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I am instructed to represent local residents in connection with the above referenced planning 
application.  My instruction is to review the proposal and to submit relevant planning representations.

 n follows previous submissions made with respect to appeal APP/Z0116/W/20/3263935, 
which related to application 19/03104/F for the change of use of 7 Belvedere Road to provide 17 
additional bed spaces to Glenview Nursing Home and further letters of representation in respect of 

 603/F to provide 14 additional bed spaces and 22/01529/F to provide 12 additional 
 

Prior Objections

Those instructing me in connection with these representations are the same as those who instructed me 
in respect of the previous representations. I do not intend to repeat the points raised previously due to 
the similarity between the points raised in objection here and the points raised previously. The 
substantive reasons for the previous objections remain equally valid as the only material policy change 

 were submitted was to the National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) in 
December 2024 and none of the amendments made to the Framework are of relevance to the root of 
our objection.

  i i n  r m in r l ant are included at Appendix A. Those instructing me are the 
same as those who instructed me in connection with the previous representations (please see Appendix 
A of the objection to appeal APP/Z0116/W/20/3263935 dated 21 January 2021).
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1. Introduction  

1.1 Evans Jones Ltd, are instructed by local residents to undertake a review of 

planning application reference 19/03014/F together with the appellants appeal 

submissions under appeal reference APP/Z0116/W/20/3263935.  A list of the 

residents comprising the residents group whom I represent are listed within 

Appendix A. 

1.2 Article 35 of the Town & Country Planning (Development Management 

Procedure) (England) Order 2015 states, inter alia, that where a Local Planning 

Authority gives notice of a decision to refuse planning permission, the Notice 

shall state clearly and precisely their full reasons for refusal.   

1.3 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that 

planning decisions should be made in accordance with the adopted 

Development Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 

1.4 This Statement reviews the relevant Development Plan policy framework as it 

applies in this case, together with the other material considerations.  On the 

evidence presented it will be demonstrated in weighing the planning balance 

having regard to both positive and negative aspects associated with this appeal 

proposal that the negative aspects with specific reference to the development 

impact upon the local community outweigh the stated benefits and thus we 

submit that this appeal should rightly be dismissed. 

2. Main Issues 

2.1 Planning permission was refused by the council at its planning committee 

meeting on the 27 May, 2020.  Planning committee members voted 8/1 in 

favour of refusing planning permission on the grounds that firstly, the 

development impacts the demand for parking and highway safety, secondly, 

intensification of residential institutions on Belvedere Road, harming the mix, 

balance and inclusivity of the community and, thirdly, the concentration of 

shared housing/care homes on Belvedere Road causing excessive noise and 

disturbance and inadequate storage of recycling/refuse. 

2.2 The main issues in this appeal may be summarised as follows: 
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 The effect of the proposed development on highway safety in the area with 

particular regard to car parking. 

 The effect of the proposal upon the dwelling mix and inter alia the balance 

and inclusivity of the community. 

 The effect of increasing shared housing/care homes upon the living 

conditions of the occupiers of neighbouring residential properties with 

particular regard to noise and disturbance 

3. Site & Surroundings  

3.1 The application site is located at 7 Belvedere Rd, Bristol (the appeal site).  

3.2 The appeal site adjoins numbers 8 and 9 Belvedere Rd.  The appeal site 

together with No’s 8 and 9 all form part of a continuous terrace of properties 

originally constructed as single dwelling houses extending from number 11 (at 

the junction of Belvedere Road and The Glen) through to No 7 (The appeal site) 

. 

3.3 The appeal site is the last property in this run of the terrace.  No. 7 is linked at 

ground floor level to the adjacent property (No. 6) with the main pedestrian 

access doors situated within the gap between 6 and 7 Belvedere Road.    

3.4 Numbers 2, 3, 8 and 9 Belvedere Rd are in the same ownership as the 

appellant.  8 and 9 Belvedere Rd trades as ‘Glenview’ a dementia care home.  

No’s. 2 and 3 trade as ‘Meadowcare’ providing specialist dementia care.  

3.5 Both homes are owned and operated by Meadow Care Homes Ltd. 

3.6 No. 1 Belvedere Road is also in care home use (different owner and operator) 

providing a mixed elderly person/dementia care for upto 20 residents. 

(Operated by Ablecare Homes Ltd) 

3.7 Existing properties lying adjacent to the appeal site (to the west) and properties 

upon the opposite side of Belvedere Road comprise existing residential 

dwellings.   

3.8 The character of Belvedere Road is typical of an established residential 

suburban road.  The existing properties in the area use a mixture of on road 
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parking (unrestricted parking been available on both sides of Belvedere Road), 

together with off-road parking available to the properties upon the north-western 

side of Belvedere Road (opposite the appeal site). 

3.9 In contrast, none of the properties upon the south eastern side of Belvedere 

Road have the benefit of off-road parking, none of the existing care homes 

within Belvedere Road have the benefit of any off-road parking and none is 

proposed in connection with the appeal proposal. 

3.10 The appeal site is outlined in red upon the aerial view extract below:  Figure 1 

Figure 1 - Aerial View 

4. Appeal Proposal 

4.1 The appeal proposal seeks planning permission for the Change of use of the 

appeal site from its existing use comprising 3 x self-contained flats to a form a 

17 bed care home as an extension to the existing dementia care home at 8-9 
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Belvedere Road. 

4.2 The existing building is divided into 3 flats flat one occupying the whole of the 

ground floor and basement, flat two occupying the whole of the 1st floor, and flat 

three the whole of the 2nd floor.  Compared to modern flatted developments 

these are good sized flats.  The larger ground/basement flat also has the benefit 

of the rear garden area.  As with all properties upon this side of Belvedere Road 

the existing flats do not have off-road parking. 

4.3 Whilst the application description simply describes the proposal as the change 

of use of the appeal site, the proposal also includes extensive building and 

engineering works to create the extended basement accommodation. 

4.4 No objection has been raised by the local authority in connection with the 

subterranean extension of the property, likewise whilst it is acknowledged that 

building works of the quantum proposed will undoubtedly cause, noise, 

vibration, additional parking load and general disturbance during the 

construction phase, it is acknowledged that subject to appropriate controls in 

respect to noise, dust, vibration and hours of operation an objection relating to 

disturbance during the construction phase is not a valid reason for withholding 

consent. 

4.5 It is notable that notwithstanding contrary evidence within reports submitted with 

the planning application, at section 18 of the planning application form the 

applicant’s states that the development will generate a requirement for the 

equivalent of 4 full time staff.   

4.6 The application form is silent as to the split between full-time and part-time, 

however from experience of similar businesses there is a high reliance upon 

part-time staff.  It is thus assumed that the equivalent to 4 full-time staff 

members will actually equate to a higher number of staff employed (albeit part 

time) to provide an appropriate level of staffing resource 24 hours a day 7 days 

a week.    

4.7 In response to question 14 upon the application form (waste storage and 

collection) the applicant confirms that both waste and recycling will be 

incorporated into the existing waste arrangements for the main nursing home at 

8-9 Belvedere Rd. (Glenview) 
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4.8 It is noted that the existing waste and recycling provision at Glenview is 

serviced via a selection of waste and recycling bins (including a separate 

clinical waste bin) positioned upon the forecourt in front of 8 Belvedere Rd.  A 

location which already is visually degrading within the Street scene.  Additional 

bins to accommodate the appeal proposal and/or more regular waste 

collections are equally unsatisfactory for reasons I will explore later within this 

statement.

5. Planning History 

5.1 The local authority’s online portal confirms the following planning history, 

application 19/03104/F comprising the appeal proposal. 

Conversion to three self-contained flats.
Ref. No: 49/02356/U_U | Status: GRANTED 

Fell an Ash tree located in the rear garden.
Ref. No: 11/00310/VC | Status: Preservation Order NOT REQUIRED 

 Change of use from 3 x flats to a 17 x bed extension to the nursing home 
at 8-9 Belvedere Road. External alterations to building including rear 
extension and side and rear dormer roof extension.
Ref. No: 17/04752/F | Status: Application Withdrawn 

Extension of existing basement level to create enlarged single residential 
dwelling (use class C3) 
Ref. No: 18/03500/F | Status: GRANTED subject to condition(s) 

Change of use from 3 x flats to a 17 x bed extension to the nursing home 
at 8-9 Belvedere Road.
Ref. No: 19/03104/F | Status: Application REFUSED 

Proposed change of use from 3 No. residential flats to provide 14 No. 
additional Bed spaces to Glenview Nursing Home at 8-9 Belvedere Road, 
Bristol.
Ref. No: 20/06030/F | Status: Pending Consideration

5.2 Having regard to the above history it is notable that the appeal site has been in 

use as 3 self-contained flats for many years.   
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5.3 It is noted that a previous application was submitted for the conversion of the 

property to form a 17 bed extension to Glenview in 2017, an application which 

was withdrawn for reasons unknown. 

5.4 Following the withdrawal of the earlier scheme for conversion of the appeal site 

in 2017 a revised application was submitted (APPROVED) for extension of the 

basement accommodation to create an enlarged dwelling.   This approval has 

not been implemented although remains capable of implementation. 

5.5 The appeal proposals include excavation of the basement in part as per that 

approved in 2018, together with additional excavation to create the basement 

floor plan now proposed within this appeal.

6. Planning Policy Context 

6.1 Section 38 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that 

planning decisions should be made in accordance with the Development Plan, 

unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 

The Development Plan 

6.2 The Development Plan/s relevant to this appeal are as follows:- 

Bristol development core strategy – adopted June 2011  

6.3 Relevant policies within the above are as follows:- 

 Policy BCS 5 – housing provision 

 Policy BCS 10 – transport and access improvements 

 Policy BCS 21 – quality urban design 

 Policy BCS 22 – conservation and the historic environment 

Site Allocations and Development Management Policies -Local Plan 

adopted July 2014 

6.4 Relevant policies within the above are as follows: – 

 Policy DM 2 – residential subdivisions 

 Policy DM 23 – transport development management 

 Policy DM 28 – public realm 

 Policy DM 30 – alterations to existing buildings 
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 Policy DM 32 – recycling and refuse provision in new development 

 Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD) 

6.5 The following supplementary planning document is of relevance to this appeal 

The Downs conservation area character assessment (Appendix B) 

The relevant sections within the above document are as follows:- 

Land Use 

(7)  conversion of single dwelling houses and flats 

General Enhancement Objectives 

(5) conversion of large dwelling houses and flats 

National Planning Policy Framework 

6.6 The National Planning Policy Framework (The Framework) was revised on 19th

February 2019. The Framework sets out the Government’s economic, 

environmental and social planning policies for England and details how these 

are expected to be applied. It is, in itself, a material consideration in planning 

decisions. 

6.7 The Framework states that the purpose of the planning system is to 

contribute to the achievement of sustainable development, which can be 

summarised as meeting the needs of the present without compromising the 

ability of future generations to meet their own needs. At the heart of the 

Framework is a presumption in favour of sustainable development. This 

means “approving development proposals that accord with an up-to-date 

Development Plan without delay” or “where there are no relevant 

Development Plan policies, or the policies which are most important for 

determining the application are out of date, granting permission unless: i) 

the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of 

particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development 

proposed; or ii) any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and 

demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in 

this Framework as a whole.”

6.8 The Framework defines the three overarching objectives of sustainable 
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development as: 

An Economic Objective – to help build a strong, responsive and competitive 

economy, by ensuring that sufficient land of the right types is available in the 

right places at the right time to support growth, innovation and improved 

productivity; and by identifying and coordinating the provision of infrastructure;

A Social Objective – to support strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by 

ensuring that a sufficient number and range of homes can be provided to meet 

the needs of present and future generations; and by fostering a well-designed 

and safe built environment, with accessible services and open spaces that 

reflect current and future needs and support communities’ health, social and 

cultural well-being;

An Environmental Objective – to contribute to protecting and enhancing our 

natural, built and historic environment; including making effective use of land, 

helping to improve biodiversity, using natural resources prudently, minimising 

waste and pollution, and mitigating and adapting to climate change, including 

moving to a low carbon economy.

6.9 These objectives should be delivered through the preparation and 

implementation of plans and the application of policies in the Framework; they 

are not criteria against which every decision can or should be judged. Planning 

decisions should play an active role in guiding development towards sustainable 

solutions, but in doing so should take local circumstances into account, to 

reflect the character, needs and opportunities of each area. (emphasis added)

6.10 Paragraph 212 of the Framework advises that the policies within the Framework 

are material considerations which should be taken into account in dealing with 

applications from the day of its publication. 

6.11 Paragraph 213 of the Framework advises that existing policies should not be 

considered out-of-date simply because they were adopted or made prior to 

publication. Due weight should be given to them, according to their degree of 

consistency with the Framer and that the closer the policies in the plan to the 

policies in the Framework, the greater the weight that may be given. 

6.12 In addition to the overarching guidance within the framework, specific guidance 

relevant to this appeal may be summarised as follows: 
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 Paragraph 59 

 Paragraph 61  

 Paragraphs 109 and 110 

 Paragraph 122 

 Paragraph 127 

 Paragraph 192 

 Paragraph 196 

Other Material Policy Considerations 

6.13 Outside of the Development Plan and the Framework, there are other material 

considerations that need to be taken into account in relation to this 

development. In this case, the other material policy considerations are: 

6.14 The adopted local plans are currently subject to review, draft policies were 

published for consultation in March 2019.  Following publication of the draft 

document the West of England joint spatial strategy was withdrawn.  More 

recently the government have consulted upon the planning White Paper 

(planning for the future) which suggests further changes to the local plan 

system.  In response Bristol City Council await direction upon the future of local 

plans together with information which will be forthcoming from the West of 

England Combined Authority (WACA) prior to advancing the local plan review.  

6.15 Whilst only moderate weight can be attributed to the draft local plan, it is notable 

that the policy direction is one of protecting the existing housing stock. Draft 

policy H2 confirms:- 
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6.16 Whilst the appellant may seek to argue that a care home is a community facility, 

reference to the practice guidance *confirms that residential care homes are 

defined as “specialist housing” thus not a community facility.   

* PPG ID: 63-010-20190626   

6.17 Furthermore, The Assets of Community Value (England) Regulations, 

(Schedule 1) states that land which is not of community value includes “a 

building used or partly used as a residence” 

6.18 In addition, the (WACA) are preparing a spatial development strategy for the 

region.  The spatial development strategy has not yet reached the stage where 

it could comprise material considerations in the determination of this appeal. 

6.19 The adopted local plans thus whilst comprising the starting point for 

consideration of any application needs to be assessed as to whether policies 

therein are consistent with national policy as set out within the framework and 

practice guidance.  

6.20 In consideration of this appeal proposal we consider that adopted policies as 

referenced earlier this statement remain current and consistent with national 

policy, where any conflict is thought to exist we will explore this further within 

the foregoing paragraphs. 

7. Planning Consideration 

7.1 At section 2.2 of this statement I consider the main issues for consideration.   

7.2 For the sake of brevity I will consider each issue in turn, however, initially I 

comment upon the appeal proposal in general terms: 

General Comments 

7.3 The planning applications submitted for determination included a transport 

statement prepared by Entran.  This has been supplemented within the appeal 

submission by supplementary transport statement together with transport 

appendices A – E. 

7.4 In response, those instructing me and others have analysed the submissions 

made to the planning authority (the application submission documents) and 

subsequently to your Inspectorate (the appeal submission documents).   
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7.5 It is the settled community who experience the road network on a daily basis 

and ultimately suffer the consequences were inappropriate development is 

permitted. It is thus quite legitimate and appropriate for both the LPA and PINS 

to have regard to representations submitted by and on behalf of local residents, 

particularly where representations are supported by compelling photographic 

evidence. 

7.6 At paragraph 1.12 of the appellant’s statement, it is implied that officers 

recommended approval for this application on three separate occasions.  The 

facts of this case do not support that assertion, whilst it is agreed that officers 

initially recommended approval, the timeline for this application is as follows:- 

 The application was scheduled for determination at the planning 

committee on the 18th March, however as a result of the global pandemic 

the March committee meeting was cancelled and rescheduled for 29 April.   

 On 29 April the planning committee unanimously resolved to defer 

determination of the application pending an update report from officers 

setting out draft grounds for refusal of the application. 

 The application subsequently came forward for redetermination on the 27th

May.  The Officer’s report to committee on 27th May analysed various 

aspects of the applicant’s proposal concluding that with regard to the 

highway report submitted in support of the application that only limited 

weight could be afforded to that report. 

7.7 It is therefore the case that planning officers initially recommended approval of 

this application, however following more detailed analysis of the transport 

statement submitted that recommendation was changed to one of refusal in the 

officer’s report to committee on 27 May, 2020.   

7.8 Furthermore (notwithstanding the officer recommendation) it is an established 

principle that the decision-maker (in this instance the planning committee) is at 

liberty to reach a conclusion at variance from their professional officer.  In this 

instance it is notable that the decision to defer consideration at the April meeting 

was unanimous and the decision to refuse consent at the May committee 

meeting was supported by all but one member.   

7.9 It is entirely acceptable and appropriate for individual councillors to have regard 
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to their local knowledge and local circumstances when considering an 

application.  Councillors are entitled to refuse an application, notwithstanding 

the recommendation of the planning officers. 

7.10 If I now turn to the main issues, and for the sake of brevity comment in turn on 

each of those issues as identified in the section 2.2 of this report 

Issue 1 
Effect of the proposed development on the highway / Parking Load 

7.11 The application determined by the local authority was considered on the basis 

of the submitted transport statement, as officers correctly concluded the parking 

survey was not a snapshot in time and for this reason limited weight could be 

afforded to the findings of that particular report. 

7.12 Local residents have submitted evidence in support of their contention that the 

existing care home uses within Belvedere Road already cause significant issues 

(evidence supplemented by various photographs taken over an extended period 

showing the type and nature of issues experienced by residents) 

7.13 Whilst I have not personally experienced or viewed those incidents, the body of 

evidence submitted by residents supported by photographic evidence is 

persuasive , it clearly demonstrates that care homes operating without any off-

street parking cause significant and severe disruption within the local area. 

7.14 The supplementary information submitted as part of the appeal seeks to justify 

the proposed development on the basis of additional surveys undertaken since 

planning permission was refused. 

7.15 During this period since refusal the country has remained subject to varying 

degrees of restriction and lockdown.  This in of itself has significantly changed 

the traffic generally upon the road network but more specifically in this instance 

the temporary reduction in demand on street parking spaces.   

7.16 Prior to the commencement of pandemic associated restrictions in March 2020 

the residential streets in the environs of the appeal site (including Belvedere 

Road) was subject to regular out spill parking by commuters working in Bristol.  

The attraction of Belvedere Road and the surrounding road network is its 

proximity to places of work in the vicinity and the obvious attraction that the area 

falls outside of the residents parking scheme (RPS).  As such the roads within 
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the environs of the appeal site are unrestricted and available for parking all day.   

7.17 Furthermore schools and colleges have been subject to similar restrictions, thus 

again limiting traffic movements and demand for on road parking to drop off and 

collect children from school. 

7.18 It is also very relevant that family visits to nursing homes have also been 

subject to restriction during the pandemic, again significantly reducing demand 

for parking in the area. 

7.19 A small element of reduced demand for on street parking will be compensated 

for by residents themselves not driving to work, however, the number of 

residents who will be working from home comprises a small proportion of the 

‘normal’ demand for on street parking spaces.     

7.20 On this basis it is an unfortunate truth that any traffic load/parking beat survey 

undertaken during the pandemic will be unreliable and will significantly 

overstate the availability of on street parking.  Whilst I can understand the 

frustration for the appellant, it would be inappropriate for your Inspectorate to 

rely upon parking beat surveys which for reasons unrelated to the appellant or 

the transport consultant are inherently flawed due to a change in travel patterns 

and parking demand since the pandemic response started in March 2020. 

7.21 Notwithstanding the above the photographs submitted appended to  

 representations and other similar representations from other residents 

clearly demonstrate that notwithstanding issues relating to the parking beat 

surveys that problems exist in this area and existed prior to the lockdown 

restrictions. 

7.22 The proposed expansion of the existing dementia care home use (which clearly 

currently creates transport issues) can only exacerbate an issue which causes 

severe disruption to local residents. 

7.23 The proposal includes a suggestion that an application will be made for a Traffic 

Regulation Order (TRO)  to secure 4 No. parking bays upon the public highway 

dedicated for use by the care home.  (Emergency vehicles, deliveries etc.).    

7.24 Securing parking restrictions via TRO is a lengthy and costly process and there 

is no guarantee that the decision-maker would support an application if and 

when made.  Indeed the inclusion of the suggestion that for spaces should be 
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dedicated upon the public highway for both the existing and proposed use is in 

our view tacit acceptance by the appellant that there is an issue here (pre-

existing) that could be resolved if a TRO were approved.   

7.25 The granting of a TRO is not in the gift of the planning Inspectorate, mindful of 

the representations submitted in response to this application and subsequent 

appeal it is to be expected that the local community would vigorously object to 

any TRO proposal which limited on street parking.  On this basis it is unsafe for 

your Inspectorate to determine this appeal on the basis that a TRO would be 

granted. 

7.26 Additionally however the provision of dedicated parking bays does not resolve 

issues associated with waste collection, staff parking, visitor parking etc., none 

of which would be accommodated within the allocated bays.   

7.27 Within the appeal statement much has been made of the likely additional 

staffing load generated by this proposal.  The planning application forms 

indicate that the development will generate a requirement for the equivalent of 4 

full-time staff.  Whilst it is acknowledged that this would not necessarily equate 

to 4 staff been permanently on site, it is more likely to be made up of a number 

of part time staff with staggered hours and overlapping handover periods.  

Staggering staff hours which is normal within a care home and having a period 

of hand over does tend to exacerbate parking issues where staff drive to work 

as there will be periods where during the handover period the parking load 

could be doubled. 

7.28 Staff parking is only part of the ‘parking load’ generated by a care home, during 

normal (non Covid) usage this use will generate high demand for parking 

spaces emanating from ; family visiting relatives, doctors, deliveries, waste 

collection, care workers, cleaners, medical support staff etc.  To focus entirely 

upon direct employees does not provide the full picture in terms of increased 

demand for parking associated with the appeal proposal  

7.29 It is also pertinent that the CQC inspection and report of July 2019 identified 

various issues relating to staffing, the clear message within the review being 

that staff rotas showed an inconsistency in staff numbers on duty each day, it 

can reasonably be implied from the CQC report that improvement in the CQC 

rating would necessitate increasing staffing levels.   If current staffing levels 
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have been used as a means of projecting future staffing levels for an expanded 

home and I would suggest that on the basis of the CQC report staffing levels 

may well be understated. 

7.30 Paragraph 109 of the framework confirms that; development should only be 

prevented or refused on highways grounds if there would be unacceptable 

impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road 

network would be severe.  In this case I submit that the cumulative impact of the 

three existing care homes within Belvedere Road taken together with this 

proposal for an additional 17 bed spaces would exacerbate an already 

unsatisfactory situation.  On the basis of evidence I have viewed, I consider the 

cumulative impact would be severe for local residents and road users.  Allowing 

proposals which will create additional parking load which cannot reasonably be 

met will regrettably encourage illegal parking or inappropriate parking which in 

turn discourages other sustainable means of transport such as walking and 

cycling.  Examples include parking on pavements, restricting legal accesses, 

parking on road junctions (reducing visibility), blocking of the highway during 

collection and delivery periods and the needs of emergency vehicles attending 

site when no suitable on street spaces are available. 

7.31 Paragraph 110 of the framework confirms that applications for development 

should :  

a) give priority first for pedestrian and cycle movements both within the scheme 

and with neighbouring areas…  

c) create places that are safe, secure and attractive – which minimise the scope 

for conflicts between pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles, avoid unnecessary 

street clutter and respond to local character and design standards;  

d) allow for efficient delivery of goods and access by service and emergency 

vehicles. 

7.32 The appeal proposal fails to satisfactorily address the requirements set out 

within paragraph 110 of the framework.    

Issue 2 
The effect of the proposal upon the dwelling mix and inter alia the balance 
and inclusivity of the community. 

7.33 Policy DM2 of the site allocations and development management policies local 

plan sets out the adopted policy consideration when considering proposals for 
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residential subdivision shared and specialist housing.  The policy aims to 

ensure that development preserves the residential amenity and character of an 

area and the harmful concentrations do not arise.  The intensification of the use 

(converting 3 flats to create 17 additional dementia care bed spaces) would in 

my view fall within the category of specialist housing as set out within that 

policy. 

7.34 The policy confirms that consent should be withheld for development which 

would harm the residential amenity or character of the locality as a result of the 

following: 

 levels of activity that cause excessive noise and disturbance to residents; or 

 levels of on street parking that cannot be reasonably accommodated or 

regulated through parking control measures; or 

 cumulative detrimental impact of physical alterations to buildings and 

structures; or 

 inadequate storage for recycling/refuse and cycles 

Furthermore in cases where the development would create or contribute to a 

harmful concentration of such uses within a locality as a result of any of the 

following 

 exacerbating existing harmful conditions including those listed above; or 

  reducing the choice of homes in the area by changing the housing mix 

7.35 Evidence submitted by local residents in response to both the application and 

appeal confirm that the existing uses already generate a level of activity during 

the evening and early hours which can and does cause disturbance to residents 

particularly the coming and going of emergency vehicles attending the property.   

7.36 Furthermore this proposal clearly runs contrary to bullet point 2 of Policy DM 2 

insofar as this proposal is totally reliant upon on street parking that cannot 

reasonably be accommodated or regulated through parking controls.  The 

cumulative impact of the appeal proposal together with the other pre-existing 

nursing homes in the road will have severe impacts for local residents. 

7.37 The existing on-site storage facilities for waste and recycling (including clinical 

waste) is on the forecourt in front of number 8 Belvedere Rd.  The provision of 
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large commercial waste and recycling bins within a designated conservation 

area is of itself unsatisfactory. Notwithstanding the above the addition of 

another 17 residents and associated staff will generate more waste and 

recycling which will need to be accommodated within additional bins and/or 

more regular collection.  Both options are unsatisfactory adding to the unsightly 

bins on the forecourt of a property within the conservation area will exacerbate 

visual harm, additional roadside collections will cause yet further disturbance 

residents and other road users. 

7.38 The maintenance of a balanced and cohesive community necessitates having 

an appropriate housing mix.  The settled community readily accept the need for 

a wide range of property types and styles including within that mix specialist 

accommodation including care homes.  It is however equally appropriate that 

controls be imposed to ensure that the mix of uses does not become 

disproportionate or excessive within any given area.  Regrettably residents with 

dementia offer little in terms of positively contributing to community cohesion or 

support of local services and shops. Equally, staff will come and go according to 

their working hours and again will offer minimal contribution to the cohesion of 

the local settled community. 

7.39 In contrast the 3 flats within the appeal premises provide a form of 

accommodation at a price point below that of the larger single occupancy 

dwellings elsewhere within the environs of the appeal site, the existing flats thus 

contribute positively to the housing mix, providing accommodation at a more 

affordable level being of a size which can easily accommodated family use.  

This maintains a healthy mix of properties ranging from the existing care 

homes, larger detached houses and smaller flats.   

7.40 Residents accept and acknowledge what exists today provides an acceptable 

mix of dwellings and care homes within Belvedere Road, it is however equally 

appropriate to seek to maintain the current balance. 

7.41 For the reasons set out elsewhere within this statement this proposal tips the 

balance against further expansion of care facilities in this particular road.  The 

residents acceptance of the existing care uses demonstrate a willingness to 

absorb a mix of uses, however it is equally reasonable that there should be a 

limit on further expansion of care facilities in this road so as to maintain a 
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cohesive and diverse community. 

7.42 Policy DM 28 –confirms that development will be expected to: 

iv) reduce crime and fear of crime by creating a well surveilled public 

realm….

7.43 Dementia care homes tend not to provide particularly active frontages and their 

use and occupation is very different to that of houses or flats.  The appeal 

proposal will extend the frontage with lower activity levels (within the property) 

thus diminishing natural surveillance of the road. 

vi) ensure that any car parking and provision for servicing are appropriate to 

the context and are sensitively integrated so as not to dominate the public 

realm 

7.44 This proposal fails to provide any off road parking, or provision for servicing the 

site.  Submissions made by the settled community explain in detail (with 

examples) issues directly emanating from the existing care homes.  This 

proposal will exacerbate pre-existing problems with no satisfactory mitigation 

proposed (other than seeking to allocate 4 on road spaces for use by the car 

home).  The suggested TRO cannot be guaranteed and in any event the 

allocation of 4 spaces upon the public highway will reduce general parking 

availability to the detriment of road users and the settled community living in the 

area.    

7.45 Ambulances, hearses, delivery vehicles etc. will regularly block Belvedere Road 

when attending the existing site.  A matter which will only worsen with increased 

occupancy on site and which will not be mitigated by the proposed loading bays 

(if such parking bays are consented via TRO) 

7.46 Policy DM 32: recycling and refuse provision in new development 

7.47 I have previously referenced the waste recycling and clinical waste containers 

positioned in front of number 8 Belvedere Rd policy DM 32 specifically deals 

with waste and recycling confirming that:  

“development will not be permitted if recycling and refuge provision that meets 

the above capacity, design and access requirements cannot feasibly or 

practically be provided” 



Ref. 15593 Page 19  Date: 21 January 2021 

7.48 Caveat iii) of the same policy confirms that: 

“the impact of the provision on visual amenity, having regard to the need to 

minimise the prominence of the facilities and screen any external provision”. 

7.49 The bins and recycling containers are a dominant feature upon the frontage of 

number 8 Belvedere Rd.  The bins are neither sensitive nor appropriate to the 

context of the site frontage and comprise a discordant and visually disruptive 

feature in the public realm, exacerbated by the need to service the appeal site 

from the public highway with no on-site parking provision proposed. 

7.50 The above considerations are even more important for sites located within a 

designated conservation area (as the appeal site is so located). 

7.51 Whilst it is acknowledged that the existing waste and recycling provision on the 

existing care home site is pre-existing, this does not mean that an already 

unsatisfactory situation should be worsened by adding to the waste and 

recycling load placed upon the facility. 

Issue 3 
The effect of increasing shared housing/care homes upon the living 
conditions. 

7.52 Not wishing to repeat representations previously made, I would again refer the 

Inspector to policy DM2 of the site allocations and development Management 

policies local plan insofar as this proposal will worsen the existing harmful 

conditions explored above in respect to inadequate parking, inadequate 

provision for loading and unloading, inadequate provision for emergency 

vehicles and site servicing and exacerbating problems associated with 

inadequate storage of recycling/refuse. 

7.53 The explanatory text supporting core strategy policy BCS 18 usefully confirms: 

“A neighbourhood with a mix of housing tenures, types and sizes will 

be more able to meet the changing needs and aspirations of its 

residents, through changing life stages, household shapes and sizes 

or changes in income.  Providing greater housing choice increasing 

the opportunities for households to remain within their communities 

and promotes social equality and inclusion by easing geographical 

constraints on the search for appropriate homes.  Conversely in 

excess of single forms of dwelling for example flatted development and 
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subdivisions, will gradually limit housing choice will harmfully erode the 

mix and balance of a community.” 

7.54 My instructing clients acknowledge and agree the above, whilst the housing mix 

will rarely be perfect, the mix in Belvedere Road (including the existing care 

homes) provides an appropriate and proportionate mix of dwelling types and 

sizes.   

7.55 The existing flats within the appeal site contribute positively to that mix.  The 

loss of the flats will negatively impact the dwelling mix. The provision of an 

additional 17 dementia bed spaces will undermine the housing mix within the 

road and will be harmful to the maintenance of a balanced and inclusive 

community. 

7.56 The policy wording itself (BCS 18) confirms that all new residential development 

should maintain, provide or contribute to the mix of housing tenures, types and 

sizes to help support the creation of mixed balanced and inclusive communities.  

Whilst this policy applies to the design of new development, I consider it is 

equally appropriate to apply similar criteria to proposals which would negatively 

impact the housing mix (via conversion) such as the appeal proposals. 

8. Summary 

8.1 This Statement has reviewed the relevant Development Plan policy framework 

as it applies in this case, together with the other material considerations.   

8.2 In considering any planning application and mindful of the Framework’s 

presumption in favour of sustainable development it is the decision makers role 

to weigh in the balance those aspects of a proposal which are positive against 

those which are negative.   

8.3 It is acknowledged that the UK population is an ageing population, this, coupled 

with increasing life expectancy brings with it increased demand for good quality 

dementia care.  This simple fact is not disputed and it is incumbent upon the 

whole community to ensure that appropriate and dignified facilities exist to care 

for people suffering this most debilitating of conditions.   

8.4 It is however equally appropriate that where there is unmet need that this is 

appropriately located capable integration into the community without harm or 

prejudice to other sectors of the same community.   
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8.5 In this case the community have accepted the establishment of 3 existing care 

homes within the same road.  It is therefore not a case where residents have 

been resistant to change or have sought to block development which does 

contribute in part to the mix of the community in the road.  The issue, as I have 

set out within this statement, is the cumulative impact of converting another 

building in the same road to form additional bed spaces.   Regrettably the 

experiences of local residents is that the impact of the existing care homes has 

been severe and thus they do not wish to see that issue exacerbated further by 

expansion of the existing care home. 

8.6 The framework usefully reminds us at paragraph 7 that a very high level, the 

objectives of sustainable development can be summarised as; “meeting the 

needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to 

meet their own needs”.  It is thus appropriate within a residential suburb for the 

settled community to expect to go about their daily activities without 

unreasonable levels of disturbance or disruption.  As planners we have a duty 

to ensure that many competing factors are fairly and appropriately balanced 

when reaching decisions which can affect existing communities.  Where we get 

it wrong the character and social cohesion of an area can be changed 

permanently.   

8.7 A good example of this is can be seen in many university towns and cities 

where increased ‘studentification’ of individual roads or areas has brought about 

significant social change and in many instances driven out the settled 

community.  While steps have been taken subsequently to limit the negative 

impact that a single user group has on an area, it is fair to say that policy 

protection now in place has come too late for many.   

8.8 Whilst issues relating to care homes are very different to students, there is the 

potential for a similar result creating an imbalance between residential uses and 

care could incrementally change an area, discouraging people to move into a 

street or encouraging existing residents to move out.  For this reason it is 

important that whilst the appeal proposal may appear relatively small in 

proportion to the totality of the number of bed spaces within Belvedere Road, 

the incremental cumulative impact is significant. 
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8.9 The appeal benefits are limited to the creation of additional dementia care beds, 

creating additional employment opportunities and a small contribution to the 

local economy during the construction phase.  In contrast, the negative impacts 

include exacerbating an already strained road system with no capacity to 

accommodate the demands placed upon it by additional traffic/parking load, 

exacerbating an existing unsatisfactory waste and recycling arrangement and 

degrading the housing mix in the area.  It should also be remembered that 

occupiers of dementia care homes do not contribute significantly to support 

local shops or community services.  The negative impacts in this case when 

weighing the planning balance tip the balance against this development and I 

urge your Inspectorate to dismiss this appeal. 

David Jones MRTPI, MRICS 
Managing Director 

 



Ref. 15593 Page 23  Date: 21 January 2021 

APPENDIX – A  
Names of persons instructing these representations. 
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FAO: Alex Hawtin 
Bristol City Council  
City Hall 
PO Box 3176 
Bristol 
BS3 9FS 

Dear Sir  

Re: 20/06030/F - Proposed change of use from 3 No. residential flats to provide 14 No. 

additional Bed spaces - 7 Belvedere Road Bristol BS6 7JG 

I write on behalf of local residents to object to the above planning application. A statement of 

objection was submitted with respect to appeal reference APP/Z0116/W/20/3263935, which 

relates to application 19/03104/F for the change of use of the property to provide 17 additional 

bed spaces to Glenview Nursing Home. Those instructing me in connection with these 

representations are the same as those who instructed me in connection with the appeal 

representations (please see appendix A of the appeal representation herewith attached). 

Due to the similarity between the points raised in the objection to the appeal and the points of 

contention in this application, I formally request that officers have due regard to my 

representations as set out within the attached statement together with further commentary 

contained within this letter. 

From my review of the application submissions, I note that the supporting documents submitted 

with this revised application are in most instances identical to that submitted in support of the 

previously refused application.  Notably, the primary documents submitted with this application 

(planning statement and transport statement) are identical. 



Ref: 15593 2 

Having considered both the original application and this revised application, our own conclusion 

is that there is no material planning difference between the two proposals, a conclusion 

reinforced by the fact that the applicant is relying upon the same supporting documentation as 

that submitted with the previously refused application. 

It is assumed that in submitting an application for a slightly reduced number of proposed bed 

spaces, the applicant is suggesting that the omission of 3 bed spaces overcomes the previous 

reasons for refusal.  The evidence before you simply does not support such a contention.  

Furthermore, analysis of the application documents exposes the flawed nature of this proposal.  

I specifically draw officer’s attention to the current application form which states that this 

proposal would generate a requirement for the equivalent of 2 additional full-time employees. 

In contrast the previous proposal stated that the development would generate a requirement for 

4 additional full-time employees.    

No rationale has been provided within the supporting documentation for the reduction in the 

number of proposed employees by 50%, given that the number of proposed bed spaces has 

only been reduced by three (circa 17.5%). Furthermore, the submitted planning statement, 

which rightly expands upon planning considerations more fully, refers to 4 additional employees.  

This coupled with other evidence (particularly the most recent CQC report) suggests that 

staffing levels within the existing home need to increase, it is thus disappointing that the 

applicant on the face of it seeks to understate staffing levels attributable to this proposal.   

It of course remains the case that the use generates additional parking demand (in excess of 

that generated by employees) including; family visits, deliveries/collections, waste/recycling 

collection, Doctor visits, ambulances etc. all of which contributes additional parking load in the 

area. 
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The applicant proposes to allocate 4 no. parking spaces within 2 separate bays in Belvedere 

Road, suggesting that the provision of the 2 bays will mitigate the unsatisfactory impacts 

brought about by this development.  The provision of allocated bays is reliant upon the approval 

of a traffic regulation order (TRO).  The TRO is not part of this application and falls for 

consideration under different legislation (before a different committee of this authority).  In view 

of the above there is no guarantee that the TRO would be approved. Indeed, those who 

instructed me oppose the provision of dedicated bays as this will exacerbate existing parking 

problems and will not overcome many of the issues which are fully set out within the appeal 

representations attached hereto. 

The development remains contrary to paragraph 109 of the National Planning Policy Framework 

which confirms that development should be refused if there would be an unacceptable impact 

on highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road network would be severe. In 

this instance, the cumulative impact of the existing care home taken together with the additional 

demand placed upon the (already stressed) road network would exacerbate an already 

unacceptable situation.  The cumulative impact for the settled community in the area would thus 

be severe. 

The reduction in bed spaces between the two applications does not address one of the central 

reasons for refusal of the initial application being refused, namely the undesirable impact upon 

dwelling mix and the balance of the community.  

It remains the case that this application results in the loss of three private flats which will 

fundamentally alter the fabric of the community and can be damaging to social cohesion.  

The development remains contrary to adopted policy BCS18 of the Bristol Development 

Framework Core Strategy, which requires that development should support a mixed, balance 

and inclusive community.  

The development remains contrary to adopted policy DM32 of the Site Allocations and 

Development Management Policies. This policy states that “development will not be permitted if 

recycling and refuge provision that meets the above capacity, design and access requirements 

cannot feasibly or practically be provided.”  One of these factors focuses on the impact of the 

development upon visual amenity.   
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The sites location within a designated Conservation Area ‘raises the bar’ in terms of the impact 

that recycling/waste receptacles have within the public realm.  Whilst the existing waste and 

recycling arrangement is far from ideal, it remains important to avoid an already unsatisfactory 

situation becoming worse with an additional waste/recycling load requiring additional 

receptacles causing visual harm to the character and appearance of the Conservation Area. 

Whilst it is acknowledged that there is an increased demand for good quality dementia care 

resulting from the aging population within the UK, responding to this demand should not result 

in harm or disturbance to the settled local community.  The community have been accepting of 

the existing care homes within Belvedere Road, thus it would be wrong to suggest that 

residents are resisting development in their backyard.  It is however equally important that the 

social cohesion balance of a neighbourhood is maintained and situations are avoided which 

create an excessive dominance of one occupancy type. 

It is noted that this application has generated letters/e-mail representations in both support and 

objection.  It is further noted that those supporting are predominately from outside of the 

immediate environs of the application site.  It is of course a democratic right for anyone to 

comment upon a planning application.   

It is also noted that the application generated a flood of supporting representation (uploaded to 

BCC portal on the 26th January), the vast majority of these supporting representations have 

identical wording.  The submission of identical representations tends to indicate that this is an 

orchestrated response and thus the weight to be attributed should be duly discounted.  

As officers you will be aware that the weight which should be afforded to representations is 

relative to the relevance to planning and whether the supporters or objectors comments are 

legitimate planning considerations.  In response to supporting representations I comment as 

follows:- 

 Unlike housing supply the ‘need’ for additional care home bed spaces does not 

trigger the frameworks tilted balance.  As such it is quite right and proper for your 

authority to consider the impacts upon the local community and road network. 

 Anecdotal commentary regarding the availability of on-road parking during the 

Covid period is not a material planning consideration.  The parking load is 

acknowledged to be temporarily and significantly reduced due to lockdown 

restrictions, including fewer commuters parking within unrestricted on street 

parking spaces, coupled with fewer family visitors to the existing care homes. 
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 The needs of the business and wish to expand the existing care home is a 

commercial decision for the operator and again not a valid planning consideration.  

 A number of supporting representations are from outside of the area 

(Wales/London), and make general commentary about demand for care homes 

rather than any relevant site specific commentary and do not address the previous 

reasons for refusals.  As such, it would be inappropriate for the decision maker to 

apply any weight to the non-specific letters of support when weighing in the 

balance the planning judgement in this case.   

As detailed in the appeal objection statement the cumulative impact of this development taken 

together with the existing care homes within Belvedere Road tip the planning balance 

negatively, increasing highway danger, creating visual harm and negatively impacting the social 

balance and mix of properties within the environs of the site. 

The applicant has made no attempt to address the refusal reasons cited when your planning 

committee considered the previous application, they have sought to rely upon identical 

submissions (save for the reduction in 3 bed spaces).  This proposal therefore remains 

unsatisfactory and I urge your authority to refuse planning permission on the same basis as that 

stated upon the refusal notice.  

Yours sincerely 
For and on behalf of Evans Jones Ltd 

David Jones MRTPI. MRICS  
Managing Director 
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Having considered both the original application and this revised application, our own conclusion 

is that there is no material planning difference between the two proposals, a conclusion 

reinforced by the fact that the applicant is relying upon the same supporting documentation as 

that submitted with the previously refused application. 

It is assumed that in submitting an application for a slightly reduced number of proposed bed 

spaces, the applicant is suggesting that the omission of 3 bed spaces overcomes the previous 

reasons for refusal.  The evidence before you simply does not support such a contention.  
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proposal would generate a requirement for the equivalent of 2 additional full-time employees. 
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The applicant proposes to allocate 4 no. parking spaces within 2 separate bays in Belvedere 

Road, suggesting that the provision of the 2 bays will mitigate the unsatisfactory impacts 

brought about by this development.  The provision of allocated bays is reliant upon the approval 

of a traffic regulation order (TRO).  The TRO is not part of this application and falls for 
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of the above there is no guarantee that the TRO would be approved. Indeed, those who 

instructed me oppose the provision of dedicated bays as this will exacerbate existing parking 

problems and will not overcome many of the issues which are fully set out within the appeal 

representations attached hereto. 
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which confirms that development should be refused if there would be an unacceptable impact 

on highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road network would be severe. In 

this instance, the cumulative impact of the existing care home taken together with the additional 

demand placed upon the (already stressed) road network would exacerbate an already 

unacceptable situation.  The cumulative impact for the settled community in the area would thus 

be severe. 

The reduction in bed spaces between the two applications does not address one of the central 

reasons for refusal of the initial application being refused, namely the undesirable impact upon 
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It remains the case that this application results in the loss of three private flats which will 
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The sites location within a designated Conservation Area ‘raises the bar’ in terms of the impact 

that recycling/waste receptacles have within the public realm.  Whilst the existing waste and 

recycling arrangement is far from ideal, it remains important to avoid an already unsatisfactory 

situation becoming worse with an additional waste/recycling load requiring additional 
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the existing care homes within Belvedere Road, thus it would be wrong to suggest that 

residents are resisting development in their backyard.  It is however equally important that the 

social cohesion balance of a neighbourhood is maintained and situations are avoided which 

create an excessive dominance of one occupancy type. 

It is noted that this application has generated letters/e-mail representations in both support and 

objection.  It is further noted that those supporting are predominately from outside of the 

immediate environs of the application site.  It is of course a democratic right for anyone to 

comment upon a planning application.   

It is also noted that the application generated a flood of supporting representation (uploaded to 
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identical wording.  The submission of identical representations tends to indicate that this is an 
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authority to consider the impacts upon the local community and road network. 

 Anecdotal commentary regarding the availability of on-road parking during the 

Covid period is not a material planning consideration.  The parking load is 
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 The needs of the business and wish to expand the existing care home is a 

commercial decision for the operator and again not a valid planning consideration.  

 A number of supporting representations are from outside of the area 

(Wales/London), and make general commentary about demand for care homes 

rather than any relevant site specific commentary and do not address the previous 

reasons for refusals.  As such, it would be inappropriate for the decision maker to 

apply any weight to the non-specific letters of support when weighing in the 

balance the planning judgement in this case.   

As detailed in the appeal objection statement the cumulative impact of this development taken 

together with the existing care homes within Belvedere Road tip the planning balance 

negatively, increasing highway danger, creating visual harm and negatively impacting the social 

balance and mix of properties within the environs of the site. 
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1. Introduction  

1.1 Evans Jones Ltd, are instructed by local residents to undertake a review of 

planning application reference 19/03014/F together with the appellants appeal 

submissions under appeal reference APP/Z0116/W/20/3263935.  A list of the 

residents comprising the residents group whom I represent are listed within 

Appendix A. 

1.2 Article 35 of the Town & Country Planning (Development Management 

Procedure) (England) Order 2015 states, inter alia, that where a Local Planning 

Authority gives notice of a decision to refuse planning permission, the Notice 

shall state clearly and precisely their full reasons for refusal.   

1.3 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that 

planning decisions should be made in accordance with the adopted 

Development Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 

1.4 This Statement reviews the relevant Development Plan policy framework as it 

applies in this case, together with the other material considerations.  On the 

evidence presented it will be demonstrated in weighing the planning balance 

having regard to both positive and negative aspects associated with this appeal 

proposal that the negative aspects with specific reference to the development 

impact upon the local community outweigh the stated benefits and thus we 

submit that this appeal should rightly be dismissed. 

2. Main Issues 

2.1 Planning permission was refused by the council at its planning committee 

meeting on the 27 May, 2020.  Planning committee members voted 8/1 in 

favour of refusing planning permission on the grounds that firstly, the 

development impacts the demand for parking and highway safety, secondly, 

intensification of residential institutions on Belvedere Road, harming the mix, 

balance and inclusivity of the community and, thirdly, the concentration of 

shared housing/care homes on Belvedere Road causing excessive noise and 

disturbance and inadequate storage of recycling/refuse. 

2.2 The main issues in this appeal may be summarised as follows: 
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 The effect of the proposed development on highway safety in the area with 

particular regard to car parking. 

 The effect of the proposal upon the dwelling mix and inter alia the balance 

and inclusivity of the community. 

 The effect of increasing shared housing/care homes upon the living 

conditions of the occupiers of neighbouring residential properties with 

particular regard to noise and disturbance 

3. Site & Surroundings  

3.1 The application site is located at 7 Belvedere Rd, Bristol (the appeal site).  

3.2 The appeal site adjoins numbers 8 and 9 Belvedere Rd.  The appeal site 

together with No’s 8 and 9 all form part of a continuous terrace of properties 

originally constructed as single dwelling houses extending from number 11 (at 

the junction of Belvedere Road and The Glen) through to No 7 (The appeal site) 

. 

3.3 The appeal site is the last property in this run of the terrace.  No. 7 is linked at 

ground floor level to the adjacent property (No. 6) with the main pedestrian 

access doors situated within the gap between 6 and 7 Belvedere Road.    

3.4 Numbers 2, 3, 8 and 9 Belvedere Rd are in the same ownership as the 

appellant.  8 and 9 Belvedere Rd trades as ‘Glenview’ a dementia care home.  

No’s. 2 and 3 trade as ‘Meadowcare’ providing specialist dementia care.  

3.5 Both homes are owned and operated by Meadow Care Homes Ltd. 

3.6 No. 1 Belvedere Road is also in care home use (different owner and operator) 

providing a mixed elderly person/dementia care for upto 20 residents. 

(Operated by Ablecare Homes Ltd) 

3.7 Existing properties lying adjacent to the appeal site (to the west) and properties 

upon the opposite side of Belvedere Road comprise existing residential 

dwellings.   

3.8 The character of Belvedere Road is typical of an established residential 

suburban road.  The existing properties in the area use a mixture of on road 
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parking (unrestricted parking been available on both sides of Belvedere Road), 

together with off-road parking available to the properties upon the north-western 

side of Belvedere Road (opposite the appeal site). 

3.9 In contrast, none of the properties upon the south eastern side of Belvedere 

Road have the benefit of off-road parking, none of the existing care homes 

within Belvedere Road have the benefit of any off-road parking and none is 

proposed in connection with the appeal proposal. 

3.10 The appeal site is outlined in red upon the aerial view extract below:  Figure 1 

Figure 1 - Aerial View 

4. Appeal Proposal 

4.1 The appeal proposal seeks planning permission for the Change of use of the 

appeal site from its existing use comprising 3 x self-contained flats to a form a 

17 bed care home as an extension to the existing dementia care home at 8-9 
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Belvedere Road. 

4.2 The existing building is divided into 3 flats flat one occupying the whole of the 

ground floor and basement, flat two occupying the whole of the 1st floor, and flat 

three the whole of the 2nd floor.  Compared to modern flatted developments 

these are good sized flats.  The larger ground/basement flat also has the benefit 

of the rear garden area.  As with all properties upon this side of Belvedere Road 

the existing flats do not have off-road parking. 

4.3 Whilst the application description simply describes the proposal as the change 

of use of the appeal site, the proposal also includes extensive building and 

engineering works to create the extended basement accommodation. 

4.4 No objection has been raised by the local authority in connection with the 

subterranean extension of the property, likewise whilst it is acknowledged that 

building works of the quantum proposed will undoubtedly cause, noise, 

vibration, additional parking load and general disturbance during the 

construction phase, it is acknowledged that subject to appropriate controls in 

respect to noise, dust, vibration and hours of operation an objection relating to 

disturbance during the construction phase is not a valid reason for withholding 

consent. 

4.5 It is notable that notwithstanding contrary evidence within reports submitted with 

the planning application, at section 18 of the planning application form the 

applicant’s states that the development will generate a requirement for the 

equivalent of 4 full time staff.   

4.6 The application form is silent as to the split between full-time and part-time, 

however from experience of similar businesses there is a high reliance upon 

part-time staff.  It is thus assumed that the equivalent to 4 full-time staff 

members will actually equate to a higher number of staff employed (albeit part 

time) to provide an appropriate level of staffing resource 24 hours a day 7 days 

a week.    

4.7 In response to question 14 upon the application form (waste storage and 

collection) the applicant confirms that both waste and recycling will be 

incorporated into the existing waste arrangements for the main nursing home at 

8-9 Belvedere Rd. (Glenview) 
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4.8 It is noted that the existing waste and recycling provision at Glenview is 

serviced via a selection of waste and recycling bins (including a separate 

clinical waste bin) positioned upon the forecourt in front of 8 Belvedere Rd.  A 

location which already is visually degrading within the Street scene.  Additional 

bins to accommodate the appeal proposal and/or more regular waste 

collections are equally unsatisfactory for reasons I will explore later within this 

statement.

5. Planning History 

5.1 The local authority’s online portal confirms the following planning history, 

application 19/03104/F comprising the appeal proposal. 

Conversion to three self-contained flats.
Ref. No: 49/02356/U_U | Status: GRANTED 

Fell an Ash tree located in the rear garden.
Ref. No: 11/00310/VC | Status: Preservation Order NOT REQUIRED 

 Change of use from 3 x flats to a 17 x bed extension to the nursing home 
at 8-9 Belvedere Road. External alterations to building including rear 
extension and side and rear dormer roof extension.
Ref. No: 17/04752/F | Status: Application Withdrawn 

Extension of existing basement level to create enlarged single residential 
dwelling (use class C3) 
Ref. No: 18/03500/F | Status: GRANTED subject to condition(s) 

Change of use from 3 x flats to a 17 x bed extension to the nursing home 
at 8-9 Belvedere Road.
Ref. No: 19/03104/F | Status: Application REFUSED 

Proposed change of use from 3 No. residential flats to provide 14 No. 
additional Bed spaces to Glenview Nursing Home at 8-9 Belvedere Road, 
Bristol.
Ref. No: 20/06030/F | Status: Pending Consideration

5.2 Having regard to the above history it is notable that the appeal site has been in 

use as 3 self-contained flats for many years.   
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5.3 It is noted that a previous application was submitted for the conversion of the 

property to form a 17 bed extension to Glenview in 2017, an application which 

was withdrawn for reasons unknown. 

5.4 Following the withdrawal of the earlier scheme for conversion of the appeal site 

in 2017 a revised application was submitted (APPROVED) for extension of the 

basement accommodation to create an enlarged dwelling.   This approval has 

not been implemented although remains capable of implementation. 

5.5 The appeal proposals include excavation of the basement in part as per that 

approved in 2018, together with additional excavation to create the basement 

floor plan now proposed within this appeal.

6. Planning Policy Context 

6.1 Section 38 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that 

planning decisions should be made in accordance with the Development Plan, 

unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 

The Development Plan 

6.2 The Development Plan/s relevant to this appeal are as follows:- 

Bristol development core strategy – adopted June 2011  

6.3 Relevant policies within the above are as follows:- 

 Policy BCS 5 – housing provision 

 Policy BCS 10 – transport and access improvements 

 Policy BCS 21 – quality urban design 

 Policy BCS 22 – conservation and the historic environment 

Site Allocations and Development Management Policies -Local Plan 

adopted July 2014 

6.4 Relevant policies within the above are as follows: – 

 Policy DM 2 – residential subdivisions 

 Policy DM 23 – transport development management 

 Policy DM 28 – public realm 

 Policy DM 30 – alterations to existing buildings 
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 Policy DM 32 – recycling and refuse provision in new development 

 Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD) 

6.5 The following supplementary planning document is of relevance to this appeal 

The Downs conservation area character assessment (Appendix B) 

The relevant sections within the above document are as follows:- 

Land Use 

(7)  conversion of single dwelling houses and flats 

General Enhancement Objectives 

(5) conversion of large dwelling houses and flats 

National Planning Policy Framework 

6.6 The National Planning Policy Framework (The Framework) was revised on 19th

February 2019. The Framework sets out the Government’s economic, 

environmental and social planning policies for England and details how these 

are expected to be applied. It is, in itself, a material consideration in planning 

decisions. 

6.7 The Framework states that the purpose of the planning system is to 

contribute to the achievement of sustainable development, which can be 

summarised as meeting the needs of the present without compromising the 

ability of future generations to meet their own needs. At the heart of the 

Framework is a presumption in favour of sustainable development. This 

means “approving development proposals that accord with an up-to-date 

Development Plan without delay” or “where there are no relevant 

Development Plan policies, or the policies which are most important for 

determining the application are out of date, granting permission unless: i) 

the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of 

particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development 

proposed; or ii) any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and 

demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in 

this Framework as a whole.”

6.8 The Framework defines the three overarching objectives of sustainable 
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development as: 

An Economic Objective – to help build a strong, responsive and competitive 

economy, by ensuring that sufficient land of the right types is available in the 

right places at the right time to support growth, innovation and improved 

productivity; and by identifying and coordinating the provision of infrastructure;

A Social Objective – to support strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by 

ensuring that a sufficient number and range of homes can be provided to meet 

the needs of present and future generations; and by fostering a well-designed 

and safe built environment, with accessible services and open spaces that 

reflect current and future needs and support communities’ health, social and 

cultural well-being;

An Environmental Objective – to contribute to protecting and enhancing our 

natural, built and historic environment; including making effective use of land, 

helping to improve biodiversity, using natural resources prudently, minimising 

waste and pollution, and mitigating and adapting to climate change, including 

moving to a low carbon economy.

6.9 These objectives should be delivered through the preparation and 

implementation of plans and the application of policies in the Framework; they 

are not criteria against which every decision can or should be judged. Planning 

decisions should play an active role in guiding development towards sustainable 

solutions, but in doing so should take local circumstances into account, to 

reflect the character, needs and opportunities of each area. (emphasis added)

6.10 Paragraph 212 of the Framework advises that the policies within the Framework 

are material considerations which should be taken into account in dealing with 

applications from the day of its publication. 

6.11 Paragraph 213 of the Framework advises that existing policies should not be 

considered out-of-date simply because they were adopted or made prior to 

publication. Due weight should be given to them, according to their degree of 

consistency with the Framer and that the closer the policies in the plan to the 

policies in the Framework, the greater the weight that may be given. 

6.12 In addition to the overarching guidance within the framework, specific guidance 

relevant to this appeal may be summarised as follows: 
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 Paragraph 59 

 Paragraph 61  

 Paragraphs 109 and 110 

 Paragraph 122 

 Paragraph 127 

 Paragraph 192 

 Paragraph 196 

Other Material Policy Considerations 

6.13 Outside of the Development Plan and the Framework, there are other material 

considerations that need to be taken into account in relation to this 

development. In this case, the other material policy considerations are: 

6.14 The adopted local plans are currently subject to review, draft policies were 

published for consultation in March 2019.  Following publication of the draft 

document the West of England joint spatial strategy was withdrawn.  More 

recently the government have consulted upon the planning White Paper 

(planning for the future) which suggests further changes to the local plan 

system.  In response Bristol City Council await direction upon the future of local 

plans together with information which will be forthcoming from the West of 

England Combined Authority (WACA) prior to advancing the local plan review.  

6.15 Whilst only moderate weight can be attributed to the draft local plan, it is notable 

that the policy direction is one of protecting the existing housing stock. Draft 

policy H2 confirms:- 
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6.16 Whilst the appellant may seek to argue that a care home is a community facility, 

reference to the practice guidance *confirms that residential care homes are 

defined as “specialist housing” thus not a community facility.   

* PPG ID: 63-010-20190626   

6.17 Furthermore, The Assets of Community Value (England) Regulations, 

(Schedule 1) states that land which is not of community value includes “a 

building used or partly used as a residence” 

6.18 In addition, the (WACA) are preparing a spatial development strategy for the 

region.  The spatial development strategy has not yet reached the stage where 

it could comprise material considerations in the determination of this appeal. 

6.19 The adopted local plans thus whilst comprising the starting point for 

consideration of any application needs to be assessed as to whether policies 

therein are consistent with national policy as set out within the framework and 

practice guidance.  

6.20 In consideration of this appeal proposal we consider that adopted policies as 

referenced earlier this statement remain current and consistent with national 

policy, where any conflict is thought to exist we will explore this further within 

the foregoing paragraphs. 

7. Planning Consideration 

7.1 At section 2.2 of this statement I consider the main issues for consideration.   

7.2 For the sake of brevity I will consider each issue in turn, however, initially I 

comment upon the appeal proposal in general terms: 

General Comments 

7.3 The planning applications submitted for determination included a transport 

statement prepared by Entran.  This has been supplemented within the appeal 

submission by supplementary transport statement together with transport 

appendices A – E. 

7.4 In response, those instructing me and others have analysed the submissions 

made to the planning authority (the application submission documents) and 

subsequently to your Inspectorate (the appeal submission documents).   
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7.5 It is the settled community who experience the road network on a daily basis 

and ultimately suffer the consequences were inappropriate development is 

permitted. It is thus quite legitimate and appropriate for both the LPA and PINS 

to have regard to representations submitted by and on behalf of local residents, 

particularly where representations are supported by compelling photographic 

evidence. 

7.6 At paragraph 1.12 of the appellant’s statement, it is implied that officers 

recommended approval for this application on three separate occasions.  The 

facts of this case do not support that assertion, whilst it is agreed that officers 

initially recommended approval, the timeline for this application is as follows:- 

 The application was scheduled for determination at the planning 

committee on the 18th March, however as a result of the global pandemic 

the March committee meeting was cancelled and rescheduled for 29 April.   

 On 29 April the planning committee unanimously resolved to defer 

determination of the application pending an update report from officers 

setting out draft grounds for refusal of the application. 

 The application subsequently came forward for redetermination on the 27th

May.  The Officer’s report to committee on 27th May analysed various 

aspects of the applicant’s proposal concluding that with regard to the 

highway report submitted in support of the application that only limited 

weight could be afforded to that report. 

7.7 It is therefore the case that planning officers initially recommended approval of 

this application, however following more detailed analysis of the transport 

statement submitted that recommendation was changed to one of refusal in the 

officer’s report to committee on 27 May, 2020.   

7.8 Furthermore (notwithstanding the officer recommendation) it is an established 

principle that the decision-maker (in this instance the planning committee) is at 

liberty to reach a conclusion at variance from their professional officer.  In this 

instance it is notable that the decision to defer consideration at the April meeting 

was unanimous and the decision to refuse consent at the May committee 

meeting was supported by all but one member.   

7.9 It is entirely acceptable and appropriate for individual councillors to have regard 
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to their local knowledge and local circumstances when considering an 

application.  Councillors are entitled to refuse an application, notwithstanding 

the recommendation of the planning officers. 

7.10 If I now turn to the main issues, and for the sake of brevity comment in turn on 

each of those issues as identified in the section 2.2 of this report 

Issue 1 
Effect of the proposed development on the highway / Parking Load 

7.11 The application determined by the local authority was considered on the basis 

of the submitted transport statement, as officers correctly concluded the parking 

survey was not a snapshot in time and for this reason limited weight could be 

afforded to the findings of that particular report. 

7.12 Local residents have submitted evidence in support of their contention that the 

existing care home uses within Belvedere Road already cause significant issues 

(evidence supplemented by various photographs taken over an extended period 

showing the type and nature of issues experienced by residents) 

7.13 Whilst I have not personally experienced or viewed those incidents, the body of 

evidence submitted by residents supported by photographic evidence is 

persuasive , it clearly demonstrates that care homes operating without any off-

street parking cause significant and severe disruption within the local area. 

7.14 The supplementary information submitted as part of the appeal seeks to justify 

the proposed development on the basis of additional surveys undertaken since 

planning permission was refused. 

7.15 During this period since refusal the country has remained subject to varying 

degrees of restriction and lockdown.  This in of itself has significantly changed 

the traffic generally upon the road network but more specifically in this instance 

the temporary reduction in demand on street parking spaces.   

7.16 Prior to the commencement of pandemic associated restrictions in March 2020 

the residential streets in the environs of the appeal site (including Belvedere 

Road) was subject to regular out spill parking by commuters working in Bristol.  

The attraction of Belvedere Road and the surrounding road network is its 

proximity to places of work in the vicinity and the obvious attraction that the area 

falls outside of the residents parking scheme (RPS).  As such the roads within 
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the environs of the appeal site are unrestricted and available for parking all day.   

7.17 Furthermore schools and colleges have been subject to similar restrictions, thus 

again limiting traffic movements and demand for on road parking to drop off and 

collect children from school. 

7.18 It is also very relevant that family visits to nursing homes have also been 

subject to restriction during the pandemic, again significantly reducing demand 

for parking in the area. 

7.19 A small element of reduced demand for on street parking will be compensated 

for by residents themselves not driving to work, however, the number of 

residents who will be working from home comprises a small proportion of the 

‘normal’ demand for on street parking spaces.     

7.20 On this basis it is an unfortunate truth that any traffic load/parking beat survey 

undertaken during the pandemic will be unreliable and will significantly 

overstate the availability of on street parking.  Whilst I can understand the 

frustration for the appellant, it would be inappropriate for your Inspectorate to 

rely upon parking beat surveys which for reasons unrelated to the appellant or 

the transport consultant are inherently flawed due to a change in travel patterns 

and parking demand since the pandemic response started in March 2020. 

7.21 Notwithstanding the above the photographs submitted appended to  

s representations and other similar representations from other residents 

clearly demonstrate that notwithstanding issues relating to the parking beat 

surveys that problems exist in this area and existed prior to the lockdown 

restrictions. 

7.22 The proposed expansion of the existing dementia care home use (which clearly 

currently creates transport issues) can only exacerbate an issue which causes 

severe disruption to local residents. 

7.23 The proposal includes a suggestion that an application will be made for a Traffic 

Regulation Order (TRO)  to secure 4 No. parking bays upon the public highway 

dedicated for use by the care home.  (Emergency vehicles, deliveries etc.).    

7.24 Securing parking restrictions via TRO is a lengthy and costly process and there 

is no guarantee that the decision-maker would support an application if and 

when made.  Indeed the inclusion of the suggestion that for spaces should be 
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dedicated upon the public highway for both the existing and proposed use is in 

our view tacit acceptance by the appellant that there is an issue here (pre-

existing) that could be resolved if a TRO were approved.   

7.25 The granting of a TRO is not in the gift of the planning Inspectorate, mindful of 

the representations submitted in response to this application and subsequent 

appeal it is to be expected that the local community would vigorously object to 

any TRO proposal which limited on street parking.  On this basis it is unsafe for 

your Inspectorate to determine this appeal on the basis that a TRO would be 

granted. 

7.26 Additionally however the provision of dedicated parking bays does not resolve 

issues associated with waste collection, staff parking, visitor parking etc., none 

of which would be accommodated within the allocated bays.   

7.27 Within the appeal statement much has been made of the likely additional 

staffing load generated by this proposal.  The planning application forms 

indicate that the development will generate a requirement for the equivalent of 4 

full-time staff.  Whilst it is acknowledged that this would not necessarily equate 

to 4 staff been permanently on site, it is more likely to be made up of a number 

of part time staff with staggered hours and overlapping handover periods.  

Staggering staff hours which is normal within a care home and having a period 

of hand over does tend to exacerbate parking issues where staff drive to work 

as there will be periods where during the handover period the parking load 

could be doubled. 

7.28 Staff parking is only part of the ‘parking load’ generated by a care home, during 

normal (non Covid) usage this use will generate high demand for parking 

spaces emanating from ; family visiting relatives, doctors, deliveries, waste 

collection, care workers, cleaners, medical support staff etc.  To focus entirely 

upon direct employees does not provide the full picture in terms of increased 

demand for parking associated with the appeal proposal  

7.29 It is also pertinent that the CQC inspection and report of July 2019 identified 

various issues relating to staffing, the clear message within the review being 

that staff rotas showed an inconsistency in staff numbers on duty each day, it 

can reasonably be implied from the CQC report that improvement in the CQC 

rating would necessitate increasing staffing levels.   If current staffing levels 
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have been used as a means of projecting future staffing levels for an expanded 

home and I would suggest that on the basis of the CQC report staffing levels 

may well be understated. 

7.30 Paragraph 109 of the framework confirms that; development should only be 

prevented or refused on highways grounds if there would be unacceptable 

impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road 

network would be severe.  In this case I submit that the cumulative impact of the 

three existing care homes within Belvedere Road taken together with this 

proposal for an additional 17 bed spaces would exacerbate an already 

unsatisfactory situation.  On the basis of evidence I have viewed, I consider the 

cumulative impact would be severe for local residents and road users.  Allowing 

proposals which will create additional parking load which cannot reasonably be 

met will regrettably encourage illegal parking or inappropriate parking which in 

turn discourages other sustainable means of transport such as walking and 

cycling.  Examples include parking on pavements, restricting legal accesses, 

parking on road junctions (reducing visibility), blocking of the highway during 

collection and delivery periods and the needs of emergency vehicles attending 

site when no suitable on street spaces are available. 

7.31 Paragraph 110 of the framework confirms that applications for development 

should :  

a) give priority first for pedestrian and cycle movements both within the scheme 

and with neighbouring areas…  

c) create places that are safe, secure and attractive – which minimise the scope 

for conflicts between pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles, avoid unnecessary 

street clutter and respond to local character and design standards;  

d) allow for efficient delivery of goods and access by service and emergency 

vehicles. 

7.32 The appeal proposal fails to satisfactorily address the requirements set out 

within paragraph 110 of the framework.    

Issue 2 
The effect of the proposal upon the dwelling mix and inter alia the balance 
and inclusivity of the community. 

7.33 Policy DM2 of the site allocations and development management policies local 

plan sets out the adopted policy consideration when considering proposals for 
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residential subdivision shared and specialist housing.  The policy aims to 

ensure that development preserves the residential amenity and character of an 

area and the harmful concentrations do not arise.  The intensification of the use 

(converting 3 flats to create 17 additional dementia care bed spaces) would in 

my view fall within the category of specialist housing as set out within that 

policy. 

7.34 The policy confirms that consent should be withheld for development which 

would harm the residential amenity or character of the locality as a result of the 

following: 

 levels of activity that cause excessive noise and disturbance to residents; or 

 levels of on street parking that cannot be reasonably accommodated or 

regulated through parking control measures; or 

 cumulative detrimental impact of physical alterations to buildings and 

structures; or 

 inadequate storage for recycling/refuse and cycles 

Furthermore in cases where the development would create or contribute to a 

harmful concentration of such uses within a locality as a result of any of the 

following 

 exacerbating existing harmful conditions including those listed above; or 

  reducing the choice of homes in the area by changing the housing mix 

7.35 Evidence submitted by local residents in response to both the application and 

appeal confirm that the existing uses already generate a level of activity during 

the evening and early hours which can and does cause disturbance to residents 

particularly the coming and going of emergency vehicles attending the property.   

7.36 Furthermore this proposal clearly runs contrary to bullet point 2 of Policy DM 2 

insofar as this proposal is totally reliant upon on street parking that cannot 

reasonably be accommodated or regulated through parking controls.  The 

cumulative impact of the appeal proposal together with the other pre-existing 

nursing homes in the road will have severe impacts for local residents. 

7.37 The existing on-site storage facilities for waste and recycling (including clinical 

waste) is on the forecourt in front of number 8 Belvedere Rd.  The provision of 
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large commercial waste and recycling bins within a designated conservation 

area is of itself unsatisfactory. Notwithstanding the above the addition of 

another 17 residents and associated staff will generate more waste and 

recycling which will need to be accommodated within additional bins and/or 

more regular collection.  Both options are unsatisfactory adding to the unsightly 

bins on the forecourt of a property within the conservation area will exacerbate 

visual harm, additional roadside collections will cause yet further disturbance 

residents and other road users. 

7.38 The maintenance of a balanced and cohesive community necessitates having 

an appropriate housing mix.  The settled community readily accept the need for 

a wide range of property types and styles including within that mix specialist 

accommodation including care homes.  It is however equally appropriate that 

controls be imposed to ensure that the mix of uses does not become 

disproportionate or excessive within any given area.  Regrettably residents with 

dementia offer little in terms of positively contributing to community cohesion or 

support of local services and shops. Equally, staff will come and go according to 

their working hours and again will offer minimal contribution to the cohesion of 

the local settled community. 

7.39 In contrast the 3 flats within the appeal premises provide a form of 

accommodation at a price point below that of the larger single occupancy 

dwellings elsewhere within the environs of the appeal site, the existing flats thus 

contribute positively to the housing mix, providing accommodation at a more 

affordable level being of a size which can easily accommodated family use.  

This maintains a healthy mix of properties ranging from the existing care 

homes, larger detached houses and smaller flats.   

7.40 Residents accept and acknowledge what exists today provides an acceptable 

mix of dwellings and care homes within Belvedere Road, it is however equally 

appropriate to seek to maintain the current balance. 

7.41 For the reasons set out elsewhere within this statement this proposal tips the 

balance against further expansion of care facilities in this particular road.  The 

residents acceptance of the existing care uses demonstrate a willingness to 

absorb a mix of uses, however it is equally reasonable that there should be a 

limit on further expansion of care facilities in this road so as to maintain a 
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cohesive and diverse community. 

7.42 Policy DM 28 –confirms that development will be expected to: 

iv) reduce crime and fear of crime by creating a well surveilled public 

realm….

7.43 Dementia care homes tend not to provide particularly active frontages and their 

use and occupation is very different to that of houses or flats.  The appeal 

proposal will extend the frontage with lower activity levels (within the property) 

thus diminishing natural surveillance of the road. 

vi) ensure that any car parking and provision for servicing are appropriate to 

the context and are sensitively integrated so as not to dominate the public 

realm 

7.44 This proposal fails to provide any off road parking, or provision for servicing the 

site.  Submissions made by the settled community explain in detail (with 

examples) issues directly emanating from the existing care homes.  This 

proposal will exacerbate pre-existing problems with no satisfactory mitigation 

proposed (other than seeking to allocate 4 on road spaces for use by the car 

home).  The suggested TRO cannot be guaranteed and in any event the 

allocation of 4 spaces upon the public highway will reduce general parking 

availability to the detriment of road users and the settled community living in the 

area.    

7.45 Ambulances, hearses, delivery vehicles etc. will regularly block Belvedere Road 

when attending the existing site.  A matter which will only worsen with increased 

occupancy on site and which will not be mitigated by the proposed loading bays 

(if such parking bays are consented via TRO) 

7.46 Policy DM 32: recycling and refuse provision in new development 

7.47 I have previously referenced the waste recycling and clinical waste containers 

positioned in front of number 8 Belvedere Rd policy DM 32 specifically deals 

with waste and recycling confirming that:  

“development will not be permitted if recycling and refuge provision that meets 

the above capacity, design and access requirements cannot feasibly or 

practically be provided” 
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7.48 Caveat iii) of the same policy confirms that: 

“the impact of the provision on visual amenity, having regard to the need to 

minimise the prominence of the facilities and screen any external provision”. 

7.49 The bins and recycling containers are a dominant feature upon the frontage of 

number 8 Belvedere Rd.  The bins are neither sensitive nor appropriate to the 

context of the site frontage and comprise a discordant and visually disruptive 

feature in the public realm, exacerbated by the need to service the appeal site 

from the public highway with no on-site parking provision proposed. 

7.50 The above considerations are even more important for sites located within a 

designated conservation area (as the appeal site is so located). 

7.51 Whilst it is acknowledged that the existing waste and recycling provision on the 

existing care home site is pre-existing, this does not mean that an already 

unsatisfactory situation should be worsened by adding to the waste and 

recycling load placed upon the facility. 

Issue 3 
The effect of increasing shared housing/care homes upon the living 
conditions. 

7.52 Not wishing to repeat representations previously made, I would again refer the 

Inspector to policy DM2 of the site allocations and development Management 

policies local plan insofar as this proposal will worsen the existing harmful 

conditions explored above in respect to inadequate parking, inadequate 

provision for loading and unloading, inadequate provision for emergency 

vehicles and site servicing and exacerbating problems associated with 

inadequate storage of recycling/refuse. 

7.53 The explanatory text supporting core strategy policy BCS 18 usefully confirms: 

“A neighbourhood with a mix of housing tenures, types and sizes will 

be more able to meet the changing needs and aspirations of its 

residents, through changing life stages, household shapes and sizes 

or changes in income.  Providing greater housing choice increasing 

the opportunities for households to remain within their communities 

and promotes social equality and inclusion by easing geographical 

constraints on the search for appropriate homes.  Conversely in 

excess of single forms of dwelling for example flatted development and 
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subdivisions, will gradually limit housing choice will harmfully erode the 

mix and balance of a community.” 

7.54 My instructing clients acknowledge and agree the above, whilst the housing mix 

will rarely be perfect, the mix in Belvedere Road (including the existing care 

homes) provides an appropriate and proportionate mix of dwelling types and 

sizes.   

7.55 The existing flats within the appeal site contribute positively to that mix.  The 

loss of the flats will negatively impact the dwelling mix. The provision of an 

additional 17 dementia bed spaces will undermine the housing mix within the 

road and will be harmful to the maintenance of a balanced and inclusive 

community. 

7.56 The policy wording itself (BCS 18) confirms that all new residential development 

should maintain, provide or contribute to the mix of housing tenures, types and 

sizes to help support the creation of mixed balanced and inclusive communities.  

Whilst this policy applies to the design of new development, I consider it is 

equally appropriate to apply similar criteria to proposals which would negatively 

impact the housing mix (via conversion) such as the appeal proposals. 

8. Summary 

8.1 This Statement has reviewed the relevant Development Plan policy framework 

as it applies in this case, together with the other material considerations.   

8.2 In considering any planning application and mindful of the Framework’s 

presumption in favour of sustainable development it is the decision makers role 

to weigh in the balance those aspects of a proposal which are positive against 

those which are negative.   

8.3 It is acknowledged that the UK population is an ageing population, this, coupled 

with increasing life expectancy brings with it increased demand for good quality 

dementia care.  This simple fact is not disputed and it is incumbent upon the 

whole community to ensure that appropriate and dignified facilities exist to care 

for people suffering this most debilitating of conditions.   

8.4 It is however equally appropriate that where there is unmet need that this is 

appropriately located capable integration into the community without harm or 

prejudice to other sectors of the same community.   
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8.5 In this case the community have accepted the establishment of 3 existing care 

homes within the same road.  It is therefore not a case where residents have 

been resistant to change or have sought to block development which does 

contribute in part to the mix of the community in the road.  The issue, as I have 

set out within this statement, is the cumulative impact of converting another 

building in the same road to form additional bed spaces.   Regrettably the 

experiences of local residents is that the impact of the existing care homes has 

been severe and thus they do not wish to see that issue exacerbated further by 

expansion of the existing care home. 

8.6 The framework usefully reminds us at paragraph 7 that a very high level, the 

objectives of sustainable development can be summarised as; “meeting the 

needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to 

meet their own needs”.  It is thus appropriate within a residential suburb for the 

settled community to expect to go about their daily activities without 

unreasonable levels of disturbance or disruption.  As planners we have a duty 

to ensure that many competing factors are fairly and appropriately balanced 

when reaching decisions which can affect existing communities.  Where we get 

it wrong the character and social cohesion of an area can be changed 

permanently.   

8.7 A good example of this is can be seen in many university towns and cities 

where increased ‘studentification’ of individual roads or areas has brought about 

significant social change and in many instances driven out the settled 

community.  While steps have been taken subsequently to limit the negative 

impact that a single user group has on an area, it is fair to say that policy 

protection now in place has come too late for many.   

8.8 Whilst issues relating to care homes are very different to students, there is the 

potential for a similar result creating an imbalance between residential uses and 

care could incrementally change an area, discouraging people to move into a 

street or encouraging existing residents to move out.  For this reason it is 

important that whilst the appeal proposal may appear relatively small in 

proportion to the totality of the number of bed spaces within Belvedere Road, 

the incremental cumulative impact is significant. 
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8.9 The appeal benefits are limited to the creation of additional dementia care beds, 

creating additional employment opportunities and a small contribution to the 

local economy during the construction phase.  In contrast, the negative impacts 

include exacerbating an already strained road system with no capacity to 

accommodate the demands placed upon it by additional traffic/parking load, 

exacerbating an existing unsatisfactory waste and recycling arrangement and 

degrading the housing mix in the area.  It should also be remembered that 

occupiers of dementia care homes do not contribute significantly to support 

local shops or community services.  The negative impacts in this case when 

weighing the planning balance tip the balance against this development and I 

urge your Inspectorate to dismiss this appeal. 

David Jones MRTPI, MRICS 
Managing Director 
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APPENDIX – A  
Names of persons instructing these representations. 



Ref. 15593 Page 24  Date: 21 January 2021 

Sonya Szpojnarowicz               
Uma and Peter Nair-Davies     
Louise and Chris Jones           
Ayah and Walid Nawwar          
Maria and Dom O’Callaghan    
Belvedere Rd)
Zoe and James Eastwood       
Marco Maestri                          
Bristol
Chris and Joanna Elson           
John and Jayne Williams         
Eliza and Paul Rawlings          
Carol Simmonds                      
Laura and Dominic McEwan    
Julie Gilg                                  
Oliver and Karen Bennett         
Jacques Desallais                    
Will and Sarah Lawrence-Hills 
Melanie Burns                          
Maireed and David Andrew      
Lena Ekstrom                           
Martine and Sam Taylor           
Mary Carroll                             
Stephen and Mariella Morgan  
Sam and Eden Warren-Mant   
Henry and Yve Cowell             
Julia Lietzau                             

 Kate and Andy Whitehead       
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APPENDIX – B  

Conservation Area character appraisal 













Appendix B Parking Survey Methodology








