of a development at Castle
Cary. This option has been adopted in
the masterplan.

Item 28.1
Earthworks strategy review

66

_These units are accessed
from the road on their
northern elevation

Y SR R TII Y

[tem 28.2
Precedent of linked units that
step down the slope.
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Item 29

Jan 2022

TVIA

Technical assessment

On-site assessment work for the TVIA
was undertaken. This involved fieldwork
within the Site and the TVIA'’s study area.
Photography (which captured views
during the winter months) was taken
from representative viewpoint locations.
Visualisations, submitted as part of the
outline planning application in support of
the TVIA, were produced from selected
representative viewpoint locations.
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Item 30

Jan 2022

Design West Presentation
Design Review

Proposals presented to Design West
and BCC following a site visit. Key topics
discussed include:

Landscape-led approach to
masterplanning

Ecology and arboricultural
considerations

Density and extent of residential
development

Landscape design strategy

67
Item 31

Jan 2022

Bin storage
Earthworks

Review of options for bin storage and level
access to properties following Item 27
Building for a Healthy Life assessment,
focusing on the paddock area in the north
west of the site as it is the steepest area.

A study of the bin storage, levels and
parking provision for units in the paddock
area and a mark up of how bin storage
could be accommodated across the

site. Option 1 is the preferred option as

it enables level access at the front and
rear of properties. This does result in a
higher retaining wall in the back garden.



Option 1
Preferred

Legend

BIN

o

AXONOMETRIC VIEW

Al
61

At grade access to front door

28.4m

Garden shortened by
1m to enable bin store

Option for bin store
af rear of garden

fo front of properfies in
alternative arrangement

1 steps

BIN with

BIN
54 54

Option 2

Legend

AXONOMETRIC VIEW

Stepped access to front door

29.4m

Option for bin store
af rear of garden

[tem 31.1

Testing of bin store options and level access to properties

Option
discounted

due to steep
sloping
gardens

Legend

Option
discounted

due to steep
sloping
gardens

Legend
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AAXONOMETRIC VIEW
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Item 32

Feb 2022

Masterplan update

Access, Pedestrian,
Placemaking, Masterplan

Options developed to deliver a ramp link Option 1 Option 2 Oution 3
to Allison Road (the ‘School Link’) that is ption ption ption

accessible for wheelchair users. Different e ' . |
options were tested including the number = I i T B

of returns and gradient of slopes that =0 ke, =51
would be accessible. g T =t S

Design decision

« Option 3 with the least number of

returns chosen as the preferred
option and masterplan updated
accordingly.

The impact on the fixes for the OPA ) . ",

[tem 32.2
Extent of residential area on Land use trem 521 . . Updated Illustrative Masterplan showin
Parameter Plan amended to exclude area Development options for accessible ramp to Option 3 P 9
for the ramp, instead the area is included school link P

within the open space area to ensure the
land is reserved for a ramp access.
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Item 33

Feb 2022

Masterplan Update following
Design West feedback

Placemaking, access

Review of design response at the entrance
from Broomhill Road following Design
Review Panel feedback and suggestion to
allow the access street to pass through an
area of more intense landscape character,
as a threshold to the development. Three
options were considered to increase

the landscape and ecological potential.
The position of the vehicular access into
the site from Broomhill Road was fixed
following previous design testing (see
Items 15 and 16 in this document).

Design West suggested removing units in
this location however it was decided that
frontage and natural surveillance onto this
route is important.

What was being tested

+ Position of dwellings at entrance (for
RMA to determine)

« Alignment of primary road into the
site (determines developable area on
parameter plans)

« Impacts on depth of green
infrastructure link

+ Orientation of dwellings to provide
more frontage onto the street (for RMA
to determine)

* Roads were kept to 5.5m, with widening
on bends to allow a refuse lorry to pass
a car in either direction. Turning heads
were checked for a BCC design refuse
lorry.

70

Design presented to Design

West in Jan 2022
4 /-.-‘._

Item 33.1
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Option 1

[tem 33.2

Curved alignment tested - could allow for
more landscaping to be introduced either
side of the primary road.

Design option discounted due to reduced
width of ecological corridor along eastern
edge.

Option 2

] |

T
L e C s

[tem 33.3

Consideration of alternative house
typologies enable frontage onto the
primary street and do not present issues
with overlooking to existing properties

Masterplan updated with alternative
house types.
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Option 3

This option illustrates 4 homes:

* 3 x 2 bed mews houses
¢ Ix4bed

[tem 33.4

Landscaped area introduced along
Broomhill Road instead of housing
frontage, this creates the opportunity for
further planting to be introduced at the
entrance in response to the Design West
statement.
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Design decision Previous iteration

[ \\§ by
W N \\\ ((’/

« Option 3 is the preferred option for
the Illustrative Masterplan as it is a

more satisfactory arrangement of
dwellings and creates a different
character to the rest of the
development.

The impact on the fixes for the OPA

Allow some flexibility in how this area T s I -
of the site is developed as part of the - - -5 === — -
RMA, therefore extent of residential Item 33.5 Item 33.6

area on Land use Parameter Plan should
extend to Broomhill Road. This does not

preclude greenspace being proposed at

the entrance as shown in the Illustrative
Masterplan.

Access drawing updated to reflect agreed
approach.
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Item 34

Feb 2022

Masterplan Update following
Design West design review

Amendments to masterplan following
Design West session. Design West
described the design response along

the southern boundary as ‘suburban’ in
character. It is a compact house type with
side terraces rather than back gardens and
therefore the design team do not consider
it to be suburban in character. They also
provide create multi-aspect homes as
they are accessed from the north, but
have balconies to the south and elevated
terraces on the side of properties providing
natural surveillance opportunities onto the
wetland meadow.

What was being tested?
Design approach was reviewed and

updated to reflect the latest earthworks
strategy.

Design Comments

» Units were aligned in a straight line
rather than staggered / stepped to
reduce quantum of retaining walls.
This also creates a more formal design
approach in response to Design West.

The impact on the fixes for the OPA

« Precedent images of linked house
typology sourced, including 3 storey
examples, and included within the
Design Code as an illustrative example.

» Design Code - mandatory design
principles for the built form response
along the Wetland Meadow specifying
a consistent building line and an
opportunity for a higher density
approach with compact / urban house
types, taller buildings and/or apartment
blocks.
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[tem 34.1
Comparison of masterplan amendments to illustrate changes made
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Item 35

Feb 2022

Assessment following
Design West

Ecology, Drainage and Landscape

Opening up the small watercourse to

the south-east boundary to increase it’s
amenity value was assessed following

the Design West review. It would require
substantial removal of scrub and trees.

It would expose only a short section

of the watercourse that has no current
recreational value (it is not visually or
physically accessible from the current

site). The degree of scrub and tree removal
would weaken the ecological corridor
along the south of the site. Creating access
to the watercourse would create a risk
de-gredation of water quality from dog
fouling and soil erosion. The watercourse
itself does not create an access barrier and
opening it up to public access would risk
unauthorised access into adjacent habitats
to the south.

Overall, the risk for ecological harm to
scrub and tree habitats, connectivity and
associated habitat features adjacent or
downstream was deemed to outweigh
any public benefit of opening up the
watercourse.

Similarly, the scale of scrub loss (including
risk of harm to veteran tree TEP Reference
T6) anticipated to arise as a consequence
of re-establishing the original route of

the PROW along the south boundary

was considered to outweigh the benefit,
considering the well-established public use
of the desire line within the site.

Note: This is not Brislington Brook which is
located to the west of the site and is not
included within the site boundary.

The impact on the fixes for the OPA

« The small watercourse is retrained
within public open space within the
Landscape Parameter Plan.

64 | Design Evolution Document - Appeal ref. 3308537

35.1
Location of small watercourse
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Item 36

76

Apr 2022

Submitted Illustrative

Masterplan

Illustrative Masterplan
submitted as part of the

outline planning application,
showing how up to 260 homes
could be delivered on the site.

Schedule for Masterplan Item 36

Site area

9.33ha

Gross developable area
including incidental
green spaces and a
proportion of the primary
road infrastructure and
excluding main public
open spaces.

Area equates to the
residential development
area on the Land Use
Parameter Plan.

5.12ha

Number of homes

257

Percentage Apartments

32%

LDADESIGN

ingion Meadows

Percentage Houses

68%

Density
(dwellings per hectare)

Note: 51 dph if 260 homes

50

Item 36.1

Illustrative Masterplan
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Item 37

July 2022

Building with Nature Accreditation

Policy, Sustainability

Homes England are committed to
achieving Building with Nature (BwN)
accreditation and have appointed an
independent assessment of the scheme.
This assessment was undertaken by

BwN which confirmed that the proposed
scheme is recognised as landscape-led,
performs well, despite existing ecological
and landscape constraints. A further
review and assessment of the scheme will
be undertaken following determination of
the appeal specifically in relation to the
potential SNCI status of the Appeal Site.

il |||I§
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Item 38

Jan 2023

Building with Nature Accreditation

Policy, Sustainability

Comparison of minimum
tree / hedgerow / wooded
area to be retained and
residential development
areas based on amended
Parameter Plans
compared to Barton
Willmore Masterplan
(Item 1). Demonstrates
that additional trees /
hedgerows have been
retained in the submitted
plans compared to

the masterplan BCC
commented on in their

pre-app response dated Jan

2020.

[tem 38.1
Comparison of Item 1 with Parameter Plans

78

LEGEND

‘ Minimum trees / hedgerows / wooded areas to
be retained according to Landscape Parameter
Plan

Trees / hedgerows / wooded areas in conflict
with the Appeal Site masterplan

Residential development according to Land Use
Parameter Plan

Barton Willmore layout

REV.  DESCRIPTION APP. DA

LDADESIGN

PROJECT TITLE
Brislington Meadows

DRAWING TITLE
Barton Willmore Layout with
Developable Area Overlay

ISSUED BY  Bristol T: 0117 203 3628

DATE 05.12.22 DRAWN Ms
SCALE@A3  1:2,500 CHECKED RF
STATUS Planning APPROVED RF

DWG. NO 7456_051

rces Ordnance Survey
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Item 39

Apr 2022

Extract from Design and Access
Statement (pages 74 - 77)

Design Evolution

The process of engagement with members
of the public and key stakeholders has
informed and shaped proposals for
Brislington Meadows. A Statement of
Community Involvement is submitted as
part of the Outline Planning Application.
This sets out how the Illustrative
Masterplan and Parameter Plans have
changed following lessons learnt from
the meetings / discussions / events. The
following pages give an overview of the
masterplan evolution.

2019

+ Bristol City Council invited Homes

England to consider acquiring the land

for housing delivery.

2020

* Homes England acquired the site.
» Appointed consultant team.

[tem 39.1

Initial concept prepared by consultant

team
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Landscape and Biodiversity

Potential to retain all hedgerows

and trees on site was investigated,
concluding that the impact of delivering
300 homes (in line with the allocation)
could not be adequately mitigated.

Detailed survey and analysis of trees and
hedgerows revealed a range of qualities,
characteristics and values, informing

decisions on which to retain and remove.

Apartments located towards the eastern
edge of the site in response to lower
level topography and less sensitive to
landscape context.

Landscape and visual appraisal
concluded 2.5 storey homes appropriate
at top of the slope.

Engagement with Bristol City Council
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Density Engineering

+ Options for achieving 300 units on site to additional through-traffic using the « Ground investigations undertaken to

(in line with allocation) were considered
and tested, but rejected because of
impact on the site’s natural assets.

Options included fewer, taller apartment
buildings were considered but visual
impact was more significant, and the
market expressed the clear opinion that
more than 30% apartments would not
match local housing need.

Access

+ Assessment of highway access option
via School Road including indicative
engineering drawings to assess cut

and fill required. Very considerable
earthworks and very large retaining
walls required to achieve a 1:12 gradient,
along with considerable loss of mature
trees and significant impact on the
developable area of the site.

Highway access was considered via
Bonville Road but significant impact
could sever the green link between

Victory Park and Eastwood Farm. It
was also considered this would lead

development as a short cut and creating
a rat-run to Broomhill Road.

Considered scope for internal loops

via an east-west on-site road on the
lower slope but concluded impact

on the north-south hedgerows and
Tree Preservation Orders (TPO) trees
was too great. The scheme therefore
incorporates some cul-de-sacs but
pedestrian and cycle links introduced to
overcome the shortcomings.

Concluded most appropriate foot and
cycle connections to School Road via the
allotments and Allison Road. Considered
a link to Allison Road via the road serving
Fox House but outside Homes England
ownership and not able to control
quality. A link to School Road north of
the allotments considered but connects
to a point half way up the hill, with no
onward connection.

confirm the ground conditions, for
example: depth to bedrock to inform cut
and fill efficacy and access gradients.

Shallow bedrock limits the potential to
lower site levels in the north of the site
resulting in requirement for retaining
walls and steeper gradients.

Consideration of topography, infiltration
rates and surface water catchment
areas to inform drainage strategy based
upon ground conditions, topographical
survey and utilities mapping. Surface
water run-off to be managed on site and
discharged off site.

Considered implications for development
of retaining the telecommunications
mast but notable impact on unit
numbers owing to sterilised ‘no build
zone’ around the mast.

« Initially considered platforms with large

cut and fill with under-build and stepped
frontages.

Engagement with local Councillors and BMAG
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Community

+ Considered including some kind
of community facility within the
development but clear position that the
development should not undermine the
draw of the existing community facilities
in Broomhill Local Centre.

+ Older Persons Living accommodation
considered and tested on the market.
Market supportive but the option was
discounted following engagement with
BCC and the risk of competition with
another new facility.

TPO removed  Assuming telecoms mast
; removed fo maximise plot area

<<<<<<

Item 39.2
First land use plan prepared by the
consultant team for Homes England

81

2021

Landscape and Biodiversity to concerns on existing Belroyal Avenue

residents.

* Inclusion of linked units along southern
edge of the masterplan, providing a
more urban response and creating a
strong frontage to the greenspace.

* Detailed assessment of biodiversity
impact and proposals for mitigation

« Design decision for buildings to be set
within landscape along the eastern edge
and provide natural surveillance to the
green corridor.

 Consideration given to locating a 3
storey apartment block south east of
the school playing fields which would
frame the green space but dropped due

Access

» More detailed design of primary route.
Considered options for avoiding TPO but
resulted in loss of more woodland.

+ Design of green spaces integral to road
design.

» Engagement with BCC Public Rights of
Way team about formalising trodden
paths.

Topography

« Amendment of the structure of the
Masterplan to better respond to levels,
reducing the need for retaining walls

* Brislington Heights - decision to ensure
the road is at the same height as the
greenspace / existing trees.

[tem 39.3
[llustrative masterplan evolution to test the
capacity of the site in more detail
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Sustainability

« A number of sustainable design
features were identified during the
pre-application discussions with
BCC officers to be considered further
including orientation of units and
general site layout to provide resilience
to climate change and the use of green
infrastructure to minimise and mitigate
the heating of the urban environment.

Public Consultation

» Decrease of height parameters on
northern boundary of the site from 3/
2.5 storeys to 2 storeys.

+ Design changes related to parking and
safer crossings to better reflect Liveable
streets principles, for inclusion in Design
Code.

+ Clearer definition of the various green

spaces, their roles and design principles.

[tem 39.4
Draft masterplan presented at community
engagement event

2022

Topography / Building for Healthy Life

* Reintroduce small retaining wall in
gardens to enable level access to homes
from the street.

» Revised access proposals to address
level changes.

82

Building with Nature

* Homes England are committed to

achieving building with Nature (BwN)
accreditation and have appointed an
independent assessment of the scheme.
An initial assessment has been carried
out and confirms that the proposed
scheme is recognised as landscape-led,
performs well, despite existing ecological
and landscape constraints.

Ecology

Design principles refined along the
primary street.

Further exploration of house type design
principles.

Ecological response - inclusion of the
Brook.

Submission of Outline Planning
Application April 2022

R el el el el <

Engagement with Bristol City Council

Engagement with local Councillors and BMAG

Design Evolution Document - Appeal ref. 3308537 | 71



83

Homes

Land Owner/Applicant
England PP

Ca m pbel | Re|th Drainage, Utilities and Services, and Engineering

consulting engineers

LDADESIGN I Masterplanning, Planning and Landscape & TVIA

@ Transport

THE
ENVIRONMENT Ecology
PARTNERSHIP

COdencepr I Communications / PR

KO U l Q® Sustainability



Appendix 3: Analysis of Hedgerows H2 and H4

84



1.0

1.1.1.

1.2.

1.2.1.

1.2.2.

1.2.3.

85

East-west Hedgerows H2 and H4 Technical Note

It may be helpful for the Inspector to have drawings 1 and 2 to Mr
Hesketh’s Proof to hand whilst reading the following section to assist with
references to specific hedgerows and other factors that have influenced

the design fixes.

General approach

The approach taken to retention and removal of trees and hedgerows has
been informed by an extensive iterative design process as set out in the
Design Evolution Document (Appendix 2). It was through this process
that we established that most of the north-south orientated hedgerows
can be successfully retained within public open space and therefore their
future management and maintenance can be guaranteed, without
impeding on the delivery of housing on the site. Their retention is
therefore fixed within the Landscape Parameter Plan. Furthermore, the
baseline evidence review (Item 11 in Appendix 2) established that
Hedgerows H1, H3 and H5 performed highest across the comparison of

diversity, condition and function, with H4 performing the lowest.

The east-west orientated hedgerows (H2 and H4) are harder to retain
within the development because of their location, dissecting the
developable areas in a way that creates narrow blocks of development
area that would require irregular plot arrangements and depths. Their
retention would also fix ground levels and therefore reduce the area in
which necessary reprofiling (considering it is a steep site) could be

accommodated.

If we were to retain the hedgerows there are four fundamental principles
that need to be factored into any design solution that retains H2 and H4 —
landscape-led placemaking, management and maintenance, site-wide

earthworks strategy and the site-wide access strategy.
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Landscape led placemaking

We have adopted good urban design and Secure by Design principles of
ensuring development fronts onto areas of public open space and streets,
and this is further stipulated as requirements in the Design Code.
Occasional side elevations are permitted onto public open spaces within
the Design Code requirements, as long as facades are activated with

prominent windows, small WC windows will not be sufficient.

Where trees and hedgerows are being retained, they are to be retained
within areas of public open space to ensure their retention can be
guaranteed, and so that they are given enough space to grow, further

enhancing their habitat potential and connectivity into the wider network.
Management and Maintenance

If we were to retain the east-west hedgerows H2 and H4, we would want
to ensure appropriate access for management and maintenance of the
hedgerows. Therefore, it is preferable for these hedgerows to be sited
within an area of public open space, rather than within back gardens

where future retention cannot be guaranteed.
Site-wide earthworks and levels

We would not want to alter the ground levels alongside the retained
hedgerows in order to avoid impacting the root protection area (RPA).
Additionally, we would need to provide a relatively flat area surrounding
the hedgerow for its maintenance access. Therefore, any reprofiling would

need to occur outside of the buffer to the RPA.

Level changes in the scheme could be accommodated through a
combination of retaining walls between back gardens, sloping back
gardens (up to 1:10, while still allowing for 2m of at the rear of the
property for a terrace or patio) and/or through split level housing (whilst
still providing level access from the street to accord with the principles of

Building for a Healthy Life).
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Site-wide access

Our working assumption is that the primary street through the
development should achieve a 1:20 gradient; secondary streets can be a
steeper gradient, but principles of Building for a Healthy Life should be
applied including providing level access to properties from the street.
Therefore, development should work with the contours, rather than

against as much as possible.

1.2.10. Vehicular access is required east-west through the site therefore the

primary road needs to be positioned either north or south of hedgerows
H2 and H4. It cannot be located south of the hedgerows without requiring
considerable earthworks to achieve the 1:20 gradient, as the southern
part of the site is steeper and the road would need to tie into the primary

access north of Brislington Heights open space, which is at 61.6mAOD.

1.2.11. Therefore the primary road (minimum 11m width as per Design

Code) should be located between the northern boundary and H2 and H4.

1.2.12. Access will be required to the areas south of the hedgerows and

therefore some breaks will be required in Hedgerow H2 and H4 if they are

to be retained.

1.2.13. The following sections explore the design options of Hedgerows H2

and H4 respectively. The design applies to the following block depth

assumptions for the different arrangement of buildings.

Table 1: Block Depth Assumptions

Back to back arrangement Distance (metres)
Primary road corridor 11 (as per Design Code)
Front garden 1.5 (minimum)

Typical house depth 10

Back to back distance between 21 (in accordance with BCC
homes guidance)

Typical house depth 10
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Front garden

1.5 (minimum)

Pedestrianised prioritised street

7.5 (minimum) (as per Design
Code)

Total

62.5m *

Table 2: Block Depth Assumptions

Front to front arrangement

Distance (metres)

Typical back garden

10

Typical house depth

10

Front garden

1.5 (minimum)

Primary road corridor

11 (as per Design Code)

Front garden

1.5 (minimum)

Typical house depth 10
Typical back garden 10
Total 54m *

Table 3: Block Depth Assumptions

Front to back arrangement

Distance (metres)

Typical back garden

10

Typical house depth

10

Front garden

1.5 (minimum)

Primary road corridor

11 (as per Design Code)

Typical back garden

10

Typical house depth

10

Front garden

1.5 (minimum)
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Pedestrianised prioritised street

7.5 (minimum) (as per Design
Code)

Total

61.5m *

*Note these dimensions assume parking to the side of properties or

integral, it does not account for on street parking in a perpendicular or

parallel arrangement which would increase the width assumed for the

streets. This depth does not include a buffer to existing trees or

hedgerows.
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2.0 Hedgerow H2

2.1.1. Located between Hedgerow H1 and H5, this hedgerow varies in width
from 9m to 20m. The block depth available for residential development, if
we allow a buffer (assumed to be 2m) to existing trees and hedgerows

RPAs for maintenance is as follows:

Hedgerow H2 Distance

Block depth available between H2 27m — 74m
and northern boundary of the
Appeal Site (excluding a 2m buffer
to existing trees)

Block depth available between H2 | 41m — 51m
and overhead powerline buffer (the
southern extent of the parcel is
based on the Land Use Parameter
Plan which allows for a buffer of up
to 25m from the centreline of the
tower)

2.2. North of hedgerow H2

2.2.1. Development in this area could be achieved in four ways. In each of these
solutions a minimum of one break in H2 would be required to provide

vehicular access to the area south of the hedgerow.
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2.2.1.1 Properties front onto the northern boundary and front

onto H2

2.2.1.2 A minimum of 62.5m is required to achieve this back-to-back
arrangement of homes (see above table) and would therefore only
be viable in the western part of the development area available.
The remaining area could have properties siding onto the
hedgerow Ref H2 and northern boundary but would require
retaining walls between properties to work across the contours as
the units step down the slope. Furthermore if the homes front onto
H2 and therefore the primary road is positioned at the bottom of
the slope down the hill, adjacent to H2, the requirement for a 1:20
primary road would result in further cut and fill (orange hatched
area), as there is a 4.6m level difference from the west of the
hedgerow H2 existing ground level (57mAOD) and the primary
road located north of Brislington Heights greenspace (61.6mAOD).
This would reduce the area available for development and impact
on the overall number of homes. The primary road could be
located along the northern boundary but this arrangement would
also leave land in the north east undevelopable and potential
concerns regarding secure by design with a lack of frontage onto
an area of public open space; and a steep gradient street would be

required to access the properties on the southern edge.



92

2.2.1.3 Properties back onto the northern boundary and back

onto H2
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2.2.1.4 The single road between the two frontages would act as the

primary road at 1:20 gradient. This arrangement requires 54m
minimum in block depth and would result in the eastern part of the
primary road fronted with development on one side only. This
option has been discounted as this goes against good placemaking,
urban design and secure by design principles as properties back
onto the public open space and/or result in H2 being within rear
gardens and therefore future maintenance may be difficult to

guarantee.
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2.2.1.5 Properties side onto H2 and front onto the northern

boundary or vice versa

2.2.1.6 This arrangement would likely result in irregular plot sizes and
a less efficient use of land because of the narrow block depth
available. Similarly to 2.2.1.2 above the primary road alignment
along northern edge of H2 would require significant cut and fill to
tie into the road at 61.6A0D therefore reducing the developable

area and creating an area of reprofiling.

2.2.1.7 Front onto H2 and back onto northern boundary
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2.2.1.8 It is not typical for the back of properties to face the front of

other properties in this arrangement. It may be possible for

properties to the south of the primary road to be split level, with
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access on the upper level, directly from the primary street. There
would not be sufficient block depth to provide a vehicular access to
the front of all properties fronting H2 as it would requires 61.5m

minimum block depth.

2.2.1.9 Due to the angle of Hedgerow H2 it results in a triangular
shaped development area between the hedgerow and primary road
which is difficult to efficiently design and therefore likely to result

in a reduction in housing numbers.

South of hedgerow H2

Ideally properties would front onto hedgerow H2 and the Wetland
Meadows to align with the placemaking principles set out in the Design
Code. A typical block depth for properties back-to-back, with vehicular
and parking access to the front of properties, is 62.5m (see table above).
However, the block depth available, taking into account a 2m buffer to
the RPA of Hedgerow H2, and the 25m buffer from the centre of the
overhead powerlines, is between 41m and 51m, and therefore not

sufficient to provide a back to back housing layout.

Alternatively, houses could side onto hedgerow H2 and the Wetland
Meadow, however properties would therefore be positioned across the
contours of the slope rather than with, resulting in additional earthworks
and retaining walls between properties to achieve level access from the

street.

A third option would be for houses to front onto the Wetland Meadow as
shown in the current masterplan and properties back onto H2, but as
above this has been discounted as it goes against good placemaking and

secure by design principles.

On balance, we have concluded that H2 dissects the residential area into
narrow blocks that do not enable us to deliver housing in a way that
achieves good placemaking as set out in the Design Code, such as

ensuring the retention of hedgerows in areas of public open space that
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are activated and contribute to the wider green infrastructure strategy.
The resultant block depths are inefficient and would likely result in layouts
that work against the existing topography and therefore would result in
extensive cut and fill effort. The removal of hedgerow H2 is not ideal,
however it enables a more flexible design response to the housing layout,
and the potential for an area of incidental open space to be designed into
the layout with housing activating the space — the submitted masterplan
shows an area of circa 600sgm. If the hedgerow was retained, a similar
sized area of incidental open space would not be possible without further
reduction in housing numbers, and potentially further earthworks to

create a useable space.
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3.0 Hedgerow H4

3.1.1. Located south of Hedgerow H3, this hedgerow varies in width from 6m to
16m. The block depth available, if we allow a buffer (assumed to be 2m)

to existing trees and hedgerows RPAs for maintenance is as follows:

Hedgerow H4

Development area between H3 and | 43m — 47.5m
H4 (excluding buffer to existing
trees and hedgerow H3).

Block depth between H4 and 22m — 80m
southern extent of development
area (the southern extent of the
parcel is based on the Land Use
Parameter Plan which allows for a
buffer of up to 25m from the
centreline of the overhead
powerlines)

3.2. North of Hedgerow H4

3.2.1. We would require properties to front onto the primary road, therefore on
the upper slopes, properties should be in a back-to-back arrangement. As
described above, this would require a minimum of 62.5m if standard
housetypes and 21m back-to-back distance is used. However, the block
depth between Hedgerow H3 and H4 is typically between 43m — 47.5m,

therefore a back-to-back will not fit.

3.2.2. An alternative option for the remainder of the parcel is for one row of
homes fronting onto the primary street and back onto Hedgerow H4,
however this goes against the good urban design principle of ensuring
homes front onto spaces; and would also reduce the number of homes

that can be achieved on the site.

3.2.3. Apartments blocks require less parcel depth, but we do not consider it
appropriate for apartments to be located along the full length of the

primary street considering the visual impacts, and massing / scale within
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its context. Furthermore, it would increase the overall proportion of
apartments which market analysis expressed the clear opinion that more

than circa 30% apartments would not match local housing need.

South of hedgerow H4

The block depth here varies significantly from 22m at its narrowest point,
to 80m on the eastern extent. The 22m block depth in the west is very
narrow and results in an awkward area of developable area — typically
20m is required for a house and garden, plus minimum road width of
7.5m to allow for vehicular and refuse access. A wide-fronted house type
could be positioned here (6m depth rather than 10m), however this would
still require 23.5m block depth and results in a house backing onto the
hedgerow. This pinch point could be designed to simply include a road to
serve a couple of units on the western edge of the parcel, but the block
depth at the far west is only 22.5m. These options result in a design that
does not provide active frontage to H4 as the hedge is within back
gardens, which goes against the landscape-led placemaking principles set

out at the beginning of this note.

There is more flexibility in the eastern part of the parcel south, and
potential to consider part retention of hedgerow H4. However, there is a
need for the southern edge of the residential parcel to tie into the

earthworks strategy within the wetland meadow and the SuDS network.
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Appendix 5: Correspondence re Visualisations



105

Nicholas Atkinson

From: Nitin Bhasin <

Sent: 28 February 2022 10:16

To: Nicholas Atkinson

Cc: Richard Sewell;_ Paul Connelly
Subject: RE: Brislington Meadows: LVIA

Hello Nicholas,
| can confirm the study area is acceptable.

Kind Regards
Nitin

From: Nicholas Atkinson
Sent: 24 February 2022 15:23
To: Nitin Bhasin
Cc: Richard Sewell

Subject: RE: Brislington Meadows: LVIA

Hi Nitin,

Many thanks for your return of comments and suggested additional viewpoint locations. We agree to incorporate
these suggested views into our assessment, presenting them as ‘illustrative viewpoints’ in support of our report.
From your email, I trust that the study area we have proposed is also acceptable.

Kind regards,

Nicholas Atkinson
Senior Consultant

Worton Rectory Park, Oxford, OX29 45X

tel: +44 (0

email: | www.lda-design.co.uk

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail | Confidentiality Notice

LDA Design is independent and proud to be owned by the people who work here. The brilliance of the collective powers what

During these extraordinary times, many of our team are balancing home and work commitments and might take longer to respond. If you receive an email ou

From: Nitin Bhasin
Sent: 22 February 2022 22:52
To: Nicholas Atkinson

Cc: Richard Sewell Paul Connelly

Subject: RE: Brislington Meadows: LVIA
Hello Nicholas,

Sorry for delay in reply.
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Please find attached pdf containing suggestions for additional views. The suggested viewpoints are roughly marked
with orange dots and comments give a brief note for the location.

There is a likelihood that taller apartments blocks, especially ones on the higher ground will register presence in
some of the views. The extent of visual impact and its appropriateness needs to be tested.

Kind Regards
Nitin

From: Nicholas Atkinson

Sent: 21 February 2022 09:11
To: Nitin Bhasin
Cc: Richard Sewell

Subject: RE: Brislington Meadows: LVIA

Hi Nitin,
I'm sorry to chase, but please can I ask when we are likely to receive your comments on our proposed representative
viewpoints in support of our LVIA? Many thanks in advance.

Kind regards,

Nicholas Atkinson
Senior Consultant

LDADESIGN

Worton Rectory Park, Oxford, OX29 45X

tel: +44 (0
email: | www.lda-design.co.uk

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail | Confidentiality Notice

LDA Design is independent and proud to be owned by the people who work here. The brilliance of the collective powers what

During these extraordinary times, many of our team are balancing home and work commitments and might take longer to respond. If you receive an email ou

From: Nicholas Atkinson

Sent: 11 February 2022 17:18
To: Nitin Bhasin
Cc: Richard Sewell

Subject: RE: Brislington Meadows: LVIA
Hi Nitin,
Many thanks for your email and the update. We'll await receipt of your comments next week.

Have a good weekend.

Kind regards,

From: Nitin Bhasin
Sent: 11 February 2022 17:13
To: Nicholas Atkinson
Subject: RE: Brislington Meadows: LVIA

Hello,
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Apologies | haven’t been able to get comments back to you till now. | have drafted comments but need to get it
agreed with colleagues before | can send it to you. | hope to get this done early next week.

Kind Regards
Nitin

From: Nicholas Atkinson
Sent: 03 February 2022 20:29
To: Nitin Bhasin
Cc: Richard Sewell

I ! Cornell

Subject: RE: Brislington Meadows: LVIA

Hi Nitin,
Further to my issue of information last Friday, please may I ask if you have any comments, or are able to confirm
your agreement to the representative viewpoints captured in support of the LVIA? Many thanks.

Kind regards

Nicholas Atkinson
Senior Consultant

Worton Rectory Park, Oxford, OX29 45X

tel: +44 (0
email: | www.lda-design.co.uk

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail | Confidentiality Notice

LDA Design is independent and proud to be owned by the people who work here. The brilliance of the collective powers what

During these extraordinary times, many of our team are balancing home and work commitments and might take longer to respond. If you receive an email ou

From: Nicholas Atkinson

Sent: 28 January 2022 14:00
To:
Cc: Richard Sewell

Subject: RE: Brislington Meadows: LVIA

Hi Nitin,
Many thanks for taking the time to consider the representative viewpoints we have captured in support of LVIA.

If I can please ask you to review the information I've shared and confirm your agreement to the viewpoint locations
and the extent of the study area proposed, that would be greatly appreciated. Should you have any queries, please do
not hesitate to contact me.

For your information, I have attached the following:

e 7456_LVIA_SK_101 - Preliminary ZTV study and proposed viewpoint locations. I've update the viewpoint
locations in accordance with my recent site visit; and
e 7456_LVIA_SK_102 - Drafted Photopanels of each view (showing the approximate extent of the Site).

Kind regards,

From: Paul Connelly

Sent: 17 January 2022 15:38

To: Nicholas Atkinson
Cc: Richard Sewell

Subject: Brislington Meadows: LVIA
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Hi Nitin,

Thanks again for your time on Friday. It was a really helpful conversation.

My colleague Nick will be preparing the LVIA, working to the stated methodology. He’ll be on site next week to take
photos and will share with you the viewpoint photos (showing development extents) as requested.

Given the team’s experience, | anticipate the viewpoint coverage being appropriate but by sharing them it provides
you the opportunity to comment if required.

I’'m putting you and Nick in direct contact with one another for speed, but please can you both keep me and Richard
copied into any correspondence.

With thanks and kind regards

PC

Council services: http://www.bristol.gov.uk/service

Latest council news: http://www.bristol.gov.uk/ournews
Consultations: http://www.bristol.gov.uk/consult

Privacy Notice: https://www.bristol.gov.uk/about-our-website/privacy

Council services: http://www.bristol.gov.uk/service

Latest council news: http://www.bristol.gov.uk/ournews
Consultations: http://www.bristol.gov.uk/consult

Privacy Notice: https://www.bristol.gov.uk/about-our-website/privacy

Council services: http://www.bristol.gov.uk/service

Latest council news: http://www.bristol.gov.uk/ournews
Consultations: http://www.bristol.gov.uk/consult

Privacy Notice: https://www.bristol.gov.uk/about-our-website/privacy



109

Jon Severs

Bristol City Council,
City Hall, PO Box 3399,
Bristol BS1 9NE

SENT VIA EMAIL

7456
25 November 2021
Brislington Meadows, Brislington, Bristol - Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment

Dear Jon,

LDA Design Consulting Ltd (LDA Design) is appointed to provide professional landscape
services for the proposed residential development on the Land at Broomhill (Brislington
Meadows). Part of LDA Design's appointment is to prepare a Landscape and Visual
Assessment (LVIA) that will be submitted as part of the forthcoming planning application.

This letter follows the screening report submitted to Bristol City Council (BCC) on 25
November 2020 (ref. 20/05675/SCR) and sets out our planned approach to the LVIA. As part
of this process, we would like to confirm BCC's agreement to the following before
undertaking our assessment:

® Proposed representative viewpoint locations;
® The extent of study area; and
® Key reference documents.

We would be grateful if you could review the following information and confirm your
agreement or return any comments you might have as soon as possible, ideally no later than
two weeks from receipt of this letter.

Methodology

The findings of the LVIA will be presented in a dedicated report with supporting figures and
appendices as necessary. The approach to the assessment will follow LDA Design’s
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established methodology, which considers both impacts to landscape character and visual
receptors, drawing upon the established and best practice standards. These include:

® The Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (3rd Edition), Landscape
Institute and Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment, 2013; and

® An Approach to Landscape Character Assessment, Natural England, 2014.

¢ Landscape Institute Technical Information Note (LI TIN) 05/2017 regarding townscape
character

LVIA Study Area

It is proposed that a 2km study area (defined by a 2km radius from the Site’s boundary) is
used for the LVIA and would cover all potential landscape and visual effects that could arise
from the proposed development. The extent is derived from the findings of early fieldwork;
preliminary Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV) modelling; desk-based analysis; and
professional experience of similar projects of this nature.

Landscape Character

The LVIA will include an assessment of potential effects on landscape/townscape character
and will consider the Site's physical fabric. The following landscape character assessments
have been identified and will be used to inform the LVIA:

e National Character Area Profiles;
¢ South Gloucestershire Landscape Character Assessment (2014); and

¢ Rural Landscapes of Bath and North East Somerset — A Landscape Character Assessment
(2003)

Viewpoints and Visual Receptors

Preliminary ZTV modelling and fieldwork has determined which visual receptors are likely
to be affected and merit detailed consideration in the assessment effects. As per prevailing
guidance (GLVIA, 3rd Edition, 2013), representative, illustrative and specific viewpoints may
be identified to inform the assessment.

The preliminary ZTV study (as shown on the enclosed plan 7456_LVIA_SK_001) has been
modelled on indicative buildings heights of 10.5m and 14m high. The ZTV shows that
theoretical visibility would spread to areas either in the immediate context of the Site (up to
approximately 500m) or to elevated locations between 1 — 2km where vegetation is less
prevalent. Beyond 2km, visibility would become more fragmented and become less
prevalent.

It is important to note that the ZTV represents a theoretical model of potential visibility of the
proposed development which is based on a computer-generated terrain model and often is
unable to account for any localised features such as small copses, hedgerows or individual
trees; and/or small elements of built form. Therefore, the extent of visibility on the ground is
likely to be less than theoretically indicated.

The LVIA’s representative viewpoints are selected to represent a wide range of landscape
and visual receptors in publicly accessible locations, where it's judged that the greatest effects
could be experienced. The viewpoints provide a ‘sample’ of the potential effects from the
study area, and some locations are purposely selected outside of that zone of 'greatest effects'
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to either demonstrate the reduction of effects with distance; or to specifically ensure the
representation of a particularly sensitive receptor.

The proposed representative viewpoints and study area are illustrated on the enclosed plan
7456_LVIA_SK_101 and listed below in Table 1:

TABLE 1: PROPOSED REPRESENTATIVE VIEWPOINT LOCATIONS

Viewpoint Reference Representative Receptors Direction &  Approx. Grid

Distance Reference
Viewpoint 1 — Public Footpath o 10m 362764
Users of public rights of ways
(BCC/482/20) P & Y South-east 170929
. ) , . 25m 363024
Viewpoint 2 — Broomhill Road Residents and local road users
North-east 171176
) ) ) 100m 362405
Viewpoint 3 — School Road Residents and local road users
North 171408
. . . Users of pu.bhc rights of ways 260m 361096
Viewpoint 4 — Victory Park and recreational / accessible
South 170280
landscape
Viewpoint 5 - Callington Users of puPhc rights of .ways 1.5km 364587
and recreational / accessible
Road Nature Reserve South-west 170615
landscape
Viewpoint 6 — Stockwood Users ch public rlgh‘Fs of way and 1.8km 362407
recreational / accessible
Open Space Nature Reserve South 169078
landscape
Residents; and f publi 1.6km 362432
Viewpoint 7 — Abbots Road CSITEn'S; and Hsers of pubic
rights of ways and local roads East 170762
' ' - Remder.lts and users.of the 1.3km 363226
Viewpoint 8 — Dunridge Park recreational / accessible
North 172455

landscape

In addition to the representative viewpoints listed above, illustrative views will be identified
during the assessment process to illustrate particular observations made within the
assessment and could be captured from outside the study area if necessary.

Designated Landscapes

No landscape designations have been identified within the extent of the Site and proposed
study area. It is acknowledged however that the Cotswold Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty (AONB) is approximately 6km to the east. Given the AONB's distance from the Site;
the Site's location within Bristol City; and the limited visibility of the proposed development
beyond 2km, as a result of the intervening vegetation, landform and built development, it is
judged that the Proposed Development is unlikely to affect the ‘special qualities’ of the
Cotswold AONB.

Cumulative Assessment

Cumulative assessment relates to the assessment of the effects of more than one
development. In accordance with LDA Design’s methodology, the assessment would only
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consider operational and consented development, unless specific circumstances that a
development in planning should be included.

Typically, operational and consented development are treated as being part of the landscape
and visual baseline i.e. it is assumed that consented schemes will be built except for occasions
where there is good reason to assume that they will not be constructed.

Please confirm which (but yet to be built) in-planning developments are to be included
within the cumulative assessment.

Design

The Landscape Architect plays a leading role in the design process; and the masterplanning,
design and assessment stages are inevitably iterative with stages overlapping in parts. Details
of any mitigation measures incorporated within the proposals to help reduce identified
potential landscape and visual effects will be set out in the relevant sections of the LVIA.

Supporting Visualisations

The LVIA will include panoramic photographs from representative and illustrative
viewpoints that will be illustrated on annotated panels.

We also propose that 2 wireframe visualisations are produced to support the LVIA,
illustrating the maximum development parameters of the proposed development. We intend
to visualise the proposed development from Viewpoints 1 and 4.

Key References

Further to guidance documents already noted in this letter, applicable policies from the
following documents will inform the LVIA where relevant:

® Bristol Development Framework Core Strategy (adopted June 2011);

¢ Site Allocations and Development Management Policies — Local Plan (adopted July 2014);
and

¢ Urban Living SPD (adopted November 2018).

Other published sources will be obtained as the assessment progresses and referenced in the
LVIA report where appropriate.
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Next Steps

As stated at the beginning of this letter, I would be grateful if you could review the
information above and confirm your agreement as soon as possible.

Should you have any queries or comments, please do not hesitate to contact me by email at
the address detail below. If more convenient to speak over the phone, I would welcome this
opportunity.

I'look forward to receiving your response.

Yours sincerely,

Nicholas Atkinson

Senior Consultant
nicholas.atkinson@lda-design.co.uk
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Appendix 6: Excerpts from GLVIA3



116

Guidelines for
Landscape and Visual
Impact Assessment

Third edition

Landscape Institute and Institute
of Environmental Management
& Assessment

g Routledge Landscape iema
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2 Definitions, scope and context

that has developed since the 1980s. Landscape results from the interplay of the physical,
natural and cultural components of our surroundings. Different combinations of these
elements and their spatial distribution create the distinctive character of landscapes in
different places, allowing different landscapes to be mapped, analysed and described.
Character is not just about the physical elements and features that make up a landscape,
but also embraces the aesthetic, perceptual and experiential aspects of the landscape
that make different places distinctive.

Views and visual amenity

When the interrelationship between people (‘human beings’ or ‘population’ in the
language of the Directive and Regulations) and the landscape is considered, this intro-
duces related but very different considerations, notably the views that people have and
their visual amenity — meaning the overall pleasantness of the views they enjoy of their
surroundings.

Reflecting this distinction the two components of LVIA are:

1. assessment of landscape effects: assessing effects on the landscape as a resource in
its own right;

2. assessment of visual effects: assessing effects on specific views and on the general
visual amenity experienced by people.

The distinction between these two aspects is very important but often misunderstood,
even by professionals. LVIA must deal with both and should be clear about the differ-
ence between them. If a professional assessment does not properly define them or
distinguish between them, then other professionals and members of the public are likely
to be confused.

Professional judgement in LVIA

Professional judgement is a very important part of LVIA. While there is some scope
for quantitative measurement of some relatively objective matters, for example the
number of trees lost to construction of a new mine, much of the assessment must rely
on qualitative judgements, for example about what effect the introduction of a new
development or land use change may have on visual amenity, or about the significance
of change in the character of the landscape and whether it is positive or negative.

The role of professional judgement is also characteristic of other environmental topics,
such as ecology or cultural heritage, especially when it comes to judging how significant
a particular change is. In all cases there is a need for the judgements that are made to
be reasonable and based on clear and transparent methods so that the reasoning applied
at different stages can be traced and examined by others. Professional judgements must
be based on both training and experience and in general suitably qualified and
experienced landscape professionals should carry out Landscape and Visual Impact
Assessments.

Even with qualified and experienced professionals there can be differences in the judge-
ments made. This may result from using different approaches or different criteria, or
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Part 2 Principles, processes and presentation

way of describing the wider array of factors that underlie the nature of the receptor
likely to be affected (sensitivity) and the nature of the effect likely to occur (magnitude).
Further background to this is given in Box 3.1. Landscape professionals should assess
the nature of a landscape or visual receptor’s sensitivity by combining judgements about
its susceptibility to change arising from the specific proposal with judgements about
the value attached to the receptor. When considering the nature of a predicted effect
its magnitude should be determined by combining judgements about matters such as
the size and scale of the change, the extent of the area over which it occurs, whether
it is reversible or irreversible and whether it is short or long term in duration. It is
important to note that in this approach each judgement already combines several
separate judgements.

A step-by-step process, as illustrated by Figure 3.5, should allow the identification of
significant effects to be as transparent as possible, provided that the effects are identified
and described accurately, the basis for the judgements at each stage is explained and
the different judgements are combined in easy to follow ways.

Step 1: Assess against agreed criteria

The initial step should be to consider each effect in terms firstly of its sensitivity, made
up of judgements about:

® the susceptibility of the receptor to the type of change arising from the specific
proposal; and
® the value attached to the receptor;

and secondly its magnitude, made up of judgements about:

@ the size and scale of the effect — for example, whether there is complete loss of a
particular element of the landscape or a minor change;

e the geographical extent of the area that will be affected; and

e the duration of the effect and its reversibility.

Consideration of all these criteria should feed into a comprehensive assessment of sig-
nificance.

In Chapters 6 and 7 the meanings of ‘sensitivity’ and ‘magnitude’ are defined
as they relate to landscape effects and to visual effects respectively.

In assessing the identified effects against these criteria, two key principles should nor-
mally apply:

1. Numerical scoring or weighting of criteria should be avoided, or at least treated
with considerable caution, since it can suggest a spurious level of precision in the
judgements and encourage inappropriate mathematical combining of scores.

2. Word scales, with ideally three or four but a maximum of five categories, are pre-
ferred as the means of summarising judgements for each of the contributing criteria.
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3 Principles and overview of processes

predicted landscape and visual effects is, however, often summarised in a series of
categories of significance reflecting combinations of sensitivity and magnitude. These
tend to vary from project to project but they should be appropriate to the nature, size
and location of the proposed development and should a8 far as possible be consistent
across the different topic areas in the EIA.

When drawing a distinction between levels of significance is required (beyond sig-
nificant/not significant) a word scale for degrees of significance can be used {for example
a four-point scale of major/moderate/minor/negligible). Descriptions should be pro-
vided for each of the categories to make clear what they mean, as well as a clear
explanation of which categories are considered to be significant and which are not. It
should also be made clear that effects not considered to be significant will not be
completely disregarded.

In reporting on the significance of the identified effects the main aim should be to draw
out the key issues and ensure that the significance of the effects and the scope for
reducing any negative/adverse effects are properly understood by the public and the
competent authority before it makes its decision. This requires clear and accessible
explanations. The potential pitfalls are:

® over-reliance on matrices or tabular summaries of effects which may not be accom-
panied by clear narrative descriptions;

e failure to distinguish between the significant effects that are likely to influence the
eventual decision and those of lesser concern;

® losing sight of the most glaringly obvious significant effects because of the com-
plexity of the assessment.

To overcome these potential problems, there should be more emphasis on narrative
text describing the landscape and visual effects and the judgements made about their
significance. Provided it is well written, this is likely to be most helpful to non-experts
in aiding understanding of the issues. It is also good practice to include a final statement
summarising the significant effects. Tables and matrices should be used to support and
summarise descriptive text, not to replace it.

Mitigation

Measures which are proposed to prevent, reduce and where possible offset any sig-
nificant adverse effects (or to avoid, reduce and if possible remedy identified effects),
including landscape and visual effects, should be described. The term ‘mitigation’ is
commonly used to refer to these measures; however, it is not a term used in the EIA
Regulations although it is used in some specific legislation, such as the Electricity Act
1989, and in guidance. Mitigation measures are not necessarily required in landscape
appraisals carried out for projects not subject to EIA procedures, although some local
authorities may request them and even if they do not it is nevertheless often helpful to
think about ways of dealing with any negative effects identified.

As EIA practice has evolved the terminology used to refer to mitigation measures
has been adapted; for example, it has become common practice to use the term

41
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Part 2 Principles, processes and presentation

All effects that are considered likely to take place should be described as fully gz%gsible:

® Effects on individual components of the landscape, such as loss of trees or buildings
for example, or addition of new elements, should be identified and mapped {and if
appropriate and helpful quantified by measuring the change).

® Changes in landscape character or quality/condition in particular places need to be
described as fully as possible and illustrated by maps and images that make clear,
as accurately as possible, what is likely to happen.

Good, clear and concise description of the effects that are identified is key to helping
a wide range of people understand what may happen if the proposed change or devel-
opment takes place.

One of the more challenging issues is deciding whether the landscape effects should be
categorised as positive or negative. It is also possible for effects to be neutral in their
consequences for the landscape. An informed professional judgement should be made
about this and the criteria used in reaching the judgement should be clearly stated.
They might include, but should not be restricted to:

® the degree to which the proposal fits with existing character;
e the contribution to the landscape that the development may make in its own right,
usually by virtue of good design, even if it is in contrast to existing character.

The importance of perceptions of landscape is emphasised by the European Landscape

Convention, and others may of course hold different opinions on whether the effects
are positive or negative, but this is not a reason to avoid making this judgement, which
will ultimately be weighed against the opinions of others in the decision-making process.

Assessing the significance of landscape effects

The landscape effects that have been identified should be assessed to determine their
significance, based on the principles described in Paragraphs 3.23-3.36. Judging the
significance of landscape effects requires methodical consideration of each effect iden-
tified and, for each one, assessment of the sensitivity of the landscape receptors and
the magnitude of the effect on the landscape.

Sensitivity of the landscape receptors

Landscape receptors need to be assessed firstly in terms of their sensitivity, combining
judgements of their susceptibility to the type of change or development proposed and
the value attached to the landscape. In LVIA sensitivity is similar to the concept of
landscape sensitivity used in the wider arena of landscape planning, but it is not the
same as it is specific to the particular project or development that is being proposed
and to the location in question.

Susceptibility to change
This means the ability of the landscape receptor (whether it be the overall character
or quality/condition of a particular landscape type or area, or an individual element
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	Amendments to submitted OPA documents and drawings:
	 All parameter plan references changed from Rev PL1 to Rev PL2.
	Land Use Parameter Plan
	 Colour for ‘residential development’ in Legend added.

	Landscape Parameter Plan
	 Legend wording amended to “Minimum existing trees / hedgerows / wooded areas to be retained”.
	 Minor amendment to vegetation for retention on northern boundary (tree groups G30 and G32).
	 Annotation added to veteran tree TPO tree TEP Ref T6 on plan and in legend.
	 TPO tree TEP Ref T5 annotated on plan and expanded RPA shown. Item added to legend.

	Access and Movement Parameter Plan
	 Colour of residential development area darkened on plan and legend and annotation in legend amended to match Land Use Parameter Plan.

	Heights Parameter Plan
	 Legend amended to state ‘Up to’ for all storey heights.

	Regulating Plan (as contained in the Design Code pages 16 and 17)
	 Reference to TPO tree TEP Ref T6 moved to correct location along southern boundary.
	 Legend for heights amended to ‘up to’ for all storey heights.
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	1.0 East-west Hedgerows H2 and H4 Technical Note
	1.1.1. It may be helpful for the Inspector to have drawings 1 and 2 to Mr Hesketh’s Proof to hand whilst reading the following section to assist with references to specific hedgerows and other factors that have influenced the design fixes.
	1.2. General approach
	1.2.1. The approach taken to retention and removal of trees and hedgerows has been informed by an extensive iterative design process as set out in the Design Evolution Document (Appendix 2). It was through this process that we established that most of...
	1.2.2. The east-west orientated hedgerows (H2 and H4) are harder to retain within the development because of their location, dissecting the developable areas in a way that creates narrow blocks of development area that would require irregular plot arr...
	1.2.3. If we were to retain the hedgerows there are four fundamental principles that need to be factored into any design solution that retains H2 and H4 – landscape-led placemaking, management and maintenance, site-wide earthworks strategy and the sit...
	Landscape led placemaking
	1.2.4. We have adopted good urban design and Secure by Design principles of ensuring development fronts onto areas of public open space and streets, and this is further stipulated as requirements in the Design Code. Occasional side elevations are perm...
	1.2.5. Where trees and hedgerows are being retained, they are to be retained within areas of public open space to ensure their retention can be guaranteed, and so that they are given enough space to grow, further enhancing their habitat potential and ...
	Management and Maintenance
	1.2.6. If we were to retain the east-west hedgerows H2 and H4, we would want to ensure appropriate access for management and maintenance of the hedgerows. Therefore, it is preferable for these hedgerows to be sited within an area of public open space,...
	Site-wide earthworks and levels
	1.2.7. We would not want to alter the ground levels alongside the retained hedgerows in order to avoid impacting the root protection area (RPA). Additionally, we would need to provide a relatively flat area surrounding the hedgerow for its maintenance...
	1.2.8. Level changes in the scheme could be accommodated through a combination of retaining walls between back gardens, sloping back gardens (up to 1:10, while still allowing for 2m of at the rear of the property for a terrace or patio) and/or through...
	Site-wide access
	1.2.9. Our working assumption is that the primary street through the development should achieve a 1:20 gradient; secondary streets can be a steeper gradient, but principles of Building for a Healthy Life should be applied including providing level acc...
	1.2.10. Vehicular access is required east-west through the site therefore the primary road needs to be positioned either north or south of hedgerows H2 and H4. It cannot be located south of the hedgerows without requiring considerable earthworks to ac...
	1.2.11. Therefore the primary road (minimum 11m width as per Design Code) should be located between the northern boundary and H2 and H4.
	1.2.12. Access will be required to the areas south of the hedgerows and therefore some breaks will be required in Hedgerow H2 and H4 if they are to be retained.
	1.2.13. The following sections explore the design options of Hedgerows H2 and H4 respectively. The design applies to the following block depth assumptions for the different arrangement of buildings.


	2.0 Hedgerow H2
	2.1.1. Located between Hedgerow H1 and H5, this hedgerow varies in width from 9m to 20m. The block depth available for residential development, if we allow a buffer (assumed to be 2m) to existing trees and hedgerows RPAs for maintenance is as follows:
	2.2. North of hedgerow H2
	2.2.1. Development in this area could be achieved in four ways. In each of these solutions a minimum of one break in H2 would be required to provide vehicular access to the area south of the hedgerow.
	2.2.1.1 Properties front onto the northern boundary and front onto H2
	2.2.1.2 A minimum of 62.5m is required to achieve this back-to-back arrangement of homes (see above table) and would therefore only be viable in the western part of the development area available. The remaining area could have properties siding onto t...
	2.2.1.3 Properties back onto the northern boundary and back onto H2
	2.2.1.4 The single road between the two frontages would act as the primary road at 1:20 gradient. This arrangement requires 54m minimum in block depth and would result in the eastern part of the primary road fronted with development on one side only. ...
	2.2.1.5 Properties side onto H2 and front onto the northern boundary or vice versa
	2.2.1.6 This arrangement would likely result in irregular plot sizes and a less efficient use of land because of the narrow block depth available. Similarly to 2.2.1.2 above the primary road alignment along northern edge of H2 would require significan...
	2.2.1.7 Front onto H2 and back onto northern boundary
	2.2.1.8 It is not typical for the back of properties to face the front of other properties in this arrangement. It may be possible for properties to the south of the primary road to be split level, with access on the upper level, directly from the pri...
	2.2.1.9 Due to the angle of Hedgerow H2 it results in a triangular shaped development area between the hedgerow and primary road which is difficult to efficiently design and therefore likely to result in a reduction in housing numbers.

	2.3. South of hedgerow H2
	2.3.1. Ideally properties would front onto hedgerow H2 and the Wetland Meadows to align with the placemaking principles set out in the Design Code. A typical block depth for properties back-to-back, with vehicular and parking access to the front of pr...
	2.3.2. Alternatively, houses could side onto hedgerow H2 and the Wetland Meadow, however properties would therefore be positioned across the contours of the slope rather than with, resulting in additional earthworks and retaining walls between propert...
	2.3.3. A third option would be for houses to front onto the Wetland Meadow as shown in the current masterplan and properties back onto H2, but as above this has been discounted as it goes against good placemaking and secure by design principles.
	2.3.4. On balance, we have concluded that H2 dissects the residential area into narrow blocks that do not enable us to deliver housing in a way that achieves good placemaking as set out in the Design Code, such as ensuring the retention of hedgerows i...


	3.0 Hedgerow H4
	3.1.1. Located south of Hedgerow H3, this hedgerow varies in width from 6m to 16m. The block depth available, if we allow a buffer (assumed to be 2m) to existing trees and hedgerows RPAs for maintenance is as follows:
	3.2. North of Hedgerow H4
	3.2.1. We would require properties to front onto the primary road, therefore on the upper slopes, properties should be in a back-to-back arrangement. As described above, this would require a minimum of 62.5m if standard housetypes and 21m back-to-back...
	3.2.2. An alternative option for the remainder of the parcel is for one row of homes fronting onto the primary street and back onto Hedgerow H4, however this goes against the good urban design principle of ensuring homes front onto spaces; and would a...
	3.2.3. Apartments blocks require less parcel depth, but we do not consider it appropriate for apartments to be located along the full length of the primary street considering the visual impacts, and massing / scale within its context. Furthermore, it ...

	3.3. South of hedgerow H4
	3.3.1. The block depth here varies significantly from 22m at its narrowest point, to 80m on the eastern extent. The 22m block depth in the west is very narrow and results in an awkward area of developable area – typically 20m is required for a house a...
	3.3.2. There is more flexibility in the eastern part of the parcel south, and potential to consider part retention of hedgerow H4. However, there is a need for the southern edge of the residential parcel to tie into the earthworks strategy within the ...
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