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9 Landscape and biodiversity

10 Flood risk

11 Sewage management 
(grading not possible)

12 Energy strategy

13 Local food production

14 Overall use of land

15 Overall transport impact 
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CROSS-CUTTING POINTS

• This particular Spectrum Appraisal process did not comprise a ‘closed’ group of stakeholders. 
Despite similar high attendance numbers at the second day-long event (60-70), around half of 
those attending were new. This does not allow effective iterative comparison of the gradings: 
grades are therefore effectively isolated ‘snap shots’ of separated stakeholder opinion and can 
not be considered a reflection of ‘progress’. Nevertheless, it allowed input from a broader group 
of stakeholders, which was an express intention of South Gloucestershire Council. Stakeholder 
opinions were recorded and considered fully in the subsequent reporting allowing for valuable 
ongoing appraisal and development of the plan document. For a full list of attendees, please 
contact the Council in the short term. In due course the list of attendees will be released with the 
full report.

These following points do not fit into any one criterion. Neither were they made explicit by 
stakeholders; but they were prompted by them, and have been extrapolated and reframed by the 
Spectrum team, to whom they were implicit from the discussions:

• While there was unanimous agreement on the need for a comprehensive and strategic approach 
to development, there was an ongoing concern from both sides about the level of detail to be 
included in the Supplementary Planning Document (SPD), with some wanting less and some 
more. Stakeholders asked for clear justification for where the ‘line’ is drawn, particularly with 
regards to the Concept Masterplan.

• There were fundamentally divergent views on land use planning approaches, in particular on 
how (if at all) to mix use in the Enterprise Areas and around transport hubs and community 
facilities (e.g. Concorde Museum). Some stakeholders believe zoning to be the best way as it 
maximises economic growth, while others see greater mix of use, even in the Enterprise Areas, 
as a way of achieving better quality urban environment.

• Stakeholders expressed ongoing concern on the issue of community infrastructure delivery, 
citing the area’s previous track record, particularly in Bradley Stoke. This has prompted 
significant levels of dialogue on the topic at previous consultation events, which have provided 
valuable sources of information, particularly on delivery of assets and potential service providers. 
It is notable however that there has been no recorded discussion during these Spectrum 
Appraisal events on the involvement of the community in their establishment or longer-term 
management, for example through the establishment of Community Land Trusts. 

• Discussions on local centres focused predominantly on their number and location (as opposed 
to the criteria or processes that might define their sustainability) and no agreement was reached 
during stakeholder discussion. This is unsurprising perhaps given their complexity and 
interrelationships with so many other variables, not least development finance, transport strategy, 
land use, retail viability and community management. The SPD therefore has no clear steer from 
stakeholders at this stage on how to proceed other than the second bullet above on striking the 
right balance between guidance and flexibility.
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1

Housing diversity

1

• There was division on this criteria, with some suggesting the issue was ʻproblematicʼ and the other ʻsatisfactoryʼ.
• Location of higher densities/intensities of development is still reliant on a clear, comprehensive transport strategy.
• The housing numbers (5,700) and concept masterplanʼs ʻbuilt footprintʼ donʼt correlate (at 40dph) - what will give? GI?
• An examination of the definition of ʻaffordabilityʼ is needed. Could it include a proportion of self-build? Would value be 

maximised through community management via, for example, Community Land Trusts? Exemplar self-build 
communities typically 30-40 units. Feasibility at this late stage unclear.

• Existing employment zones incompatible with residential. The new Enterprise Zone may benefit from a transition of 
uses focusing residential near transport hubs, main routes and community facilities (e.g. Concorde Museum).

2

Education provision

2

• Stakeholders felt this criterion was largely ʻsatisfactoryʼ on the understanding that 1) stated delivery targets were met 
and 2) positive ongoing discussion between SGC, BCC and developers continued. 

• Educational needs of the neighbouring areas still unknown. 
• Location of secondary school awaiting comprehensive consideration of most criteria, particularly land use and 

transport.
• Suggestion that delivery of primary schools could be prioritised given they can be provide flexibility in use.
• Greater clarity needed on high quality walking and cycling (W&C) network links to schools.
• Links between schools and live sustainability education: food production (e.g. city-farm, orchard, chickens, etc.), on-

site grey/black-water treatment, examples of sustainable construction, GI/BI.
• A short-fall in funding and available places at primary schools in the local area was highlighted (£10.5m and 300 

places), and the integrity of the Patchway Community College Building, which was reported by one stakeholder to be 
“falling down”.

3

Access to local centres

3

• More stakeholders felt this criteria was ʻproblematicʼ this time (as opposed to ʻnegotiableʼ last time). 
• No clear idea evident on 1) what constitutes an attractive, viable local centre, 2) how many could be sustained in the 

new neighbourhood, or 3) how they might fit with Cribbs and the new Enterprise Zones. Further work needed through 
comprehensive strategy. Should focus be on ongoing process rather than end result? 

• No detail yet on forthcoming public transport services. Transport and land use planning impossible without. High quality 
walking and cycling (W&C) networks are critical to access. SPD lacking clarity on a permeable network and links with 
major destinations (Parkway, Cribbs, Southmead, etc.) 400m/800m walking radii is an arbitrary rule of thumb. Should 
proposed centre be relocated to align with public transport and W&C main junction? Should bus and local rail dove-tail 
to ensure service provision whether local rail stations open or not? Proposed new bus interchange should integrate 
with this to reduce number of changes, and there should be a ʻhierarchy of interchangesʼ. A fully justified and 
comprehensive access strategy is needed.

• There is opportunity for greater local autonomy. Challenge to the supermarket model needed (i.e. weekly shop by car 
for all consumable needs). Essential facilities listed by stakeholders: shopping store, cafe, PO, bank, dentist, GP, 
healthy/locally grown/organic food, community-run indoor space, schools, sports facilities, location for Mums/children 
and elderly, ʻlocalisedʼ atmosphere, accessible by all modes. Buildings need to be versatile to accommodate change in 
use. Question mark remaining on feasibility of Cribbs Causeway, which is dominated by road infrastructure, becoming 
the areaʼs community centre. Comprehensive consideration needed on best approach to integration.

• Mix of use dependent somewhat on socio-political position of Council - see ʻcross-cutting notesʼ above.
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4

Cribbs-Causeway (formerly: ʻTownʼ centre re-shaping)

4

• Stakeholders feel this issue is still ʻproblematicʼ (despite deferral of decision on regional retail allocation).
• There is evident confusion on how the SPD should ʻtackleʼ Cribbs-Causeway (and Patchway Trading Estate). It falls 

within the strategic plan document, but timescales and ongoing policy discussion have precluded progress on this 
topic. Cribbs also significantly impacts on neighbouring local centres, both new and existing, and their role and function 
- see criteria on ʻAccess to local centresʼ above.

• Suggestion of a specific ʻchapterʼ on Cribbs Causeway in SPD that acknowledges uncertain policy position, but 
provides some clarity on about its long-term aims and overlapping influences.

• Stakeholders supported a greater mix of uses at Cribbs and a reduction in car dependence, but substantial re-
development would be needed and with relative costs and timescales. Questions remained as to feasible quality of 
public transport provision.

• Greater permeability of sustainable mode network needed between Cribbs and the new neighbourhood.

5

Access to local work opportunities

5

• A clear majority stakeholders felt this criterion was ʻsatisfiedʼ, albeit with individuals expressing some concerns.
• Concerns focused on: 1) accessibility of employment (and training/education) to local people, 2) opportunities for 

SMEs and smaller businesses, 3) main physical barriers to physical access (e.g. A38, A4018, quality of public 
transport, quality W&C), 4) level and prescription in SPD, and 5) zoning and location of employment (a clear steer 
needed here from South Glos Council on its socio-political position - see ʻcross-cutting notesʼ above).

• Uncertainty remains on how new residents would (wish to) access Bristol City Centre on public transport given new 
local rail station is uncertain and there are no quick connection to Parkway. Comprehensively considered transport 
strategy needed.

• There was a suggestion that the SPD should account for the economic benefits of built environments that provide 
quality walking and cycling infrastructure. 

6

Access to city-wide jobs and services

6

• Large majority of stakeholders still saw this criteria as either ʻproblematicʼ or ʻnegotiableʼ. 
• In defining policy for the allocated area, the SPD needs to demonstrate a clear understanding of the wider context.
• Concerns still cover most aspects of local transport infrastructure and service provision: 1) the high levels of road 

congestion, 2) the uncertainty around opening of new rail stations (and links to Parkway, Bristol City Centre and 
Avonmouth), 3) the lack of high quality W&C route connection (with Parkway, major employers, Southmead, and 
Avonmouth), 4) the existing limited bus service provision, and 5) uncertainty around improvements to bus services.

• Ongoing uncertainty around zoning, mix of use and varying densities/intensities of development (e.g. for example, 
should high density residential area be focused on possible local rail hubs?)

• Suggestions to move new bus interchange to more convenient route junction. Questions on how that might impact on 
GI strategy.

7

Cycling networks

7

• Stakeholders felt this criterion was either ʻnegotiableʼ or ʻsatisfactoryʼ.
• Concerns were on: 1) strategic links across site, 2) permeability with Cribbs, 3) links outside of allocation area to main 

destinations, 4) crossing of major barriers (railways, A38, A4018), 5) quality of existing routes on and crossings across 
major distributors, and 6) connections across M5.

• Specific mention of need for cycle infrastructure to allow both genders and all ages to use safely. Stipulated use of the 
5 criteria in the NCN guidelines a useful guidance policy for designers to follow. Technical knowledge required for 
effective translation into detail.

• Specific mention of the need for: 1) a ʻwalking and cycling design codeʼ, 2) ʻfiltered permeabilityʼ (i.e. ʻcoarse grainʼ/
semi-permeable network for cars, ʻfine grainʼ/fully permeable network for sustainable modes), 3) natural surveillance, 
4) parking solution that doesnʼt detract from cycling, 5) cycle lane along Greystoke Ave, and 5) allowing horses on 
multi-user green routes.
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8

Access to green space

8

• A wide range of opinion again from ʻproblematicʼ to ʻsatisfactoryʼ, with most settling on ʻnegotiableʼ.
• Over-riding concern was on disconnect between stated housing numbers and expected densities on the one hand and 

GI/BI objectives (i.e. built footprint on ʻConcept Masterplanʼ insufficient to provide housing numbers).
• Other concerns on: 1) lack of integrated approach with GI/BI and W&C routes (e.g. strategic E-W links and up along 

Henbury Trym to Patchway), 2) loss of 7 adult rugby pitches and some junior, some of which can be incorporated with 
schools, but not all, 3) topography/uneven terrain also an issue in pitch provision, 4) visual impact of development 
West of A4018, 5) lack of policy links with schools, 6) role of allotments in green space provision and links with 
education, 7) lack of space for allotments.

• Suggestion for choice to be given to residents: parking space or growing space (with access to car club car?)

9

Landscape and biodiversity

9

• Despite ongoing lack of evidence and detail on the process of comprehensive development, the majority of 
stakeholders considered this criterion ʻsatisfactoryʼ, content that it would be dealt with via individual applications.

• Major concerns were: 1) conflict between built footprint and GI/BI in Concept Masterplan, 2) lack of evidence on 
biodiversity or clear idea for how masterplan-level data would be integrated in a comprehensive development, 3) lack 
of integration with blue infrastructure network (inc. SuDS and other water attenuation and treatment areas), walking 
and cycling network, and destinations (e.g. schools), 4) lack of justification in SPD for stated GI/BI approach: the ʻrole 
and functionʼ of each element of GI/BI infrastructure needs to be made clear.

• More specific concerns related to: 1) future management of GI, 2) lack of clarity on Haw Wood, 3) landscape impacts, 
particularly along ridge-lines.

• It is notable that there were no representatives from Natural England on the day.

10

Flood risk

10

• In contrast to last time, stakeholders felt this criterion was either ʻnegotiableʼ or ʻsatisfactoryʼ.
• The Environment Agency (EA) have specified: 1) a Greenfield Qbar rate (or 30% less than the pre-development run-off 

rate) for all storms up to the 1 in 100 year plus climate change event, which would be in line with both PPS25 and the 
NPPF, 2) that there should be no development in either the Flood Zone 3 plus climate change outline or the reservoir 
breach zone (downstream of Catbrain reservoir), 3) that surface water strategies should follow the principles detailed in 
section 9 of South Gloucestershire Councilʼs Strategic Flood Risk Assessment, and 4) that a range of SuDS techniques 
should be used to address both volume of run-off and water quality.

• 70% of the site drains West into the Henbury Trym; 30% East to Bradley Brook. There are known flood capacity issues 
along Bradley Brook already, with potential impact along other water courses as a result of this development. The EA 
have specified a comprehensive approach to water management across the entire new development area, which, in 
addition to the above: 1) investigates opportunities for river corridor or downstream flood risk improvements, and 2) 
determines the critical duration of the receiving watercourse. 

•  Wessex Water are currently undertaking a sub-regional study that includes the allocation area and will consider 
options for improvements to the water and waste drainage infrastructure - see ʻSewage Managementʼ below. 

• (There has been no input yet from Bristol Water on water supply and capacity, nor discussion on water usage on site.)
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11

Sewage management (no grading due to lack of information)

11

• There was no grading from stakeholders on this criterion because there was a lack of information available; Wessex 
Water are in the process of carrying out a sub-regional study to assess options and cost implications.

• Current foul water infrastructure runs down alongside the Henbury Trym to Avonmouth Sewage Treatment Works. The 
plant has spare capacity to accommodate foul water from this scale of new development, but the existing pipe-work 
does not. The most cost effective option would be to increase pipe size and continue draining straight to Avonmouth, 
but this would involve 20m wide excavation works along the route, and the existing pipework runs down through the 
highly sensitive landscape of Blaise Estate and its steep broadleaf wooded limestone gorge. In the Bristol 1997 Local Plan 
it is a: ʻWildlife Network Siteʼ (NE6), ʻCity-wide Siteʼ (NE5), ʻCounty Siteʼ (NE5), ʻHistoric Landscapeʼ (NE9), ʻHistoric 
Landscape Restoration Siteʼ (NE10), adjoins ʻScheduled Ancient Monumentʼ (Castle Hill) (B22), ʻLandscape 
Featuresʼ (NE2). Possible alternatives involve pumping it via another route.

• Due to site constraints (in terms of land availability) Wessex Water suggest that on-site black-water treatment would not 
significantly mitigate pressure on wider network, but agreed there is still scope for small/pilot-scale on-site treatment to 
overlap with education, SuDS, and GI/BI network. There was no discussion of how that could be managed (i.e. through 
community group or local service providers).

12

Energy strategy

12

• In contrast to last time, stakeholders suggested this criterion was largely ʻsatisfactoryʼ with some even suggesting that 
it was ʻexemplaryʼ (the only criterion to have achieved this). That said, a greater number of individual stakeholders 
suggested it was ʻnegotiableʼ, which makes more sense given that there is no energy strategy in the SPD to speak of. 
The Multi-Utilities and Strategic Infrastructure Study (MUSIS) is expected to provide some solutions at a strategic level, 
though details are unclear on how this will be taken forward or what the SPDʼs role is now in providing a strategic 
approach to energy. As an evolving document it could incorporate further iterations at a later stage perhaps. 

• With regards to energy use on site, the SPD echoes the Core Strategy (Policy CS1) by asking that, prior to 2016, new 
buildings achieve Code for Sustainable Homes Level 4 (or BREEAM ʻVery Goodʼ). This goes no further than Building 
Regulations (Part L), which will be the equivalent of Code Level 4 for energy from 2013, but it does raise the expected 
standard for other elements of building construction included within the BREʼs assessment methodologies: indoor 
water use, materials, surface water management, waste, pollution, health, management and ecology. 

• The addition of “...or demonstrate how development ʻoutperforms the building regulationsʼ” offers some flexibility to 
developers, depending on how it is interpreted, that could open carbon reduction strategies to other sectors such as 
transport, waste or food production.

13

Local food production

13

• In contrast to the first workshop, stakeholder groups felt that this area was either ʻsatisfactoryʼ or ʻnegotiableʼ.
• Of particular relevance was the information that the area was not Grade 1 agricultural land, which would render most 

local arable food growing initiatives financially unsustainable. Recommendations were to focus instead on food growing 
better suited to lower grade agricultural land such as orchards and poultry (perhaps through a modest community 
centre or ʻcity-farmʼ), with suggestion for there to be strong links between those initiatives and schools, particularly 
primary schools. There were further recommendations for a more comprehensive approach to ʻedible landscapesʼ and 
the integration of local food production with the Green Infrastructure network (e.g. fruiting trees and hedgerows), as 
well as linking the new development with the countryside. Bristol Zoo was interested in linking to local food (and 
presumably the processing of organic waste). There were suggestions too of how local food markets might be allowed 
to take place in any new local centres.

• There was ongoing concern on the amount of land needed for allotments and the lack of available land within this 
allocation, and there was a question mark over the demand for allotments in the area. In Bristol there are 6 allotment 
ʻplotsʼ per 1,000 population in Henbury and Southmead Neighbourhood Partnership Areas, which is below the minimum 
standard of 7 per 1,000. Bristol residents are given priority to these. There are waiting lists of between 1 and 123. One 
stakeholder suggested that developers could give new residents the choice of a parking space or growing space 
(perhaps with access to a car club car).

• There was no further discussion this time on the potential to increase space by increasing density or intensity, though 
this is arguably less important in this context given the low grade of the land. There was also no further discussion on: 
1) providing high quality links with food growing to ʻcheaper landʼ in the Green Belt, 2) the potential for allotments and 
food growing areas to be included in the open or green space standardsʼ, or 3) management, design, and the general 
need to retain amenity garden space. 
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14

Overall use of land

14

• Stakeholder groups felt this was either ʻsatisfactoryʼ or ʻnegotiableʼ, though with a clear majority of individuals 
suggesting it was the latter or ʻproblematicʼ.

• Main concerns much the same as last time: 1) zoning versus mix of use; 2) SPD too restrictive; 3) the uncertainty of 
local centres and Cribbs Causeway, 4) the uncertainty around new rail stations, and 5) the lack of clarity over how 
promoters were to manage a combined approach. 

• A specific concern raised this time was the disconnect between quantum of housing as shown on the Concept 
Masterplan, which it is suggested would not deliver housing targets. This would impact on other policy areas such as 
Green Infrastructure.

• There was a specific suggestion that the current employment areas are evidently not suited to residential use (and that 
any mix of use would need to be appropriately matched). There was a difference of opinion on what the focus of the 
Enterprise Zones should be: see notes above on the need for the Council to make its ʻsocio-politicalʼ position clear, 
though there is some ongoing confusion on the different roles of the LEP and the Council in this matter.

• One group agreed that an average of 40dph was suitable for this location.

15

Overall transport impact 

15

• Stakeholder groups felt this was largely ʻproblematicʼ or ʻnegotiableʼ, though with some grading it as ʻsatisfactoryʼ and 
others as ʻunacceptableʼ (the only criterion to have this lowest grading).

• Due to lack of time, there was no opportunity to discuss this criterion in plenary and it was noted that this was 
problematic in itself given its importance.

• There remains no comprehensive area-wide transport strategy that demonstrates how new development will minimise 
car use. Main concerns were the same as last time: 1) issue of traffic generation, congestion and pollution, 2) very 
limited public transport (and uncertainty on future provision), 3) no ʻplan Bʼ if local rail stations not delivered, 4) lack of 
fully permeable network of high quality walking and cycling routes to key destinations, 5) lack of integration with key 
destinations such as schools, 6) solutions to network pinch-points (e.g. Parkway Bridge) and other barriers (e.g. 
Patchway underpass, A38, railways).

• Suggested solutions this time included: 1) introducing parking charges at the Mall; 2) ʻpump primingʼ public transport to 
encourage sustainable travel choice from start. 

• Other improvements to be considered in a holistic transport strategy could include: focusing intensity/density of 
residential and employment around hubs/interchanges, car-free streets, periphery parking, car-clubs, residential 
parking charges (taken off house price if they opt out), etc.
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EXEMPLARY  
• criterion likely to be fully satisfied
• implementation process straightforward and predictable

SATISFACTORY 
• criterion likely to be adequately fulfilled
• implementation process reasonably straightforward and predictable

NEGOTIABLE 
• criterion could be adequately fulfilled 
(subject to future negotiations such as the uncertainties of further work needed, 
funding availability, negotiations with other agencies and developers) 

PROBLEMATIC 
• criterion will not be satisfied without significant re-design of elements of the scheme

UNACCEPTABLE  
• criterion is not capable of being satisfied given the current scheme
• fundamental re-think is necessary

NOTE ON ASSESSMENT IN PLAN-MAKING & POLICY

At strategic or ‘spatial framework’ level decision-making stakeholders often 
choose yellow because they are aware successful implementation is 
dependent on future decisions.

At these events it is therefore responsibility of the facilitators and recorders 
to ensure that those future variables (comments, discussions, suggestions) 
are included within the plan going forward.  The grading is predominantly a 
‘snap-shot’ communication tool to focus attention on areas of concern.

Further assessment work will be needed at detailed masterplan level.
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The Spectrum Appraisal process was developed over a lifetime of academic study and 10 years of practical research 
on a variety of live projects. We are aware therefore that the rational behind it may not always be self-evident. If you 
have any queries, please do feel free to contact us. 
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