97 Princess Victoria Street

Clifton BS8 4DD

18 June 2012

11/01883/F, 11/01884/LA: Proposed residential dwelling, with associated access onto Prince’s Lane, car parking, amenity space and refuse storage. Works to existing boundary walls.

I write as a close resident, and on behalf of the Clifton and Hotwells Improvement Society which last stopped development on the Gorge by going to High Court in 1971.

This report is amazing for its economy of the truth, omission of facts, and breaking of many policies to justify granting approval.   Urban Design suddenly changed their mind too.

· We are very concerned that very few objections from 2012 have been placed on line and none from 2011. We submitted two in June 2011, one in August 2011, and one in February 2012. The summary of CHIS objections is minimal compared with the one in June 2011 that was 12 pages long. We consider all comments should have been made publicly available and to the Councillors before decisions are made since many points have been omitted and so we have submitted our comments from last June to the committee. 

Rock House (412 Hotwell Rd) is shown in an early engraving by William Halfpenny in 1731 so is much older than any of the neighbouring buildings and is the sole survivor of the original Hotwell Spa. It is incorrect to say it dates from 1800, and the planners have been told this.  Rock House and the Colonnade (1786) are grade II listed and must be protected. Any attempt to build will threaten them as is confirmed in the survey.    BCS22 states that heritage assets should be safeguarded.
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· The Site is shown in the emerging Site Allocations and Development Management document 2012 as an Important Open Space despite what the Report says.    If the site is covered by NE1, NE2, NE6 and NE9 which state that the site should be protected, and is adjacent to the Avon Gorge SSSI and Woodland Conservation Area and described as very sensitive, then planners should not recommend approval.
· 09/05158/VC  - The report omits to mention that two pear trees, two cherry trees, seven apple trees, one oak tree and a lime tree were cleared despite our objections – demonstrating that it had always been an orchard, just like the neighbouring house. It is ironic that the forestry team wish to preserve the Ash and bird cherry of the adjacent garden quoting BCS9 yet were not prepared to object when the healthy trees of this site were removed.  NE3 does not allow loss or damage to trees unless they are replanted.   There were also plenty of nesting birds until the developer removed the trees (his reason was preparation for development).

· 09/01467/LA -  Why does the report omit to mention that most of the digging behind the top section of the wall had to be undertaken by hand or by hand-held mechanical tools to avoid damaging the grotto?   If a mechanical mini-digger was required, its use had to be confined to areas 3 metres away on either side from the centre of the grotto. The depth of this level  is only just over 11 metres. The geotechnical survey states that ground levels will be reduced and the entire structure will be entirely piled (hardly something that can be done by hand) below the upper terrace due to the lateral loads imposed on the structure by the retaining walls. Tracked piling plant is required on the entire site. Piles are between 5 and 10 metres in depth. This confirms that damage will be done to the grotto. It cannot be allowed.
· Why do the planners state the site is not classified as a major development when it is so sensitive and historic?    In fact CHIS and CAP were involved in community involvement in 2009 and told the developer it was not acceptable to develop this land.

· The land is run down solely because the developer ruined it in December 2009 (see the photos) and knocked down part of the grade II wall this year when the geological survey was performed. It was not unkempt before- it has always been an established orchard and a garden since 1740. Why do the planners say that since it no longer belongs to Rock House it cannot be defined as a garden site?    It is within its grade II listed curtilage (hence LA application).  It was also auctioned as a secret garden not a development site. 
· 75% of this site can be seen from the landmark grade I Suspension Bridge - a view of international importance.

· BCS18 may encourage residential developments but not at the cost of a historic landscape which should be protected by BCS22, NE1, NE2, NE9. It is also clearly stated in the Clifton and Hotwells Character Appraisal that the development of all private open space in Clifton should be resisted on the grounds that Clifton is already over-developed, and that in a conservation area the space between buildings is as important as the buildings themselves. The Council has a clear commitment to become the Green Capital of Europe so why allow this?

· When we wrote in June 2011, we requested a geotechnical survey because of our fears about the stability of the site and the difficulties of construction.   ME13 states that on land which has been identified as unstable, where instability could not be satisfactorily overcome to render the site suitable for the proposed development without causing harm, planning permission will not be granted.   Development itself is often the cause of instability.   The Council would have to fund remedial works to stabilise the area if the builder went bankrupt or nearby buildings became unstable.    Who is responsible once the developer has sold the site?    He has already confirmed that it is a speculation and he has no intention of living there.   Why should Rock House, the grotto and the Colonnade be put at risk?    Contrary to what the report states, there is planning justification to resist development because the site has a complex geology and exact ground conditions are not known.    Note that the buried rock may not be able to support the piled structure.
· Construction is also difficult due to difficult access for lorries down a narrow unmetalled lane which is 4.5 metres above the restricted site
· It is ridiculous to have a green roof when cars will be parked on top and damage the plants.

· How can the site be sustainable when it has to be lit artificially during the day?    It has windows only to the south and deeply recessed large ones to the west. It is not possible to include windows to the north facing the bridge. 

· It is confirmed that due to the inefficiencies of the centralized electricity generation (approximately 36%), the carbon dioxide emissions from the generation of mains electricity make it difficult for the base model to meet Bristol City Council’s basic parameter regarding Building Regulation Part L1 a compliance. There is no gas supply to the site and bulk deliveries of oil and LPG are difficult. Compliance is theoretically to be achieved by significant improvements in the thermal insulation and possibly installing a woodburning stove (which would be in a smokeless zone) for heating but not advanced cooking. 10 people and only simple cooking facilities. 
· Heat pumps will be noisy.

· No details about drainage are given except that surface water will be disposed of by soakaway. This will affect Rock House since more water will be channelled. This is confirmed by the Hydrock report,  which states any water added to the ground at shallow depth could cause instability within part of the slope down dip. There is also potential for water to discharge into neighbouring properties so causing damage. BCS16 states that developments should reduce surface water run-off and not increase flood risks elsewhere. Sustainable drainage systems which do not damage other peoples’ properties should be provided. Hydrock have clearly stated on page 16 paragraph 8.5 that shallow soakaways should not be used at this site. The applicant has chosen to ignore this advice.         No details about disposal of sewage have been included.
· The statement confirms that refuse collection will be made from the top of the lane - 130 metres away up a hill.  A house with five double bedrooms that can house ten people, could generate a lot of rubbish.   There is a requirement that residents should not transport refuse more than 30 metres so why is this acceptable?
There is no obvious logical reason, practical or aesthetic, to justify recommending this scheme.   Please follow planning policies, preserve our heritage, protect the earliest buildings in the area, and the views particularly from our international historic landmark.

Maggie Shapland (CHIS Planning)
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2009 healthy canopy of orchard trees covering the site together with the other trees along the gorge. Grotto visible
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2011: site bare and standing out. Stepped solid four storey building projecting by 9 metres will increase visual massing which can not be disguised. Far more prominent than the landscaped walls, dwarfing the grotto
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pears on healthy orchard tree on the site 2009. Why did the forestry not seek to protect or replace them
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totally stripped 2010. note cracks in brick wall and rubble stone wall
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note cracks and supporting bar demonstrating land slips
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cracks on back wall too. This wall had to be rebuilt. Site very visible from Hotwell Rd
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Ecologist states limited potential for amphibians! Deer and foxes live down here
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Deer seen from Princes Lane


