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1. Key Findings  
 

 

 

 There is a great deal of support for AEK Boco’s role and contribution to the 
local community, especially in terms of positive activities for young people. 
However there are a number of concerns with how the proposed changes the 
club has requested would affect local residents: 
 

 The most common concern is that increased usage would lead to more 
noise and anti-social behaviour alongside worsening traffic issues 
(congestion, parking and pedestrian safety) 
 

 Objections to the fencing, pitch re-orientation and spectator stands were 
often based on fears of reduced public access and usage of the pitch (for 
various activities and by children), in favour of singular use for adult football 
matches.  

 

 The suitability of the residential location for these changes was raised by a 
number of respondents, and in particular how the light pollution from 
floodlights would affect the quality of life in houses adjacent to the pitch, as 
well as how the infrastructure could reduce the value of their properties. The 
pitch was considered to be too near housing. 
 

 There is concern amongst some respondents that accepting these changes 
would be a slippery slope to AEK Boco requesting further development in 
future. The site was considered too small to allow future development and 
that the club should find a new site if this was a long term aspiration. 
 

 Lack of trust in the council and AEK Boco increase scepticism that these 

changes could be managed responsibly or that the decision will be made 

fairly. Historical and current behaviour of the football club and supporters, 

unsatisfactory enforcement of the lease’s rules by the council, along with 

broken promises from local councillors, council officers and the club, have led 

to a general sense of powerlessness in being heard, being able to influence 

decisions, or solve impediments to quality of life around the playing field.   
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2. Consultation purpose, methodology 
and response 

 

 

Research Objectives 

The purpose of this consultation was to seek views from residents and local 
organisations on the impact of potential changes to Greenbank playing fields. This is 
in order the help the council make an informed decision on whether to grant 
landlord’s permission to AEK Boco football club for the changes they have 
requested. 

 

The changes requested include: 

 Up to 8 permanent 15m high flood light columns, fitted with the latest LED 
lighting units 

 1.8m high permanent fence, around the perimeter of the main pitch, which 
must remain opened when a league match is not being played, to allow use of 
the space by the general public 

 2 permanent covered spectator areas adjacent to the main pitch 

 Increased use of the main pitch by; 1 weekday evening match (if floodlights 
are used these will be off by 21.30hrs) and 1 Saturday match (if flood lights 
are used these will be off by 19.30hrs) 

 Moving the cricket provision to Fisher Road playing fields 

 Rotating the main pitch, only if required, to accommodate reduced impact on 
immediate site neighbours to alleviate lighting concerns and accommodate 
potential conflict with the main sewer that runs along the north boundary of 
the site 

 

 

Methodology 

 

Data Collection Process 

 

Since this consultation affects residents who live near Greenbank Playing fields, the 
consultation information and a paper copy of the survey were posted to 1,786 
households within 600m distance from the playing fields. 

 

11 notices was also placed on Fisher Road, Tennis Court Road and Anchor Road to 
notify residents of the consultation. 

 

The consultation process was supported by a dedicated consultation webpage which 
hosted all consultation documents, an online survey and a paper survey to 
download: https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/consult.ti/Greenbank18/   

https://consultations.southglos.gov.uk/consult.ti/Greenbank18/
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As part of the consultation we also welcomed comments made online and by letter, 
email, and over the phone and these contact methods were promoted on 
consultation literature. 

A consultation drop-in event took place on Tuesday 25th September 18:00 – 20:00 at 
Longwell Green Community Centre where residents could talk to officers from the 
council 

 
A survey was open online and in paper format from 10th September until 5th October 

 

 

Data Analysis Process 

 

In line with all consultations, we have looked at how different groups of residents 
perceive the proposals will impact them. This includes all protected characteristics in 
order to fulfil the final Equalities Impact Analysis and Assessment.  

 

For this particular consultation we have also considered how proximity to the playing 
fields also impacts participants’ views and experiences. To do this, with the 
quantitative data, we looked at three levels of proximity: 

 “Local residents” within 600m of the playing fields (these are the residents 
who were posted invitations to participate in the consultation) 

 Residents in “close proximity” to Greenbank Playing Fields, which includes all 
houses within a postcode that is less than 100 meters from the playing fields 

 Residents whose houses share a postcode with the playing field; this often 
means their houses share a street or a boundary with the playing field. 

Since we had a much larger number of responses for The BS15 3RZ postcode than 
there are households, and therefore the majority of these responses are very unlikely 
to be residents in that postcode, we have provided the results of respondents who 
share a postcode with the playing field at an individual postcode level. This allows us 
to see the responses from residents in very close proximity to the playing field 
without being overshadowed by the large volume of results from BS15 3RZ. 
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Map of households in “close proximity” to Greenbank Playing fields, by postcode 

 

 

 

Sample and Response 

 

The survey received a total of 673 responses, of which 291 were completed online 
and 382 were received as paper copies. 

 

523 responses were from individuals stating a postcode of those households 
contacted about the consultation by post, suggesting a response rate of 29%. An 
additional 150 responses were received from individuals who were not specifically 
invited to take part in the consultation. 

 

We note that the postcode in which AEK Boco football club is based (BS15 3RZ) 
produced 93 more responses than there are households. As no other postcode has 
produced more than 100% response rate, it may be assumed that a possible reason 
for this is that a certain number of members of the public have submitted surveys 
using the club’s postcode as their residential address. There is no way to identify 
how many of these 124 responses are the residents we contacted. However it is 
clear that the vast majority of them cannot be residents, so we hope that by 
comparing the results from this postcode to results in 5 other similar postcodes 
which also include parts of the playing field, it can be seen what the responses of the 
small number of residents within this group are most likely to be similar to. 
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Table 1. Number of households who were contacted by post to take part in consultation by 
postcode and response rate 

Postcode 
Number of 
households % Response rate 

BS15 3RZ 31 400% 

BS15 3HB 1 100% 

BS15 9RS 1 100% 

BS15 3SG 32 88% 

BS15 3SQ 8 88% 

BS15 9NG 48 85% 

BS15 3SH 10 80% 

BS15 3SL 14 71% 

BS15 9NS 3 67% 

BS15 3SF 25 60% 

BS15 3SJ 15 60% 

BS15 9NP 2 50% 

BS15 9QX 4 50% 

BS15 3RA 38 47% 

BS15 3SN 15 47% 

BS15 3RB 31 42% 

BS15 3SW 27 41% 

BS15 9NR 15 40% 

BS15 9SU 20 40% 

BS15 3SA 18 39% 

BS15 3QS 21 38% 

BS15 3GP 3 33% 

BS15 9NH 3 33% 

BS15 9NW 21 33% 

BS15 9NN 26 31% 

BS15 3QN 17 29% 

BS15 8QX 17 29% 

BS15 9NJ 24 29% 

BS15 3SB 25 28% 

BS15 3RX 22 27% 

BS15 3BU 36 25% 

BS15 3QU 32 25% 

BS15 3SD 4 25% 

BS15 8PA 4 25% 

BS15 3BX 37 24% 

BS15 3QP 13 23% 

BS15 9NL 22 23% 

BS15 3BY 31 23% 

BS15 8QZ 18 22% 

BS15 3QX 34 21% 

BS15 3HL 10 20% 
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BS15 3SR 10 20% 

BS15 8QU 20 20% 

BS15 9PS 25 20% 

BS15 3QJ 16 19% 

BS15 8SA 28 18% 

BS15 9SX 28 18% 

BS15 9SG 29 17% 

BS15 3QQ 12 17% 

BS15 3QR 6 17% 

BS15 3RY 6 17% 

BS15 8QT 18 17% 

BS15 8SF 30 17% 

BS15 9GR 6 17% 

BS15 3HN 14 14% 

BS15 3QE 7 14% 

BS15 3QW 21 14% 

BS15 8HH 7 14% 

BS15 3RD 30 13% 

BS15 3QZ 16 13% 

BS15 9NT 8 13% 

BS15 8QR 33 12% 

BS15 3QL 9 11% 

BS15 3QH 19 11% 

BS15 3QT 30 10% 

BS15 9YS 10 10% 

BS15 3HJ 21 10% 

BS15 9SQ 32 9% 

BS15 3BT 22 9% 

BS15 3EJ 22 9% 

BS15 9SH 33 9% 

BS15 9SJ 35 9% 

BS15 3HF 13 8% 

BS15 9ZG 14 7% 

BS15 3BS 30 7% 

BS15 8SE 31 6% 

BS15 9NU 16 6% 

BS15 3HH 18 6% 

BS15 8SD 23 4% 

BS15 3QG 30 3% 

BS15 3DG 9 0% 

BS15 3EW 1 0% 

BS15 3HQ 20 0% 

BS15 3HW 4 0% 

BS15 3PD 1 0% 
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BS15 3QF 28 0% 

BS15 3QY 12 0% 

BS15 3SE 7 0% 

BS15 8QP 11 0% 

BS15 8QS 1 0% 

BS15 8SB 2 0% 

BS15 9GF 1 0% 

BS15 9LA 14 0% 

BS15 9NQ 1 0% 

BS15 9QP 1 0% 

BS15 9SF 24 0% 

BS15 9SY 5 0% 

BS15 9SZ 5 0% 

BS15 9YP 2 0% 

BS15 9ZD 2 0% 

 

 

34 Emails, 3 letters and 4 telephone calls were received. 

 

 

 

General Caveats 

 
The results of this consultation may not statistically representative of the views of 
South Gloucestershire residents due to the nature of the consultation methodology 
used. The level of response, information gathered and views obtained still provide a 
useful indicator of wider opinion and any important issues that will need to be 
considered. 
 
Due to the software used and the different response options open to respondents, it 
was possible for people to submit more than one response. This has been monitored 
during the consultation period and analysis and it does not appear to have been 
abused or be a significant issue affecting the response. 
 
Any obvious duplicate comments, personal information and comments that can 
identify individuals, have been removed from the comments analysis. 
 
Percentages used in this report have been rounded and may not add up to exactly 
100%. For some survey questions, respondents could select more than one 
response which also means that percentages or number of responses, if added 
together, can total more than 100% or more than the number of responses received. 
 
We have included all responses received direct to us as part of this consultation 
report, however we are aware of other comments made particularly via social media, 
in comments made to news articles online and in letters to the press that we have 
not been able to practically include. 
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A full list of all comments made is available on request. 
 

Further Information 

This report was produced by South Gloucestershire Council’s Corporate Research & 
Consultation Team. Further information about this report is available from the 
Corporate Consultation Officer:  
     01454 868408 
     consultation@southglos.gov.uk   
     www.southglos.gov.uk  
    South Gloucestershire Council, Corporate Research and Consultation Team, 
Council offices, Badminton Road, Yate, Bristol, BS37 5AF 
 

  

mailto:consultation@southglos.gov.uk
http://www.southglos.gov.uk/
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3. Survey Analysis 
 
 

3.1. Perceived impact of individual changes 
requested 

 
 
Floodlights and additional matches were the aspects which were expected to be 
most detrimental to local residents, as they were expected to cause too much light 
and noise pollution and increase the current issues with traffic congestion and 
parking. 
 

 
Floodlights 
 
Overall most local residents (75%) and residents in close proximity to the playing 
fields (55%) said the floodlights would have a positive or no effect on their 
household. However Respondents in close proximity to Greenbank are significantly 
more likely to believe floodlights would have a strong negative effect on their 
household (26% vs. 8% other residents within 600m and 1% for residents further 
away). Furthermore, looking at the postcodes which contain the playing field (Table 
3), in all cases except BS15 3RZ where a large number of non-residents have 
participated, the majority of respondents say there would be a negative effect to 
some extent. Residents in BS15 9NG, which contains Tyler Close, are most likely to 
expect strong negative effects (73%). 
 
Residents of retirement age (65+) are significantly more likely to say there would be 
a negative effect (42% vs 25% working age), and disabled respondents twice as 
likely to expect a strong negative effect from floodlights (28% vs 14% non-disabled 
respondents). 
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Table 2. Q2 “Regarding the installation of floodlighting, to what extent would this have any 
negative effect on your household / premises?” 

 
Respondents 

Total 

Proximity to Greenbank Age aggregate Disability Aggregate 

Close 
proximity  

Local 
residents 

Other 
residents 

Working 
age 

Retirement 
age Disabled 

Not 
disabled 

Base 637 312 203 71 433 156 40 534 

Positive or no effect 67% 55% 75% 89% 74% 58% 65% 71% 

Total Negative 
effect 

32% 45% 24% 11% 25% 42% 36% 29% 

Small negative effect 8% 10% 8% 6% 6% 15% 5% 8% 

Moderate negative 
effect 

8% 9% 8% 4% 7% 10% 3% 7% 

Strong negative 
effect 

16% 26% 8% 1% 12% 17% 28% 14% 
 

Base: All respondents providing data on location, age or disability (n=643) 
 
 
Table 3.Q2 (Floodlights) by postcodes in very close proximity to Greenbank Playing Fields 

  

Total 

Postcodes which Greenbank Playing Fields is within 

Respondents 3RZ 3SA 3SF 3SG 3SH 9NG 

Base 591 124 7 15 28 8 41 

Positive or no effect 65% 89% 29% 20% 29% 38% 10% 

Total Negative effect 34% 11% 72% 80% 71% 63% 87% 

Small negative effect 9% 2% 0 20% 11% 25% 7% 

Moderate negative effect 8% 1% 29% 27% 14% 13% 7% 

Strong negative effect 17% 8% 43% 33% 46% 25% 73% 

Base: All respondents providing data on location (n=591) 

 

Overall, respondents are most likely to comment that the effect on their household 

would be an increase in light pollution (74 comments), followed by an increase in 

congestion and parking issues (33 mentions) – presumably from the increased use 

of the pitch in the evenings. This may also be why concerns about noise levels had 

30 comments. 23 respondents mentioned that the light would shine into their house. 

 

Disabled respondents tended to comment on light coming into their living spaces 

(e.g. kitchen, living room) or bedrooms, whilst retirement age respondents more 

often commented on the light pollution in general and the detrimental effect of the 

floodlights on the green space and residential area as a whole. 

 

 

 

 

Disabled resident, Greenbank Road 

“The light will enter my home that I pay council tax for and will adversely 

affect my sleep as I have to go to bed early due to my working hours. This 

would have an adverse effect on my health and wellbeing. I have seen how 

these lights ruin others’ lives and I don't want this to happen to me.” 
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Retirement age resident, Colthurst Drive 

 

Residents adjacent to the pitch often mentioned the light spilling into the rooms of 

their house, with some expecting this to cause a lack of privacy or affect their or their 

children’s ability to sleep. 

 

 

Working age resident, Tyler Close 

 

Table 4. Q3 “Please detail how the lighting would impact your household / premises” 

Theme Number of comments 

Increase in light pollution  74 

Traffic and parking congestion 33 

Increased noise levels 30 

Do not want light shining through windows 23 

Not a problem/ minor inconvenience 18 

Young children will be kept awake 12 

An open space for everyone to enjoy not just football 12 

Lights are too close to houses 12 

Increase the rate of anti-social behaviour 10 

Negative impact on sleep for residents 9 

The lights are too high 9 

Looks unattractive 9 

Negative affect on wildlife 8 

Will interfere with view from house 8 

Negative impact on environment 6 

General negative impact on residential area 6 

Miscellaneous 6 

Don’t know/unsure 5 

Legal issues 5 

Will decrease value of homes 5 

Dangerous parking  3 

How often will lights be used? 3 

Equalities disability access 2 

Positive effect/ more lighting useful 1 

Car park should be made bigger 1 

LED lights affect eye conditions 1 
Base: respondents who believe floodlights would have a negative effects: n=191  

“The floodlighting will be within 12 metres of my house, this can 

only have a disruptive effect on the use of the rooms in the house” 

“Spoiling the local environment - light pollution 

and the view of the open space by towers” 
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Increased Use 
 
 
Half of all residents in close proximity to the playing field expect there to be some 
negative impact on their household from the increased use of the pitch for football 
matches. Residents in close proximity to Greenbank are significantly more likely 
to perceive a strong negative impact from the additional matches (30% vs. 12% 
other residents within 600m and 7% other respondents). In particular, the majority of 
residents from those postcodes which include the pitch (apart from 3RZ) expect 
there to be some negative impact, with the bulk of respondents in most of these 
postcodes imagining the negative impact to be strong. 
 
Disabled respondents and retirement age respondents are significantly more 
likely to expect a strong negative impact (33% disabled vs. 18% non-disabled; 
25% retirement vs. 15% working age respondents), with over half (52%) of 
retirement age respondents expecting some negative impact on their household. 
Disabled and retirement age respondents provided similar comments to other 
residents regarding the negative effects of noise, congestion and disturbance to a 
residential area. 
 
 
Table 5. Q4 Regarding the increased use of the main pitch with an additional evening match 
(finishing by 21.30) and Saturday match (finishing by 19.30); to what extent would this have 
any negative effect on your household / premises? 

 
Respondents 

Total 

Proximity to Greenbank Age aggregate Disability Aggregate 

Close 
proximity  

Local 
residents 

Other 
residents 

Working 
age 

Retirement 
age Disabled 

Not 
disabled 

Base 643 313 204 71 433 159 42 534 

Positive or no effect 59% 
 

51% 60% 86% 67% 48% 52% 64% 

Total Negative 
effect 

41% 50% 40% 14% 32% 52% 47% 36% 

Small negative effect 11% 8% 19% 6% 11% 10% 14% 10% 

Moderate negative 
effect 

9% 12% 9% 1% 6% 17% 0 8% 

Strong negative 
effect 

21% 30% 12% 7% 15% 25% 33% 18% 

Base: All respondents providing data on location, age or disability (n=643) 
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Table 6.Q4 (Increased use of pitch) by postcodes in very close proximity to Greenbank Playing 
Fields 
 

Base: All respondents providing data on location (n=591) 

 

The main way the increased use of the football pitch was expected to impact 

households was noise (118 mentions), and related to this bad language / anti-

social behaviour (46 comments). 

An increase in the volume of people (13 mentions) and traffic was also expected, 

which participants stated would cause congestion (82 mentions), parking (103 

mentions) and safety issues (12 comments). 

 

 

 

 

 

Disabled resident, Northfield Avenue 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Resident, Greenbank Road 

 

  

All 
respondents 

Postcodes which Greenbank Playing Fields is within 

Respondents 
3RZ 3SA 3SF 3SG 3SH 9NG 

Base 591 124 7 15 28 8 41 

Positive or no effect 58% 86% 29% 20% 25% 50% 5% 

Total Negative effect 41% 14% 71% 80% 75% 51% 93% 

Small negative effect 11% 5% 0 0 11% 13% 2% 

Moderate negative effect 9% 2% 14% 20% 14% 13% 20% 

Strong negative effect 21% 7% 57% 60% 50% 25% 71% 

“We will suffer greater traffic and parking down a very congested 

area on match days. It really is dangerous. The club is far too big. 

“It is already noisy following matches and training during the week and 

weekends when people are leaving the ground they shout and beep their car 

horns. We have young children. This would affect their sleep. Parking is 

already in short supply - they block up side roads. This would only get 

worse. The facilities are not adequate for an increase in visitors 
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Table 7. Q5 “Please detail how the additional matches would impact your household / 

premises – be as specific as possible” 

Theme Number of comments 

Increased levels of noise 118 

Car parking 103 

Increase in traffic congestion 82 

Bad language/anti-social behaviour 46 

Public space should not be taken over 22 

Increased volume of people 13 

Local residents sleep is disturbed 13 

Safety concerns 12 

Lighting will be disturbing 12 

Miscellaneous 9 

Young children/families affected by noise 8 

local infrastructure is already stretched 5 

Minimal impact 5 

Negative impact on dog walkers 4 

The club should move away to fulfil ambitions 3 

contravention of FA guidelines 3 

More litter/mess 3 

Not sure / don’t know 2 

positive impact on community 1 

Acoustics of area amplify the sound 1 

Equalities disabled access 1 

The club will continue to get bigger 1 

Energy efficiency concerns 1 

Negative impact wildlife 1 
Base: respondents commenting on increased usage n=250 
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Spectator stands 
 
Respondents who live in close proximity to Greenbank are significantly more likely 
to say the spectator stands would have a strong negative impact on their 
household (25% vs. 10% other residents within 600m). In particular, over half of 
respondents from postcodes 3SA, 3SG and 9NG felt the stands would have a strong 
negative impact on them. 
 
Respondents who said they were disabled or at retirement age were significantly 
more likely to say the stands would have a strong negative effect (26% disabled vs. 
14%, and 21% retirement age vs. 13% working age). 
 
 
Table 8. Q6 “Regarding the two permanent covered spectator areas; to what extent would this 
have any negative effect on your household / premises?” 

Break % 
Respondents 

Total 

Proximity to Greenbank Age aggregate Disability Aggregate 

Close 
proximity  

Local 
residents 

Other 
residents 

Working 
age 

Retirement 
age Disabled 

Not 
disabled 

Base 636 312 202 71 431 157 42 532 

Positive or no 
effect 

70% 60% 78% 89% 77% 62% 67% 73% 

Total Negative 
effect 

29% 40% 21% 11% 23% 37% 33% 26% 

Small negative 
effect 

7% 8% 8% 4% 6% 10% 5% 7% 

Moderate negative 
effect 

5% 7% 3% 4% 4% 6% 2% 5% 

Strong negative 
effect 

17% 25% 10% 3% 13% 21% 26% 14% 
 

Base: All respondents providing data on location, age or disability (n=643) 
 
 
 
 
Table 9. Q6 (spectator stands) by postcodes in very close proximity to Greenbank Playing 
Fields 

  
All 

respondents 

Postcodes which Greenbank Playing Fields is Within 

Respondents 3RZ 3SA 3SF 3SG 3SH 9NG 

Base 591  124 7 15 28 8 41 

Positive or no effect 69% 89% 29% 33% 36% 75% 10% 

Total Negative effect 29% 11% 71% 54% 65% 26% 90% 

Small negative effect 7% 2% 14% 27% 4% 13% 12% 

Moderate negative effect 5% 2% 0 7% 7% 0 15% 

Strong negative effect 17% 7% 57% 20% 54% 13% 63% 

 
Base: All respondents providing data on location (n=591) 
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The main perceived issue with the spectator stands was the loss of community 

space (50 comments). It was felt by some that dedicating the space only to football 

was inappropriate (18 mentions), and that in particular it would impede dog walkers 

(10 mentions). Whilst other residents felt that it would make the green space 

unattractive (33 mentions) 

Additionally, noise (48 comments) and anti-social behaviour (25 mentions) were 

concerns; some respondents felt that the area the pitch was in and the stands would 

amplify the noise too (8 comments).  

The increase in people visiting (15 mentions) is also expected to cause more traffic 

and parking difficulty (33 mentions).  

 

 

 

Local resident, not close proximity to playing fields 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Tyler Close resident 

  

“It would look ugly when walking past what is currently a nice green space. We've 

already lost the green area further up on Greenbank Road to the new houses.” 

“We already suffer anti-social behaviour from the players and coaches on the 

pitch using continual bad language. The users of the clubhouse are noisy and 

the addition of spectator areas would encourage crowds outside of match hours 

causing anti=social behaviour possible including drug use, which already takes 

place on the site. It will restrict public use of the site even further” 
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Table 10 Q7 “Please detail how the spectator stands would impact your household / premises” 

Theme 
Number of 
comments 

Public will lose more space 50 

More noise and shouting 48 

Increase parking/traffic pressures 33 

Will look unattractive / worsen views 33 

Increase anti-social behaviour 25 

Public space should not have stadiums built on 
them/ inappropriate use of public space 18 

More people/crowding 15 

Miscellaneous 13 

Negatively affect dog walking 10 

Noise is amplified by area 8 

Don’t know 4 

House value will decrease 4 

No impact 2 

Insufficient information provided 2 

Changes are unnecessary 2 

Don’t want additional lighting 1 

Privacy issues 1 

Goes against FA guidelines/recommendations 1 
Base: respondents who believe the spectator stands would negatively impact their household (n=177) 
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Fencing 
 

Residents who live in close proximity to the playing fields are significantly likely to 
believe the fencing would have a strong negative effect on their household (26% 
vs. 14% other residents within 600m). In particular, the majority of residents from 
postcodes 3SA, 3SG and 9NG said the fencing would strongly negatively affect their 
household.  
 
Retirement age respondents are slightly more likely to perceive a strong negative 
impact from the fencing (22% vs. 13% working age). 
 
 
Table 11. Q 8” Regarding the installation of a 1.8m high fence; to what extent would this have 
any negative effect on your household / premises?” 
 

 
 
Table 12. Q8 (fencing) by postcodes in very close proximity to Greenbank Playing Fields 
 

  
All 

respondents 

Postcodes in which Greenbank Playing Fields is included 

Respondents 3RZ 3SA 3SF 3SG 3SH 9NG 

Base 591  124 7 15 28 8 41 

Positive or no effect 68% 88% 29% 40% 32% 50% 10% 

Total Negative effect 30% 12% 71% 46% 68% 50% 91% 

Small negative effect 5% 3% 14% 13% 7% 25% 17% 

Moderate negative effect 6% 1% 0 13% 7% 25% 15% 

Strong negative effect 19% 8% 57% 20% 54% 0 59% 

Base: All respondents providing data on location (n=591) 

 
 
The main issue with the fencing was how it might limit access to a public open 
space (82 comments), which some respondents described as the football club taking 
over public land (17 comments). In particular, respondents were sceptical that AEK 
Boco would keep the gates unlocked at the times they should, based on 
experience of the club’s current behaviour (10 comments) 
 

 
Respondents 

Total 

Proximity to Greenbank Age aggregate Disability Aggregate 

Close 
proximity  

Local 
residents 

Other  
residents 

Working 
age 

Retirement 
age Disabled 

Not 
disabled 

Base 635 311 201 72 431 154 41 532 

Positive or no effect 69% 59% 77% 90% 77% 65% 68% 72% 

Total negative effect 30% 41% 23% 9% 26% 35% 32% 28% 

Small negative effect 6% 8% 3% 1% 6% 5% 5% 5% 

Moderate negative 
effect 

6% 7% 6% 4% 4% 8% 5% 6% 

Strong negative effect 19% 26% 14% 4% 13% 22% 22% 17% 
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The main groups of residents that respondents felt this change would affect were 
dog walkers (9 comments) and children (11 comments) 
 
Other respondents had aesthetic concerns; 52 said the fencing itself would look 
unattractive, and 18 participants said it would obstruct views of the green space.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Tyler Close resident 

 
Table 13. Q9 “Please detail how the fencing would impact your household / premises – be as 
specific as possible” 

Theme Number of comments 

Will limit access to public open space 82 

Fencing will be unattractive 52 

Obstruction of views 18 

AEK Boco are taking over public land 17 

Miscellaneous 15 

Negative impact on children who like to play on the fields 11 

Gates remaining open is laughable / based on current 
behaviour they would lock the gates 10 

Negative impact on dog walkers 9 

May encourage anti-social behaviour 7 

Small/ minimal impact 6 

Where will the fence be built is not clear 6 

AEK Boco will continue to grow and take over area 6 

Parking obstructions 5 

Will prevent the playing of cricket 5 

The public already feel unwelcome on fields 4 

Will look and feel like a prison 4 

Damage to wildlife and vegetation 4 

Not suitable for this area/local infrastructure 4 

Not sure/don’t know 4 

Devalue houses 4 

Additional noise 3 

Negative impact on wellbeing 2 

None 1 
Base: respondents who feel the fencing will negatively impact on their household (n=187) 

The fence that is there already is an eyesore. The original proposals were that this 

fence would be removed when there was no play - this was never enforced and community 

use is affected by this - a higher fence would further restrict the community.” 
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Re-orientation of football pitch 
 
Respondents who live in close proximity to the club are significantly more likely to 
expect the re-orientation of the football pitch to have a strong negative effect on 
their household (21% vs. 6% other houses within 600m). Residents of postcodes 
3SG and 9NG were significantly more likely to expect a negative impact. However 
there were no significant differences by age or disability. 
 
Table 14. Q10 “Regarding the re-orientation of the pitch within the site, to what extent would 
this have any negative effect on your household / premises?” 

 
 

 
Respondents 

Total 

Proximity to Greenbank Age aggregate 
Disability 
Aggregate 

Close 
proximity  

Local 
resident

s 

Other 
resident

s 
Working 

age 
Retiremen

t age Disabled 
Not 

disabled 

Base 630 306 199 72 430 151 42 525 

Positive or no 
effect 

76% 67% 84% 92% 
80% 77% 74% 79% 

Total Negative 
effect 

23% 33% 16% 9% 
21% 23% 26% 20% 

Small negative 
effect 

6% 7% 6% 3% 7% 5% 7% 5% 

Moderate 
negative effect 

4% 5% 4% 3% 4% 5% 0 4% 

Strong negative 
effect 

13% 21% 6% 3% 10% 13% 19% 11% 

 
 
Table 15. Q10 (re-orientation of football pitches) by postcodes in very close proximity to 
Greenbank Playing Fields 

 

  
All 

respondents 

Postcodes which Greenbank Playing Fields is included 

Respondents 3RZ 3SA 3SF 3SG 3SH 9NG 

Base 591  124 7 15 28 8 41 

Positive or no effect 74% 90% 43% 53% 32% 75% 20% 

Total Negative effect 23% 10% 43% 40% 67% 26% 76% 

Small negative effect 6% 2% 14% 20% 14% 13% 12% 

Moderate negative effect 4% 2% 0 0 7% 13% 5% 

Strong negative effect 13% 6% 29% 20% 46% 0 59% 

Base: All respondents providing data on location (n=591) 

 

One of the main concerns about the re-orientation of the football pitches was the 
loss of general use public space in favour of football usage (26 comments), which 
could prevent activities such as dog walking (9 mentions) or be detrimental to 
children (8 mentions). 
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Another major concern was how the lighting would affect houses nearby (20 
mentions, and that the pitch would be nearer / too near to houses (18 mentions). In 
turn this created concerns that it would be easier to hear noise from spectators (14 
comments). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Colthurst Drive resident 

 
 
 
Table 16. Q11 “Please detail how the re-orientation of the pitch would impact your household / 
premises – be as specific as possible” 

Theme Number of comments 

Loss of more public space 26 

Negative impact of lighting  20 

Will be closer / too close to residential 
properties 18 

Increased noise from spectators 14 

Miscellaneous 14 

Changes are unnecessary 10 

Could prevent exercising dogs 9 

Negative effect on children 8 

Don’t know/unsure 8 

Not suitable site/local infrastructure 8 

Not enough information provided 6 

Not an issue/problem 6 

AEK Boco taking over 5 

No space for cricket 4 

Parking/ traffic congestion 4 

Decrease the value of houses adjacent 3 

Drainage impact 1 

Litter and mess 1 

Equality disability  1 

Legal challenge 1 

 
Base: respondents who feel the re-orientation of the football pitch could negatively impact their 

household (n=130) 

  

“The re-orientation of the pitch would bring the pitch, noise, proposed 

floodlighting and fencing even closer to our property. In addition, I find it 

hard to understand how the club can say they promote children’s sport when the 

re-orientation would mean the loss of one or more of the children’s pitches” 
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Relocation of cricket pitch 
 
There were no significant differences in how participants felt about the relocation of 
the cricket pitch by distance, age or disability. The majority of respondents, including 
those within close proximity felt that this would have no negative impact on their 
household. 

 
Table 17. Q12. “Regarding the relocation of the pitch to Fisher Road, to what extent would this 
have any negative effect on your household / premises?” 
 

 
Table 18. Q12 (relocation of cricket pitch) by postcodes in very close proximity to Greenbank 
Playing Fields 

  
All 

respondents 

Postcodes including Greenbank Playing Fields 

Respondents 3RZ 3SA 3SF 3SG 3SH 9NG 

Base 591  124 7 15 28 8 41 

Positive or no effect 86% 95% 71% 80% 75% 50% 76% 

Total Negative effect 12% 5% 29% 14% 25% 38% 19% 

Small negative effect 3% 1% 0 0 7% 0 7% 

Moderate negative effect 3% 2% 0 7% 7% 0 0 

Strong negative effect 6% 2% 29% 7% 11% 38% 12% 

Base: All respondents providing data on location (n=591) 
 
 

 

Some respondents commented that this change would have no impact on them (8 

comments), or that they were unsure what it would mean (4 comments). However 11 

respondents did not want to lose the cricket pitch from this area. Other 

respondents felt that all club facilities should be moved to Fisher Road (7 mentions), 

whilst some felt that AEK Boco were a positive part of the community (8 comments). 

 

 
Respondents 

Total 

Proximity to Greenbank Age aggregate Disability Aggregate 

Close 
proximity  

Local 
residents 

Other 
residents 

Working 
age 

Retirement 
age Disabled 

Not 
disabled 

Base 628 305 199 70 426 152 39 525 

Positive or no 
effect 

88% 87% 90% 90% 88% 88% 90% 88% 

Total Negative 
effect 

12% 13% 10% 10% 11% 12% 0% 11% 

Small negative 
effect 

3% 4% 1% 3% 2% 4% - 3% 

Moderate negative 
effect 

3% 2% 4% 3% 3% 1% 3% 2% 

Strong negative 
effect 

6% 7% 5% 4% 6% 7% 8% 6% 
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Table 18. Q12 “Please detail how the re-location of the pitch to Fisher Road would impact your 

household / premises – be as specific as possible” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Base: respondents who feel the relocation of the cricket pitch could negatively impact their household 

(n=60) 

 

 
Greenbank Road resident  

Theme Number of comments 

Do not want to lose cricket 11 

No impact 8 

The club is a positive asset to the community 8 

Miscellaneous 7 

AEK Boco should move its facilities to Fisher Road 7 

AEK Boco should not be allowed to take over 5 

Don’t know/unsure 4 

Please don’t build more houses 3 

Will reduce the maintenance of the site 2 

Drainage issues 2 

Small impact 1 

Where is Fisher Road? 1 

“Cricket is a more pleasant sport and does not threaten 

the nearby residential properties as much as football” 



26 
 

3.2. Other comments or concerns 
 
The most prevalent feedback concern over parking (63 comments), along with 52 
comments on traffic congestion.  
 
Following this, there was a lot of support for AEK Boco (63 comments), with only 6 
of these comments coming from the AEK Boco postcode in which a number of non-
residents submitted responses, suggesting this is the genuine view of local residents 
rather than just supporters of the club. In fact a lot of the comments showing support 
for the club also included concerns around parking, congestion or unrestricted 
public access and use (51 comments). For many local residents the idea was good 
in principle - and the club were currently positively contributing to the area - but there 
had not been enough evidence provided by the council or club that this much 
development in this particular area could / would be managed or mitigated in any 
way.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Resident of Colthurst Drive 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Resident of Highfield Avenue 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 Resident of Westfield close 

 
 
 
Therefore, it’s little surprise that a number of residents considered it a better option 
that AEK Boco relocate to another site where they would be able to develop the 
football pitch further (46 comments), or to avoid the club ‘taking over’ the general use 
playing fields (33 comments). 
 
A number of respondents re-emphasised their concerns about noise (31 mentions), 
anti-social behaviour (35 mentions) and the floodlights (15 mentions) 

“AEK Boco football club brings a vast amount of positivity to the area 

keeping young children active and in a safe supervised environment” 

“I think an improvement to the land both, lights, boundaries and a stadium would 

only benefit the club. I do think additional parking should be considered” 

“I was in favour of AEKBoco using the field to begin with and the pavilion is 

an improvement on what was there. However, I feel like they've been too 

successful and have outgrown these facilities in regard to playing areas. This 

is and always has been a public open space, well used by residents to walk 

dogs, have picnics, do sport and other exercise. It is our only local green 

space really but I think its days are numbered if these proposals go ahead” 
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Resident of Tyler Close (emphasis added) 

 
 
There were a number of concerns about the way the consultation had been carried 
out (16 comments); primarily why there was a need to consult on the issue again 
after the council had already declined other request from AEK Boco before, and 
suspicion that the council had already made a decision anyway, as well as concern 
the decision was not taking into account the right information (e.g. from technical or 
legal experts), and was being made by the wrong individuals (officers rather than 
councillors). 
 

 

  

“The traffic flow down Greenbank Road is particularly bad now, and with the new 
builds the parking issues and the flow of traffic is only going to get worse. Add 
flood lit pitches and the draw of more people wanting to watch and play of an 
evening, this is only going to exasperate the problem. How can AEK BOCO request 
the same request that was thrown out a few years ago, it seems quite 'bullish' 
behaviour that you are allowing to happen SG Council. This is a residential area, 
not a recreational sporting arena which it seems to be turning into. Perhaps if 
the club need these facilities, they should be looking to move to a more suitable, 
less built up area, that has plenty of parking and no houses surrounding the area 
in such a close proximity. 
” 
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Table 19. Q12 “If you have any other comments / questions on how these proposed changes 

may affect your household, or there are any issues you would like us to take into 

consideration, please let us know:” 

Theme Number of comments 

Parking issues 63 

Support for AEK Boco 60 

Traffic congestion concerns 52 

Public land should be available to all  51 

AEK Boco should relocate 46 

Swearing/antisocial behaviour concerns 35 

Do not want AEK Boco 'taking over'  33 

Noise concerns 31 

Proposals do not affect me 25 

Consultation complaint 16 

Floodlights concern 15 

None 11 

Miscellaneous 8 

De-value local properties 6 

Legal implications 6 

Equality disability access 6 

Unclear where Fisher Road is 5 

Don’t know 5 

Relocation vs re-orientation? - Unsure 4 

Dog fouling negative affect on the land 1 

Increase people/crowding 1 

Do not want to lose cricket 1 

Hot air balloons no longer able to land 1 

Conserve energy for lighting 1 

Issue with councillors 1 

Drainage issues 1 

 
Base: All respondents (n=309) 
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3.3. Profile of survey Respondents 

 
 
Table 20. Type of respondent 

Are you answering this survey as...?   

A local resident 646 
97% 

A manager, staff member or owner of 
a local business 

19 
3% 

 

Base: 665 

 
 
 
Table 21. Gender 

Respondents   

Are you?   
Female 273 

44% 

Male 320 
51% 

Prefer not to say 31 
5% 

 

Base: 624 

 

Table 22. Age  

Respondents   

How old are you?   
16 to 24 21 

3% 

25 to 34 39 
6% 

35 to 44 136 
21% 

45 to 54 160 
25% 

55 to 64 79 
12% 

65 to 75 115 
18% 

Over 75 47 
7% 

Prefer not to say 41 
6% 

 

Base: 638 
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Table 23. Ethnicity (aggregate) 

Respondents   
BAME 10 

2% 

White Other 33 
6% 

White British 521 
92% 

 

Base: 564 

 

Table 24. Disability 

Respondents   

Do you consider yourself to be disabled?   

No 537 
84% 

Prefer not to say 48 
8% 

Yes - Physical impairment 24 
4% 

Yes - Sensory impairment 4 
1% 

Yes - Mental health condition, such as depression, 
anxiety or schizophrenia 

11 
2% 

Yes - Learning disability/ difficulty or cognitive 
impairment 

5 
1% 

Yes - Long standing illness or health condition, 
such as cancer, diabetes or chronic heart disease 

20 
3% 

Yes - Other 6 
1% 

 

Base: 638 
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4. Other representations 
 
Issues raised by emails, letters, telephone and in person presented similar themes; 
the most common concern being that increased use would lead to more noise and 
anti-social behaviour alongside heavy traffic. Additionally, the other measures would 
serve to reduce public access and usage of the pitch for various activities and 
children, in favour of singular use for adult football matches.  
 
The suitability of the residential location for these changes was raised by a number 
of respondents, and in particular how the light pollution from floodlights would affect 
the quality of life in houses adjacent to the pitch, as well as how the infrastructure 
could reduce the value of their properties. 
 

4.1 Email and letter responses 
 

33 emails and 3 letters were received. The emails were received from 22 residents and 
one local councillor. The emails shown in the table below, and letters shown after the 
table. Themes of their content are summarised as follows: 
 
The most frequently mentioned issue is noise. Related to this, a number of 
respondents mention the use of offensive language and drinking as common forms of 
anti-social behaviour they currently experience and believe would get worse with 
increased use. 
 
The second most frequent issue is the potential loss of property value, particularly for 
houses on Tyler Close.  
 
Whilst all emails raised concerns, and none were in favour of the requested changes, a 
few mentioned specifically that they object to the proposals, and that they specifically 
object to AEK Boco making repeated requests to make changes. A few respondents 
also mentioned that the additions were not necessary since the club is not performing 
well this season so would not be expecting to play at a higher level next season. 
 
Quality of life is mentioned by a few respondents, and although most do not specify in 
what respect, one mentions stress. It is possible that many of the quality of life concerns 
relate to the increased volume of visitors or traffic to the area, as a number of emails 
mention congestion, parking and pedestrian safety. These concerns were 
occasionally linked to the development of new housing on Greenbank road, which would 
be exacerbated by the increased use of the football pitch. 
 
The loss of community or open space is brought up in a number of emails, in 
particular respondents are concerned about the usage of the playing fields becoming 
dominated by football, especially for adults, with less space for children and young 
people or other types of leisure activities. For this reason the reorientation of the 
football pitch and subsequent loss of the junior pitches was objected to by a 
number of respondents. Similarly, the loss of access to community space drove 
objections to the fencing.  
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The lack of trust with the council, both in making decisions on the playing field, and in 
enforcing AEK Boco’s use of the grounds were highlighted by a few respondents. 
Scepticism was also mentioned in relation to local councillors, however the main issue 
with mistrust of the football club itself due to its historical and current behaviour. This 
gave some rise to fears of the club having ambitions to develop the pitch even further 
into a stadium, and the council not preventing them. 
 
The suitability of the site for development was questioned by a number of respondents, 
with the residential location of the site being the main issue, but the size also brought 
into question. 
 
The floodlights were considered to be an issue by many respondents, due to both 
potential light pollution and being an eyesore. Additionally a number of respondents 
suspected that the distance of the floodlights from houses did not meet FA guidelines. 
 
The spectator stands were brought up by a few respondents but not with reference to 
what issue they would cause; context of the emails suggest either aesthetic reasons or 
moving usage of the playing fields away from general green space use towards a more 
built environment. 
 
A number of issues with the consultation process were raised, including the wording 
or questions chosen for the survey potentially influencing answers, the short timeframe 
respondents had to feed back to the council, the area selected for respondents, and the 
decision making process. 
 
 
  
Table 25. Email responses by resident 
Respondent  Comments 
Local resident A Dear Heather, 

Having read your following comments in the ‘Hanham & Longwell Green Voice’ 
(October Issue 26), I am very disappointed to read what you are quoted as saying 
(during the recent Greenbank Public Fields ‘Drop-in’ Consultation at Longwell Green 
on 25 Sept). 
Ref:  Page 2 – ‘Floodlights protest’ article: 
Quote  “Do you put 600 children on the streets or keep that fantastic facility? It’s all 
about balance. If the club went, the site would’nt be an asset. The grass would only be 
cut twice a year and there would be dog poo everywhere. It could easily go to rack 
and ruin.” 

Heather, my questions are: 
1)    Who from AEK BOCO has actually told you (or anyone else at South Glos Council) 
that they will stop using the fantastic facilities and football pitches (including their 
excellent Club House) at ‘Greenbank Public Playing Fields’ unless South Glos Council 
allow AEK BOCO to play even higher level league football there? 
Firstly - I would be amazed if anyone from AEK BOCO would use such an underhand 
(and surely not allowed) tactic to effectively try to blackmail South Glos Council to get 
even higher level ‘Adult’ football played there! 

Secondly - Surely not even you would believe that they would actually disband their 
many existing football teams, including their top teams (that depend on these 
facilities to remain in their current high level leagues), unless they were granted 
higher level football facilities and matches to be played there! 



33 
 

So, who is actually creating this new ‘Project Fear’ type spin? Is that AEK BOCO or 
you? 
2)    Who, apart from you, has actually stated that 600 children will be on the streets 
(if South Glos Council do not allow higher level football facilities to be installed at 
Greenbank Public Playing Fields?  (Particularly when such higher level facilities are 
actually only required for very high level ‘Adult only’ football league matches and 
not for children)? 
Note: It is actually our local residents that want Greenbank Public Playing Fields to 
continue being ‘primarily’ used by local children, teenagers and their families. 
However, if South Glos Council allows AEK BOCO to create a new 'even higher level' 
football ground with floodlights, stands, external fences, etc., then the current two 
very valuable ‘Junior’ size football pitches and other much needed open space for 
other family recreational use will be lost. So, actually taking away the current 
excellent children/youth related facilities, just to enable even more Senior ‘Adult 
only’ football to be played at Greenbank Public Playing Fields is not appropriate at 
this location if you ‘truly’ wish to keep local children off the streets (whether they 
play for AEK BOCO or play football/carry out many other types of sports/recreation 
there with their families and friends).  
For example, one of the main reasons why I (and many other people) moved here was 
so that we could actually regularly play football and other activities there with our 
children during evenings and at weekends, which I did for many years (and like many 
children they did not belong to AEK BOCO football club). 
 
Furthermore, if you and anyone else at South Glos Council believe that AEK BOCO 
‘must’ be allowed to continue progressing up through to the highest level football 
leagues in this country, then South Glos Council should be identifying another much 
more suitable future football ground location for such higher level teams to play at. 
For example, such as at the nearby and ideally located Grange Sports Academy 
College site, where a full-size floodlit football pitch plus another 6 floodlit hockey 
pitches have been located for many years and are no longer being used. 
Notes:  
a)    As previously mentioned many times before, South Glos Council already know the 
site very well as they have previously both owned and developed it as a big 
specialised sporting/community/business location. 
b)    It would not create great noise and other disturbance impacts on so many local 
residents, because it could be located between the Ring Road and existing/new school 
or business buildings (that of course are also very unlikely to be used during evenings 
and weekends when football matches and training needs to take place). 
c)     Both local and visiting football players/supporters from higher level teams would 
also then have excellent accessibility (via the Ring Road and other Main Roads). 
Therefore, minimising traffic congestion, pollution, parking issues, crowd noise and 
other disturbances, etc. 
d)    South Glos Council studies already recognise the need for many ‘more’ football 
grounds to be provided and that existing football pitch locations must also not be lost 
to other uses. Therefore, hopefully South Glos Council has already been aiming to 
maintain appropriate football facilities at existing sites (such as at the Grange site) to 
meet future higher level local community club use. 
e)    If for any reason a higher level football facility cannot be created at the Grange 
site (which would be a great pity as it would of course be ideal), then surely South 
Glos Council can ensure that another new suitable football pitch is included in any 
other future appropriate local building developments.  Note: Not necessarily in 
Hanham, as AEK BOCO players come from a very wide area beyond Hanham 
(particularly the older players who only want to play at the highest level and AEK 
BOCO most wants to attract from anywhere to help maintain their never-ending 
higher league aspirations. 
f)      If the Football Association, South Glos Council and Government do agree that 
AEK BOCO is a model football club and they all want to support their very big 
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ambitions to play in ever higher leagues, then surely more of the considerable FA 
wealth and Government influence should be used to help achieve e) above. 
Note: That would then allow the existing excellent Greenbank AEK BOCO football 
facilities to continue being used by the very many existing local Children/Youths and 
Adult AEK BOCO football teams (up to the current league levels allowed only). It 
would also help prevent the surrounding local residents’ quality of life, environmental 
and other recreational open space needs from being allowed to become even worse 
within this ever increasing populated residential area. 
 

Local Resident A Ref: South Glos Council’s Consultation (after being formally approached by AEK BOCO 
Football Club to give landlord’s permission to apply for planning permission for 
potential enhancements to the site.) 
  
For the attention of Dayana Eastwood (and the others copied in on this email), 
I (like many local residents) have been extremely disappointed at the way this 
Consultation has been conducted.  I have therefore even had to voice my concerns 
during a recent Hanham Parish Council Meeting on 3rd Oct 2018. 
In summary, these are the main reasons why I and many other local residents are so 
concerned about the inappropriate way this Consultation has been carried out. 
1)    This consultation should have only been for residents living within 600 meters of 
the Greenbank Public Playing Fields (who would be ‘directly’ affected if higher level 
football league facilities and football matches were to be allowed during both day and 
night times). However, we know that other people who live well outside of that area 
have also received them and therefore been allowed to respond. 
For example, a neighbour said his friend (who is a football fan and lives nowhere near 
Greenbank Playing Fields) was sent the Questionnaire. Despite his love of football, he 
said it was not right that people who do not live close to the Playing Fields should 
have been allowed to respond to such a consultation that naturally has no impact on 
them at all. 
2)    Some residents who do live within 600 meters of the Greenbank Public Playing 
Fields did not even receive a Consultation letter.  Therefore, how many others living 
close by may have also not have received them and therefore have not taken part in 
this consultation? 
3)    Those who did receive the Questionnaire were expected to reply very quickly (by 
21st Sept). 
Note: Only when the very short Consultation time was challenged by a resident did 
the Consultation completion time get extended (via very costly 1st Class letters) to 5th 
Oct. 
4)    The Questionnaire itself was written in such a way as to avoid actually asking local 
residents the most important and relevant questions that needed to be asked.  Such 
as: 
If South Glos Council allowed AEK BOCO football club to have ground enhancements 
(to enable them to play higher level football league matches and do training both 
during day and night times), to what extent would the following have on you and 
your families during the weekends and evenings: 
a)    Increased football match crowd sizes and the associating increased crowd noise. 
b)    Increased movements of cars, vans and coaches from all over South West England 
and possible from even further locations if they continued to get further promotion. 
c)     Less car parking spaces availability for local residents surrounding Greenbank 
Public Playing Field during the evenings and weekends (when most working family 
members are likely to be at home and need to be able to park their cars near to their 
homes). 
Note: This is even before the further 77 new homes are built in the same area. 
d)    The potential reduction in the value of your home if higher level football league 
matches are allowed by both day and night. 
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e)    The loss of the only two remaining good Junior football pitches (and the summer 
cricket pitch area) to enable one larger football ground to be created with floodlights, 
spectator stands and surrounding fences for Adult high-level football league matches. 
5)    The last AEK BOCO related public consultation took place locally in Hanham (and 
the venue was full of local residents voicing their concerns and objecting to the 
proposal to allow higher level league football facilities to be installed so close to so 
many surrounding residential homes).  However, on this occasion the drop in 
Consultation was not even held in Hanham! (It was held in Longwell Green.) 
Note: Why did South Glos Council not hold this drop-in event in Hanham (such as at 
the Hanham Baptist Church that is regularly used by South Glos Council as a Polling 
Station and it has even been used for a public meeting for our own MP). 
6)    There is no traceability regarding who may have actually submitted the latest 
Questionnaires. 
Note:  Any of the many AEK BOKO club members could have simply photocopied lots 
of them and inserted any local post codes on them to make it appear that there is 
greater ‘local’ support for higher level league football and night time use than there 
actually is. 
Furthermore, some local residents have not forgotten the very bad previous 
experiences associated with another AEK BOCO Planning Application process. On that 
occasion some official objections raised by local residents were submitted on the 
South Glos Council Planning Applications website and yet never ever appeared on 
there so they were never considered! 
Note: When challenged about that South Glos Council acknowledged that there had 
been an IT issue that allowed that to happen! 
 
This is a very good local community, who do talk to each other (including having open 
and honest conversations between both AEK BOCO members and the local residents). 
We can all progressively see why this current situation continues to get worse.  It is 
basically due to South Glos Council not taking its responsibilities seriously and 
professionally as our Council and Landlord for Greenbank Public Playing Fields. 
This is therefore resulting in a very good football club now progressively getting into 
conflict with its own local surrounding residents (who have mostly up to now been 
very supportive of AEK BOCO). 
As Landlords, South Glos Council could (and should have) informed AEK BOCO that 
there are already very good and valid reasons why they simply cannot allow any 
higher-level league football to take place at Greenbank. These include: 
1)    When the last AEK BOKO Planning Application was made for a much larger club 
house, car parking facilities and greater use of the Public Playing Fields by them, local 
residents were assured by both the football club and South Glos Council that they 
would be granted on the basis that ‘no’ higher-level football league matches and 
facilities would ever be allowed. 
Furthermore, to protect the local residents environmental and quality of life needs, 
we were informed that the South Glos Council – AEK BOCO Lease includes the 
following ‘Tenants Covenant’: 
‘Not to do or suffer to be done in or upon the Demised Premises any act or thing which 
shall or may be or become a nuisance, damage, annoyance or inconvenience to the 
Landlord or any owners, tenants or occupiers of any adjoining or neighbouring 
property.’ 
Therefore, why are South Glos Council not using this requirement to protect the local 
residents from the nuisance, annoyance and inconvenience that higher level football 
facilities and matches would create? 
2)    When Planning Permission was granted to allow another 77 homes to be built 
(alongside the AEK BOCO leased land) one of the main building conditions was the 
‘Hours of Working During Construction’ It states the following: 
The hours of working on site during the period of construction shall be restricted to  
Monday - Friday...............................07:30 to 18:00  
Saturday...........................................08:00 to 13:00  
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No working shall take place on Sundays or Public Holidays. Not even vehicle 
movements!  
Reason  
In the interest of environmental amenity and residential. 
The above very sensible South Glos Council legal ‘Condition’ was created ‘prior’ to 
those further ‘very adjacent’ new 77 homes being built.  Therefore, when they are 
soon built, those 77 homes (in addition to all of the other existing local residents) 
will be impacted by similar (or more likely) even higher impacts than the building site 
(if higher level league football facilities and matches are allowed to be played in the 
same local residential area). 
Note: Higher level football league matches with all of the associated floodlights, 
spectator stands, increased both day and night crowd noise, traffic, parking issues, 
etc. are likely to create far more noise, disturbances, vehicle issues and nuisance to 
local residents that the current building workers! 
So how can South Glos Council apply such sensible Conditions on the house building 
organisation and yet not enforce at least the same conditions on a football club in 
exactly the same residential area. 
3)    South Glos Council have been made aware of the Football Associations own 
Community Relationship Guidelines for football teams to help ensure that close local 
resident’s quality of life and environment needs are not impacted by higher level 
football facilities and larger crowds, etc. 
Therefore, why has South Glos Council continued to ignore such important advice that 
help to protects local residents from over development of football grounds and to 
maintain good community relationships 

  
Therefore, please make it clear to AEK BOCO and all local residents (once and for all 
time) that AEK BOCO already have great facilities and good will from most of their 
local residents for their current very wide range of ages and ability teams playing in 
many different football leagues.  However, they must no longer consider it acceptable 
to continually try and force even higher level football league facilities and both day 
and night football on their ever-increasing number of very close residents. 
  

Local Resident B hi all, 
 
I would like to understand why you would even consider allowing the football club to 
put forward their application as there are so many people against it. 
the club only think about themselves they are very intimidating and don't care about 
the people who live near, the noise the late night noise,the swearing, the drink 
driving, the abuse to the neighbours.  
the road is too busy when they are not playing and when they do it is beyond belief, 
with the new houses going up there will be at least another 100 cars going up and 
down the road, it won't be long and the near misses will end up as someone being 
killed. 
as the club is second from bottom of the league they do not need the floodlights. 
getting back to the drink driving, words from the mouths of club members quoted " 
we don't want to play at tennis court road or Fisher road as we have more chance of 
being caught drink driving at greenbank we can use the side roads and not get 
caught". 
I have also been told of a drunk driver who left the club hit a couple of cars at the top 
of the road and ran back down to the club and reported his car stolen. 
at the end of the day it is us that live next to and near the field that will be affected 
not the club members that most live at least quarter of a mile away or more away. 
if clubs like Mendip broadwalk had the application refused with less houses near by I 
hope the council sees sense and end this once and for all. 
 

Local Resident C To whom ever it may concern 
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Over the last few weeks, it has been highlighted to me the growing concern of AEK 
BOCOs pitch requirements.  I have completed the online survey to South 
Gloucestershire Council, however, I do feel you need to hear from a resident who is at 
the sharp end of these changes. 
  
Do not get me wrong, I champion the sport of football, particularly the youngsters, as 
I see this as this is a great way of keeping fit, meeting new friends and learning a 
disciplined sport.  However, I do have to object about the lighting situation and the 8 
X 15 metre floodlights that will ultimately bring more light than I want (or need) into 
my garden and house.  Even though the ‘lighting expert’ did inform us that the lights 
would be angled and not be a nuisance, I am sorry they will.  I pass by the new 
Frenchay flood lights at the rugby club and you can see the spill that these lights give 
and these are modern and new – why would BOCOs design be any different. Your 
eyes are drawn to them even when I am driving along.  
  
Not only will the floodlights bring more light than I want, it will also bring more noise.  
The noise from the club gets louder and louder each season.  Floodlights and new 
stands will bring more people to spectate and play which will equal more noise.  I long 
for the summer football break as it means peace and quiet in the close.  No foul 
language and I can enjoy the quiet in my own garden.  The noise also travels.  I am a 
regular walk and jogger around this area and all I can hear is the hum of noise from 
the club.  Don’t get me on Fetes and Tournaments.   
  
This is a residential area, but I do find the ‘bullish’ nature of this club, is not in line 
with the residents wants and needs.  We fought the club over 3 years ago, over this 
same requirement and we came out on top. How can they re-apply for planning for 
almost the same thing.  Do SGC or AEK BOCO listen?  Has everyone left in SGC that 
they don’t remember this same saga we have all been through opening old wounds, 
adding new ones and most of all not listening.  We have a voice and if it was not for 
[…] who is a our spokesperson, passionate, knowledgeable and willing to fight for his 
neighbourhood , I don’t know if I could go through this again.  […]  has showed me 
evidence that my house price will fall, if this is correct, how will I be compensated if 
these plans go ahead?  I am slap bang in Tyler Close, […] , I will be affected and myself 
and my husband are really angry that we are in this situation….again!  I also feel very 
sorry for the new home owners of Bellway Houses in the area – they don’t get to have 
a say do they? 
  
Finally, I will finish on the issue of traffic.  Already the parking situation is dire when 
training is on, let alone matches, this has to be addressed.  The road is dangerous and 
with the new homes that are being built there will be more congestion.  Are you going 
to add to this health and safety issue into the pot with longer playing hours at the 
club?  I hope not, because I can see traffic accidents on the horizon, and I am not sure 
this has been considered at all. 
  
I hope you do review the Tenniscourt site.  If the club is getting bigger, then they need 
bigger premises as the existing ones do not fit the needs or wants of this expanding 
club.  
  
Thank you for your time in reading this and I hope this matter draws to a satisfactory 
conclusion for everyone, particularly the residents. 
 

Local Resident D  
All,  
  
I am not one for writing letters but on this occasion I felt it is necessary to make the 
council/ landlord aware of the fears of the local residents of a development of this 
nature being given the go ahead. 
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I have lived in Tyler close for 23 years and worked in South Glos for over 35 years. The 
latest proposal from BOCO for two 50 seater stands, Floodlights and Turnstiles will 
have a major impact on my Quality of Life. There will be a ‘loss of use’ of open space 
and lead to further and unacceptable anti-social behaviour.  
I wake up for work early and am often in bed by 9:00pm. This development being so 
close to my home with the proposed floodlights and extra noise will have a major 
affect on my current way of life. I fully support the current arrangements, that is of 
major benefit for the children of the area, but the current proposal including the use 
of floodlights must be rejected. The proposal also makes a provision for turning the 
pitch but that will mean be less pitches for the Juniors to play their matches and the 
first team will dominate proceedings/matches. 
  
The majority of local residents are against this type of development and for what? The 
enjoyment of a ‘first team’ of 15 or so players and the clubs ambition to play level 6 
football at all costs even if they never make it! The proposed development will have a 
detrimental affect on the residents of south Glos who look to the council to support 
residents fears and maintain their quality of Life. The development will have an 
adverse effect on the price and saleability of my house and may even cause me to 
move away from the area. The park will be ruined, resulting in further loss of public 
use and an increase in anti–social behaviour extending to week nights.  
  
BOCO and the council should work together to achieve a new purpose built 
development, preferably away from residential area, to house the first team and fulfill 
the clubs ambitions.  
  
The current proposal should be rejected and the landlord should put a halt on any 
further development of the site so the residents can continue to enjoy their lives and 
make South Glos a great place to live!!  
  

Local Resident E Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
As this is the last day of the consultation I just wanted to write on a couple of further 
points not mentioned in my questionnaire or raised at the meetings, 
• Firstly, it really seems to me that the council needs to think clearly at this 
stage about what its 5-year, 10-year and longer term plans are for the Greenbank site.  
Is it proposing to retain this as an open space for residents or is it going to be a 
football stadium?  Because I can see that large structures like stands, lights and 
fencing will completely change the nature of the area in a permanent and irreversible 
manner in a way that none of the previous changes have threatened to do.  We 
purchased our house in 2014 believing that we had an open space for our family to 
enjoy not far from the house but it now seems that we will be losing this amenity and 
we are very distressed and disappointed about it. 
• Secondly, I filled in your questionnaire but I found it very difficult to record 
my real concerns and feelings on it because the questions seemed to me to be loaded 
against objecting to the proposal and more biased towards just being able to 
comment on variations to a proposal already accepted.  This is not a democratic way 
for a council to proceed. 
• And finally, that as councillors and council representatives you all have a duty 
to serve your local community and act in the local interest.  This whole saga of 
Greenbank Open Space has been more about following political expediency and less 
about the community you serve.  We understand that to run a community open space 
in today’s climate of austerity is costly and difficult but to just effectively give land 
away in this fashion, because of short term difficulties, is very short-sighted and I 
would suggest not part of your remit.  You need to be fully aware of the needs of 
families who live near Greenbank Open Space now, and the generations of families 
who will have to live with the decisions you make now going on into the future.   Just 



39 
 

because this Open Space had become neglected in the past does not mean that the 
community won’t come together to manage and care for it in years to come as in 
Kingswood Park, Paige Park and Portishead Lido, if given the opportunity.  This land 
should be protected and continue to be kept available for the years to come.   I think 
we all locally see football as being part of this areas future, but not the whole of it, 
and certainly not to the exclusion of any other activities on the land.  If AEK BOCO 
cannot grow their club in this environment then they can relocate away from the site 
and leave it to other football clubs, who I know would be only too happy to have 
access to the facilities currently on offer at Greenbank Road.  AEK BOCO have not 
been good neighbours in so many ways and perhaps the problem would be better 
solved without them. 
Thank you for your attention in this matter, 

Local Resident F As residents of Tyler Close we are protesting/objecting to the way we have been 
treated by Boco and local and SG councils. 
We were originally told that Boco wanted to alter the clubhouse to allow for 
extra/larger changing facilities etc to cater for Children of both sexes(we supported 
this) although we did not see the need for a licensed bar(how right we were to query 
this addition). 
We were  not told of the there long term plans to fence in the playing field or there 
ambition to change a Playing Field into a Stadium,this after all is an open space 
intended for ALL RESIDENTS. 
We currently suffer periods of noise and bad language that reverberates around our 
close that is not acceptable to any reasonable people,so it is not being unreasonable 
to conclude that the addition of lights and stands will make matters worse,Boco have 
demonstrated there inability to control there operation by flouting council leasing 
terms on many occasions so any assurances from them are worthless,local and SG 
Councils have been aware of there failings. 
We have to ask why ,?? after two years plus SG Council,decides to hold a walk in 
consultation not at HANHAM CENTER that would have allowed more local people to 
attend who will also be affected by the planned lights and stands not to mention the 
traffic problems that will without doubt happen when the current house building in 
Greenbank Road is completed and occupants have moved in. 
 
After looking at the FA guidelines step5and6they differ slightly,how can plans be 
considered,that include,capacity issues,parking,barriers,lighting,stands and public 
address road systems in a residential area that will have a further increase of 
residents in Greenbank Road,it also states that no ball games are allowed in 
surrounding areas during matches,this in a Public Open Space. 
 
Boco,s ambition overrides any semblance of honesty/integrity as they are prepared to 
move the main pitch to get there affiliation to the FA,this would mean the children's 
pitches must go(see paragraph one)our understanding of FA rules is that clubs must 
satisfy certain tests in this area,with there history we are sceptical that they would be 
able to demonstrate that they are proper management. 
If they want FA affiliation,why not ground share with the recently accredited club at 
Longwell Green?? This is OK with the FA. 
Finally we are long term residents and taxpayers,and are entitled to have a 
reasonable standard of life,these proposed plans will seriously effect us and our 
family 

Local Resident G To whom it may concern 
 
We would like to express our strong support for the points raised by […] in this 
forwarded message. 

Local Resident H Dear Mr Munslow, 
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Thank you for spending a few minutes with me the other evening at the consultancy 
meeting with reference to new planning consent for floodlights and stands on 
Greenbank Field. 
  
I was born in Bristol and my family has long-term connections with the city.  My wife 
and I bought the house in Tyler Close backing onto the field in 1988.  We have 
enjoyed the amenity of a community playing field for our children, who are now 
grown up, and had hoped for our grandchildren. 
  
When the council decided to give AC Bocco a lease on the field, I felt that this was 
probably a good thing to do as it provided an opportunity for young children to learn 
to play football and be a member of a club.  Unfortunately, the planning consent for 
the changing rooms and club house was granted along with a liquor licence.  This, in 
my opinion, was a mistake and I have some interesting photographs that I could share 
with you showing young children and teenagers standing with their parents outside of 
the club house, on the pitch, with the adults drinking pints of beer.  Also, we now 
have parties going on there in the evening, which is not very conducive to the 
enjoyment of one’s garden on summer evenings.   I do think that the money spent on 
the pavilion should have been invested in a better drained pitch so that they can play 
on it throughout the season.  
  
Of course the pitch is being overused as it was always intended to be a community 
pitch for two or three games every weekend.  There was quite a long period during 
last year when the pitch was unusable.  I may be mistaken but I thought the Bocco 
lease contained a full maintaining and upkeep clause?   
  
We also have the issue of the foul language, which seems to be part of the older 
teenagers’ training regime, which goes on just the other side of my fence.  My 
neighbours have complained and I believe asked the police to intervene if it 
continues. 
  
So, after having come to accept that despite various objections and complaints, Bocco 
are here to stay.  We now are faced with huge pylons with flood lights attached, not 
20m from our house.  I certainly feel that this is an unacceptable situation.  This will 
seriously affect our privacy, as my wife and I will have to draw the curtains on our 
upstairs rooms when matches are on because the floodlights will shine into our 
bedrooms.  Also, how would you feel if your house depreciated by 15% in value 
overnight?  This is what will happen if the council grants AC Bocco permission to erect 
flood lights on our community playing field.   
  
When I built my factory in Yate, South Gloucestershire insisted that I had sufficient 
parking spaces to accommodate my employees.  Therefore, if you are proposing to 
allow two large stands to be built, suitable parking will have to be provided.  As I’m 
sure you can appreciate, it would be unacceptable for large numbers of supporters to 
park their cars in the surrounding streets, which are already full of residents’ vehicles.  
This is already causing a problem of which I’m sure you are already aware.  I can’t 
really see that increasing the current 50 space car park is an option, as it will reduce 
available space for training pitches. 
  
If the club were to re-orientate the pitch, it will reduce the number of junior pitches 
available, which is surely against the ethos of the Bocco club to train juniors.  Fencing 
the fields off in order to be FA compliant for Group 6 matches means that basically 
the field is no longer a community pitch as the existing fence is little more than a 
notional barrier. 
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As the landlord, I would like you to seriously consider the points I have raised in the 
foregoing and turn down further development on the site, unless it is to improve the 
pitches for everyone. 
  
Yours sincerely, 
 

Local Resident I I am very unhappy at the prospect of the floodlights, stand and reorientation of the 
pitch at BOCO. Light is a statutory nuisance and putting floodlights in a residential 
area like this is ridiculous. What about the sleep of nearby elderly, the young? The 
high fence destroys the accessibility of the green area to walkers. House prices are 
down in the area so agents tell me. And why are you revisiting this point of floodlights 
that’s only just been felt with. I’m not happy that you’re allowing BOCO to revisit this 
issue so soon after it was dealt with previously by nearby residents. It’s not on. Public 
funds are being spent on these surveys, needlessly.  
 
All the best, 

Local Resident J I have been a resident of Tyler Close since the development was constructed over 30 
years ago.  I moved to this developmemt in order to live in a quiet residential area. 
 
As I live at the bottom end of Tyler Close if the proposed Boco development is given 
approvel, not only will I have yet more increased noise but also spill light on my 
property 
 
These proposals are totaly unacceptable in this residential area and go back on 
previous assurances given by BOCO.  In addition the proposed 15 metre floodlighting 
masts do not compay with the Football Associations guidelines. 
This proposed scheme is already having a negative effect on property sells.  If the 
scheme was approved the vaule of my property would decrease as people quite 
rightly do not wish to live adjacent to a floodlight football pitch with two 50 seater 
stands, as such I would seek compensation. 
 
I trust that commom sense will prevail and that after taking into account the views of 
the residents who live immediately adjacent to this site this scheme will be rejected. 

Local Resident K Dear Sirs. 
 
I live at […] Tyler Close Hanham. […] 
 
My House faces the Greenbank playing field. 
 
I have studied the proposals made by AEK Boco, I find them very unacceptable for the 
following reasons. 
 
The 15m high Flood lights will shine straight into my lounge & Front bedrooms ! 
 
The re orientation of the pitch will create a bigger effect on my house as more lights 
will be closer to us. 
 
This will also reduce the facility for people, mostly children to enjoy, play games etc 
on the top field 
 
The 2 new stands will create more noise, & more importantly more bad language. 
 
Bad language is also on the increase, particularly during training sessions. 
 
I would also like to protest about the fence around the pitch.This is a public playing 
field , it should be open to all, at any time. 
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Bellway homes new development of 77 houses will for sure increase the need for 
public open spaces, this will be reduced significantly should this project go ahead. 
 
AEK Boco claim that they are more successful & need to have this facility, however 
currently they have not won a single game this season and currently have one point 
from 6 games . 
I also understand that they have lost many key players. 
 
Thank You. 

Local Resident L For the attention of […] & To whom it may concern, 
 
I’m contacting you to express how disappointed we are regarding the proposed 
development of the BOKO football area. 
Our property […] backs onto the field and will be directly affected by the suggested 
changes, especially the lighting as they will virtually be in my garden! 
We only moved here 12 months ago so you can image our disappointment at the 
prospect of the views changing so drastically let alone the financial loss it will 
inevitably have on the value of our home. 
We have attended the various meeting and I have to say it feels very much like the 
landlord, consultants and BOKO are just going through the motions. 
My company actually sponsors a local football club so I am far from being “anti-
football” and appreciate the great work that these clubs do, however, BOKO is very 
much in a residential area and appears to have outgrown its grounds. 
I am also unhappy the recent survey was sent to residents so far from the actual site, 
clearly an attempt to help to “final numbers” and people that are a 10-15 minute walk 
from the grounds are not going to be affected by the lights!! I raised this point at the 
drop in session and was initially told the survey had not been sent as far until I 
pointed out my daughter received the letter. 
I hope common sense prevails, the LOCAL residents use the field every day not just a 
couple of times a week, why not consider our interests rather than the ego’s of the 
BOKO management. 
 
Regards 

Local Resident M For the attention of […] and to who else it may concern. 
 
I've recently completed the survey return concerning whether South Glos council, as 
landlords, should allow AEK BOCO football club permission to submit a planning 
application to build a football stadium opposite my house. 
 
My big worry is that the way the survey has been constructed, which is clearly based 
on garnering a positive response, is also being skewed by expanding the survey to 
600m.  This includes a catchment area where a majority of households would not be 
directly impacted (apart from increased parking overflow).  Unless some sort of 
complicated weighting - which has not been shared - is used, then the relative 
increased impact on residents directly facing the area concerned will be lost within 
the overall survey return statistics.  This leads to a process which is not transparent 
and would not accurately reflect likely concerns of those within what would be the 
catchment for a planning application. 
 
The council has ducked the issue of this club ever since it granted planning permission 
for them to take on the lease and build their clubhouse. 
 
The club will never stop applying until it either gets what it wants or the council tell 
them no, for ever.  There simply is no requirement for the club to develop the 
Greenbank Rd site further.  Their current league position renders it virtually 
impossible for them to be eligible for promotion to where the proposed facilities 
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would be needed and why on earth can't they use the Fisher Rd facility where 
floodlights already exist. 
 
The council should tell the club to use the Fisher Rd site for night matches if the 
council really feel they need to do anything at all for the club.  Remember that the 
club originates in Saint George not Hanham, and whilst there are local members the 
majority are not from Hanham.  This is partly why the club's actions appear to show 
that they have no consideration for local residents and couldn't care less about me 
and my family as long as they get what they want. 
 
Notwithstanding the common grounds for a planning objection, I am petrified 
concerning safety of the site.  Increased parking and use at night time, in the dark, 
cannot be made safe.  There will be a large increase in traffic on a narrow road which 
can barely cope now (and doesn't on saturday and sundays when the club play several 
matches at once).  This will be dangerous and an accident waiting to happen.  I cannot 
see any measures the council, as landlords, can put in place to mitigate this risk and 
make the use of the site by the club As Low As Reasonably Practical from a safety 
viewpoint. 
 
The other area where no mitigation is going to be possible is noise pollution.  I live 
directly opposite the site entrance and have to suffer the noise now from cars leaving 
late at night.  If this became a regular planned occurrence, taking place after 2 hours 
of shouting, chanting, singing, swearing it would be intolerable.  From the noise 
pollution aspect I do not see the club being able to do anything to mitigate the noise 
levels. 
 
So, if I was considering this, it seems like a really bad idea.  Its unnecessary because 
there is no requirement, another site could be made available anyway and there are 
very high safety and noise risks that can't be mitigated.  My suggestion would be for 
the council to reject  the club's proposal to develop Greenbank Rd. 

Local Resident N Dear Sirs 
 
I live at […] Colthurst Drive, Hanham which backs on to Greenbank Playing Fields and I 
strongly feel that this proposed development would have a massive detrimental 
impact on us residents who live on the boundary. 
 
 Any additional noise, foul language and general disturbance would be intolerable.  
We already have enough football being played on the field as it is . I live directly 
opposite the clubhouse and it is often noisy and rowdy .  
I also feel extremely worried regarding all the extra traffic and pollution this 
development would bring. We also have the new houses being erected  on Greenbank 
Road which will also greatly increase the number of cars using this road. Particularly 
on weekends Greenbank road becomes extremely dangerous for pedestrians to cross 
anywhere near the clubhouse with all the cars going in and out. 
This site is just not suitable for any further development in view of so many houses 
surrounding all four sides of these playing fields. 
 
Yours faithfully 

Local Resident O You will recently have received another email from my neighbour […] in which he 
adds details of the likely financial impact on house values if the proposed 
developments of BOCO are allowed to go ahead.  
This represents yet another facet of the already complex set of issues which […] and 
his neighbours are so unfairly having to deal with. I say "unfairly" because it appears 
that those whom we, as ordinary citizens elected to local government posts to 
represent us have singularly failed to do so, preferring, so it would seem, to "sit on 
the fence" (under the guise of "assessing the evidence" as one councillor put it to me) 
presumably to see "which way the wind blows" before taking a position. 
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In his submission […] alludes to another issue with which, several years ago we in 
Tyler Close were faced with. We stood together on that occasion against the 
recommendations of SGC's Planning officers and the Government Inspector found in 
our favour. The development never went ahead. 
That was a stressful experience for us all and, as […] rightly points out, we have no 
wish to go through that again, so I hope and pray that on this occasion at least, justice 
will prevail and we will all be allowed to continue to live our lives in the relative peace 
and tranquillity that it has been our good fortune to enjoy for the past twenty-plus 
years. 
Again I have no hesitation in adding my support to […]'s campaign. 
I would also like to voice my dismay at the apparent suggestion, publicised in this 
week's Week In newspaper and attributed to "South Glos Council" that the recent on-
line consultation indicates conclusively that the majority of consultees were either in 
favour of or felt that they would not be impacted by the proposed development by 
BOC of Greenbank Park. I am not suggesting that SGC intended deliberately to "skew" 
the consultation but in consulting with residents who live nowhere near the site it is 
pretty obvious that they would be unlikely to say that they would be affected or 
indeed that they really care very much whether or not it goes ahead. I would submit 
though, that in that context, the opinions of these people should carry far less weight, 
if any at all in this matter. What is REALLY important, vital even, are the dire 
consequences to the residents who WILL be affected by the building of a football 
stadium, with all that implies.  
Had there existed a stadium prior to the building of the residences surrounding it 
there would have been no cause for complaint, but to IMPOSE such a monstrosity in 
the centre of an existing residential area is totally unacceptable. 

Local Resident O For attention of […]  
 
I attended the drop-in consultation on Tuesday last, 25th September and made my 
views known to your officer - also I completed and returned the questionnaire to your 
office. 
However, in light of some of the comments made to you by my neighbour […]I feel 
that I must make it abundantly clear and beyond all doubt that I support him and his 
other neighbours in their long-standing conflict with BOCO on this issue. 
From the time that BOCO were allowed by South Glos Council to use Greenbank POS 
they have shown no regard whatsoever for the wishes of those residents whose 
properties border, or are very close to the POS, they steadily and I may say stealthily 
have tightened their stranglehold on the ground, to the detriment of other council tax 
payers who, because of BOCO's monopolisation of Greenbank are often denied the 
right of access to the publicly owned space. As […] rightly points out, they have by 
their actions displayed their arrogance and duplicity in their quest to get what they 
want. 
Over the years neighbours have shown their support of the valuable work that the 
BOCO  voluunteers  do on behalf of young people - and were supportive when they 
applied for planning consent to rebuild the pavilion. With the benefit of hindsight I 
feel that we were duped because that only encouraged BOCO to continually seek 
more. 
They were, I think, stung when their original application to install floodlights and a 
grandstand were quite rightly, rejected  
The present application is no more than a repeat of the first - it makes no difference 
at all that, as they claim, the proposed floodlights will not affect the surrounding 
neighbourhood. And the pavilion, the proposed fencing off of a large part of the field 
and who-knows-what-else they will come up with in the future are all TOTALLY 
UNACCEPTABLE. I might add that, no matter what caveats and assurances they might 
promise to sign up to, our experience with them over many years is that they would 
attempt at some future date to circumvent them. 
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It seems to me to be a great pity that in their commendable efforts to teach our 
young people about the value of sportsmanship and fair play, they fail miserably to 
apply the same criteria to their own conduct. 
Under no circumstances whatsoever should this appication by BOCO even be 
considered. We do not, and never will accept a football stadium on Greenbank. 
 

Local Resident P For the attention of […] & To whom it may concern 
I write further to […]’s email to you of 1st October to confirm my full & unequivocal 
support for everything he has said not just in this email, but all those previous to this 
date.. 
I wish to expand on 1 point of my own & that is the distance of the proposed 
floodlights in Greenbank playing fields  to the  nearest house.Previously there was a 
minimum distance that has now been replaced by the English FA that  now states, 
nearby residents need to  
be consulted & concerns  taken into account. 
I have absolutely NO faith whatsoever  that the local residents concerns  will be taken 
into consideration by BOCO: the chairman has addressed us local residents many 
times  before & EVERY time has been disingenuous, with promises made broken, in 
some cases just a few short weeks later.Its the responsibility of the council to ensure 
us, the  local residents concerns,  are heard & taken into full account,  as we 
conclusively demonstrated  beyond any doubt at the consultation on 25th September 
at Longwell Green community centre.I now am requesting the council take into full 
consideration the numerous concerns  re the development of Greenbank by BOCO, 
made at the afore said meeting & fully take these concerns into account, & in my ,yes 
biased ,opinion, as landlords you should refuse once & for all the request for 
Landlords approval for this ridiculous request, its not wanted by the vast majority of 
residents as proved at the meeting last week.As I too, do not wish to be told by a local 
councillor, that Im a NIMBY  I am more than happy to place on record that I am, 
happy for the football club to be here ,but as it currently exists today  with NO 
floodlights or stands. They do a good job ,but a line now needs to be drawn to STOP 
any further development of Greenbank,there are adequate other venues nearby that 
BOCO also utilise i.e., Tenniscourt Road playing fields 
One final point why are SGC so extremely slow  in enforcing their OWN lease 
conditions? BOCO have been in regular breach of the lease (e.g. training on nights 
stipulated in the lease as not for training & the all too regular swearing) & SGC does 
nothing, despite the breaches being regularly pointed out.Does someone at SGC  have 
an undisclosed vested interest??It certainly appears that way to me! Again,not that its 
needed, as to reinforce the point,SGC appear to be bending over backwards to assist 
BOCO  but why? In the current season they are languishing towards the bottom of the 
table & someone from SGC quoted “they are a successful team.”Obviously the 
councils & my own definition of successful are poles apart.This season they will have a 
battle to stay in their current league so one can forget about promotion &the 
requirement of the league to have  floodlights, its a nonsense, ,but still the council 
don't appear to want to understand, but why ………………. 
Thank you for reading 

Local Resident Q For the attention of […] & To whom it may concern, 
  
As discussed with yourself & […] at last Tuesday’s drop in session please find below an 
impact valuation assessment on my specific house & those nearby in Tyler Close […]. 
This is from a well known & respected local Estate Agent who I purchased my house 
through over 20 years ago. Although he could not give a specific figure he did not 
dispute my own estimates of between 5 & 10% being involved. Anything therefore in 
the range of 20K to 50K depending on the close proximity of particular houses to the 
main pitch. Impacts many other houses in the locality due to the ripple effect . I also 
understand Blue Sky advise that the BOCO affect is already having an impact since 
earlier this year when everything kicked off again.Any reasonable person would say 
that is an unacceptable potential loss to be incurred by householders through no fault 
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of their own. Assume like me they would be looking for compensation from 
presumably the Land owner if this development is eventually imposed on us  .This 
issue was raised at the public meeting in April & has been discussed before at 
meetings with the Football Club, Residents & South Glos Council. Majority of people 
who live nearby have been here years before AEK BOCO came to the location. At the 
Public meeting the impression people had was that the Football club had an option to 
pursue development of the Tenniscourt site to provide level 6 facilities including a 3G 
pitch. I cannot understand therefore why so much effort is being given to get 
Greenbank developed when there is so much opposition from the people who 
actually live here when at the same time there appears to be a viable alternative at a 
location just 2 miles away. I can only assume that the Football club is so reliant on the 
revenue from it’s Social club & the Bar that it is tied to the Greenbank site financially. 
  
As I repeatedly point out the club’s 1st team is nowhere near level 6 football with 
little chance of next year even being in a position to apply . They are currently now 
2nd from bottom in the Marcliff league with just 1 point from a single draw with 7 
losses. 
Many of their players have left. Surely it is time to say NO to AEK BOCO at Greenbank 
& develop Tenniscourt Road ( subject to proper approvals & agreement from nearby 
residents ) to an acceptable standard whilst rebuilding their 1st team for the future. 
The Football Club will just keep coming back again & again unless a definitive NO is 
given. 
  
Greenbank site is a Residential area & therefore will continue to have conflict 
between the Football club & the people who live here due to the close proximity of 
the house on all 4 sides. No amount of attempts to compromise with these proposed 
developments will stop the noise & disturbance, especially in the evenings  , hide 2 
massive 50 seater stands, hide 8 x 15 metre masts that would tower over our houses. 
The site is too small & too close to houses. I can hear what people are saying from 200 
yds away when talking loudly from the club in the evenings. Just imagine what regular 
night time games would be like for us here. 
  
As you know I have already pointed out the flawed Questionnaire relating to the 1st 
answer option of Positive or No effect which are completely different answers. I 
appreciate your […] response & comments earlier today. People here just want 
fairness & common sense to apply. 
  
Finally it cost us thousands of pounds already  in specialist Planning fees last time in 
order to defend ourselves. The planning applications were eventually withdrawn after 
numerous objections & finally an intervention from Steve Evans the former Planning 
Director. Surely we should not be put through all that again.  
  
Thanks again, 

Local Resident R Dear Sir/Madam 
 
Please find attached my objections to the Greenbank Playing Fields proposals put 
forward by AEK Boco Football Club. 
 
Please confirm receipt of this email and attachment by return email. 
 
30th September 2018 
For The Attention Of: South Glos Council 
 
I wish to express the strongest possible objection to the proposals being put forward 
by AEK Boco for the Greenbank Playing Fields site. 
The whole issue is causing great distress to myself and my wife and I know the same 
applies to other residents whose houses back onto the playing field. 
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There are numerous specific reasons why the proposals should be rejected outright 
that I have set out below. 
However, my overriding objection is simply that, if the proposals were allowed to 
proceed, it would cause irreversible misery and stress to our lives and the lives of 
numerous surrounding residents. Our quality of life would be destroyed beyond 
repair.  
And if that misery and stress is not enough to endure, it will be compounded even 
further by serious financial consequences as the value of houses such as mine, which 
backs onto the field, will drop considerably. For me, this will result in my retirement 
and pension plans being totally ruined as the equity in my house – which I have 
worked a lifetime to achieve – is my pension fund.  
This is a serious life-changing and financial cliff edge for so many residents such as 
myself and South Glos Council have a duty of care to protect us from this misery by 
rejecting the proposals.      
 
Other General & Specific Objections 
 
General Objection: 
I am a football supporter and applaud what Boco do for youth football and, despite 
frustrations with noise and anti-social behaviour, can cope with them continuing to 
operate from Greenbank Playing Fields based upon the existing infrastructure and 
operating parameters. 
However, the proposed development would tip the balance disproportionately in 
favour of the football club by unnecessarily benefitting the leisure aspirations of just a 
few individuals – the first team - to the serious detriment of the lives, well-being and 
basic rights of surrounding residents.   
The obvious alternative option which Boco should be encouraged to pursue is to 
relocate the first team to a more appropriate site for higher level football, which may 
be via a ground sharing arrangement with another local club like Keynsham Town. 
 
 
Specific Objections: 
1. Even when not in use, the sheer scale of the floodlight structures would 
create a huge physical blot on the landscape totally out of character and proportion 
with the immediate vicinity. For some residents including myself, the visual impact 
would be horrendous as the floodlights would be located just metres away from our 
houses, which is in direct contravention with FA Guidelines. 
 
2. The light given off by the floodlights would be extremely intrusive to local 
residents as well as dog walkers and other users of the fields. It would also represent 
a serious glare hazard to local traffic.  
 
3. For residents such as myself whose houses back onto the field, our houses 
would effectively become a ‘no go’ area until gone 10 pm on at least one night of the 
week. This is totally unacceptable. Our houses should be places to relax and unwind 
after a stressful working day. 
 
4. Noise, anti-social and often drunken behaviour – which we already suffer – 
would be increased by further use of the site by the football club. 
 
5. Significant further noise would result from the evening matches – players, 
spectators, clubhouse use, vehicles entering and leaving the car park etc - and this 
would not finish until gone 11 pm by the time the last people leave.  
 
6. Further traffic problems and dangers would occur as a result of increased 
numbers of spectators causing additional traffic volume on the approach roads as well 
as increased street parking, which already occurs due to inadequate parking facilities. 
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7. The perimeter fence and permanent covered spectator areas would restrict 
even further the area of the playing fields accessible to dog walkers and other users. 
This would be an unacceptable permanent loss of what is supposed to be a shared 
open space. 

Local Resident Q For the attention of […], 
  
Thanks to you & your colleagues for listening to the issues myself & other neighbours 
raised.  
  
Please find attached electronic versions of what I gave you. Shows a pattern of 
assurances & promises to local residents & South Glos Council , that then get 
systematically broken over time. That is why a number of us who used to meet with 
the club & South Glos Council stopped doing so due to the complete lack of trust with 
the Football club. Level 6 with Floodlights were always a red line. Last meeting 
October 2015 .Complete breakdown in relations which is an important part of the 
Football clubs Lease conditions  
  
If this development is eventually imposed on us against our continued objections , 
then in my opinion it would have an enormous detrimental impact on this location. 
Residents who live here would rightly feel let down by South Glos Council. As a 
number of people pointed out on Tuesday there is a high likelihood that those like me 
who live so close to the pitches would see a significant drop in the values of our 
houses as a direct result of any adverse decisions made by South Glos Council as the 
Land Owner. Obvious legal implications with the potential of setting the Council 
against it’s own residents. 
  
There are actually only 3 pitches at the moment due I think to the sewer/drainage 
works behind my house that is now taking place. Deep trench & barriers in connection 
with the Bellway Homes development. Rotating the pitch would be even worse for 
me personally. It would wipe out the 2 Junior pitches & the cricket square & lose the 
open space for everyone else who has nothing to do with BOCO. Families, children & 
Teenagers play Football & Cricket there.That was proposed over a year ago & I 
understand discounted as a viable option then.  
  
I understand that from the responses so far the majority give a “ Positive or No effect 
“ result. These two answers are totally different & can be interpreted either way & 
are inevitable when the survey went out to so many people who do not live in such 
close proximity to the site. We are only a relatively small number of houses (at the 
moment ) but the most impacted by any changes. I pointed out at the last Community 
Forum that AEK Boco can vastly outnumber us in these consultations. Look at the 
responses for the earlier Strategy consultation when they obviously had a campaign 
going. At the end of the day, there were plenty of people who went on Tuesday night 
& gave their views & to my knowledge whilst I was there did not hear any to be 
positive. The Public meeting back in March showed a clear rejection & the last 
Planning Applications show plenty of objections on record. It is the people who 
actually live here who know what goes on & how it would impact them & their 
families. The 77 new homes being built next door would double those impacted. 
  
AEK BOCO 1st team are nowhere near Level 6 football as can be seen from their 
current position in the Marcliff League. They have not won a game yet & have just 1 
point. Many players have left according to John Winter the Chairman who I spoke to 
on Tuesday evening. 
  
Many Thanks 

Resident S Hi […] 
Thanks for your reply and photo.  



49 
 

Regarding the goal post hole caps, they hadn't been in place for months, even after 
me speaking to someone from AEKBoco, who suggested that if I was concerned that I 
'I fill some 2litre bottles with water and put these upside down in the holes'. 
After speaking to South Glos Council, caps were put over 3 of the holes. However, as 
of yesterday, one is still not covered.  
Kind regards 

Counsellor for Hanham Ward I am of course pointing out the imbalance in the questions 3 negative and only 1 
positive choices which I believe does not conform to the equalities act and is not 
balanced, apparently when replying to a negative box a further drop down appears 
but this is not the case with positive reply box this again is not balanced or fair! Sorry 
but this is the way that we see this survey as very biased. 
Regards 
John 

Local Resident T Thank you kindly for your prompt response 
I appreciate you will have to sift for and remove any sensitive information. 
My request to see the document is to look at the terms of the lease to include any 
relevant information regarding the following. 
 
MAINTENANCE  
ENVIRENMENT 
NOISE 
POLLUTION 
TRAFFIC 
LIGHTING 
Length of current lease etc 
 
The list is not exhaustive 
In order to make an informed and fair response to the clubs proposals, and given the 
short deadline for anyone in the local community to respond will require the 
information as soon as is practicable. 
I look forward to hearing from you. 
I have included my personal mobile number so please feel free to contact me if any 
issues arise. 
 

Local Resident U I have just received two letters asking for my views on proposed works at Greenbank 
playing fields. I am glad that I received a second letter saying that the time frame to 
have your say had been extended, as the letters were very close together! 
I did not however receive any such survey with either letter, so I would be extremely 
grateful if you could forward me one so that I can express my views.  
I would be keen to be allowed to make comment. Perhaps you could email me to let 
me know how you would like to get the survey to me. 
Yours very gratefully 

Local Resident Q For the attention of […], 
   
I have this evening received a phone call concerning the latest consultation regarding 
AEK BOCO Development proposals. I understand that you spoke today to a Mr […] 
regarding a missing questionnaire whilst receiving the letter that was not sent out. I 
understand that during that conversation you indicated that you had no knowledge 
about the FA guidelines & standards which is a fundamental issue for people who live 
here. This has been known about by South Glos Council Officers for over 2 1/2 years. 
Ask […] who I sat in your Yate offices in March 2016 going through all this after AEK 
BOCO withdrew their planning applications ( Dozens of objections with all this 
information available, all on your Planning website to view ). As requested via Mr […] I 
am resending this information. Others within your organisation should be fully aware 
of all this. 
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This specific issue has also been raised at the last 2 Community Forum meetings & is 
well documented. Refer to […] 
  
Chris Skidmore MP raised this issue with the National FA in April this year. Case 
reference No is Case Ref: ZA9843  I understand that consideration is being given due 
to the length of time for the FA to respond to escalate the matter to the Minister for 
Sport Tracey Crouch MP. 

Local Resident Q Hello, 
  
I received a questionnaire yesterday concerning another consultation on this long 
standing issue & wish to make a formal complaint. 
   
1 The timescales quoted of 21st September which effectively gives only 9 days to 
respond (taking into account 2 day 2nd class post) is both completely unreasonable & 
must break all democratic rules. There must be at least a minimum of 28 days I would 
suggest. This issue has been going on for nearly 3 years & has roots going back over 
10 years now to keep things in context. 
  
2 There is no supporting information or plans to enable anyone without detailed prior 
knowledge to give a fair & objective response. 
  
3 Due to the broad nature of post code location there will be no statistical weighting 
given to those residents living immediately adjacent to the site & therefore the most 
impacted. Percentage responses will therefore likely not to be representative of the 
true position. 
  
4 There is no reference to an Online version being available which I have now been 
made aware of. 
  
5 There is no mention of a drop in session as referred to in attached South Glos 
document. Community Forum meeting 6th Sept Longwell Green. Reference Brian 
Gaches 
  
6 Having been alerted to the online version I would like to object to the misleading 
comment “ This request has become necessary as the club’s continuing success “   . 
This is out of date. Yes they did win the Marcliff Gloucester County league in 2015 – 
16 , however since then they have finished 6th & 7th & this season after 5 games 
have lost 4 & drawn 1 languishing 14th out of 16 clubs after many of their players 
have left according to recent comments from their Chairman. All league information 
available to view online. 
  
7 The issue of the validity of this further consultation was raised by me at the South 
Glos Community Forum meeting last Thursday. There are 77 new homes being built 
by Bellway homes immediately adjacent to this site & within the next 2 years or so 
will be occupied by over 200 – 250 people. This consultation should be postponed 
until they have a say as this will potentially significantly impact their lives in the 
future.  Refer to Brian Gaches and also Council leader Toby Savage who was sat 
behind me. 
  
Finally someone needs to do some proof reading to correct spelling mistakes. ( Q1 ,Q4 
,Q6 ,Q7, Q11 ) Poor in an official Council document.  
  
Thank you 
 
[Attachment shown in Appendix B] 

Local Resident V I have just tried to complete the online consultation but have found that question 13 
is missing!!! 
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Local Resident V Hi […] 
 
Can I also ask how wide spread the mail out has covered? 
 
I have just discovered that a resident of Hanham who lives nowhere near Greenbank 
Road Playing Fields has received a questionnaire.  This seems strange as obviously any 
development to the field will not have an impact on them, yet their response will 
have an impact on the result. 
 
Also, if there is more than one person on the electoral register at any one address 
why has each household only received one questionnaire? 
 

Local Resident V Thank you - I was unable to access the attachment on my phone.   
 
Unfortunately, this all seems totally mishandled somewhere along the line, especially 
as I know the Landlord's Permission was requested months ago and it has taken this 
long to actually consult with the residents.  To take this long and then give such a 
short response time is unacceptable.   
 
I appreciate this is not your fault and shall be making a formal complaint. 
 

Local Resident V Thank you for that.  
 
I am still concerned that there are only 10 working days to respond (now only 9 days). 
Is this normal practice? It seems a very short time scale. 
 

Local Resident V There are basic errors in the Greenbank Road Consultation. Check Q13 - it should read 
'relocation' NOT reorientation There are spelling errors throughout Also - it should 
specify that the 'pitch' move to Fisher Road is for cricket NOT football It should be of 
the utmost importance that the questions are clear in order for those involved to give 
well informed responses. The hard copy received through the post has none of the 
details available online to explain the questions 

Local Resident V Can you please advise me on whether there are guidelines on the Consultation 
process? 
 
I have received a consultation/questionnaire through the post today with no details to 
explain the details behind the questions.  I have since discovered that there is an on-
line consultation for the same subject which has supporting details.  Surely there 
should have been a covering letter with the questionnaire to explain this?  
Households who have received this document through the post without supporting 
details may have no idea there is online information to help with their decision 
making process. 
 
I am also interested to know if there is a minimum response time for a consultation. 
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4.2 Public Consultation Event 
 

One public drop-in event was held at Longwell Green Community Centre on 
Tuesday 25th September 2018 from 18:00 – 20:00. The notes taken by council 
officers have been collated into themes below: 

 

Maintaining positive outcomes 
A number of respondents were keen to point out that they supported AEK Boco 
being at the playing fields, since they provided activities for children and kept the 
playing fields better maintained than the council would. However they wanted to 
ensure these positive outcomes continued by making sure children still had the same 
number of junior pitches as before, and that the grounds continued to be maintained 
but that costs to the council would not be increased. 

 

 

Current issues which could intensify 

 

Anti-social behaviour and noise 

Swearing was a particular concern, especially for those who had children or 
grandchildren living or visiting their homes. Some residents were also concerned 
about drinking of both adults and children at the pavilion, potential vandalism of the 
stands, and general shouting from those who were drinking.  

 

Some residents whose gardens backed onto the playing fields felt they could no 
longer use their gardens on the evenings or weekends, especially for social 
purposes, due to the loudness and language of those drinking at the club. 

 

A few residents were concerned that the problem of noise would get much worse 
once there were stands as there would be an ‘amplifier effect’. Others were 
concerned that it would increase the amount of other events which took place and 
have loud music after 10pm. 

 

Loss of valuable community space and green space 

Many residents emphasised the importance of having a community space. Firstly 
this meant that the space should be available and accessible to all, and so the 
fencing was seen as a threat to this accessibility.  

 

Secondly, a community space was expected to be for all residents and for a variety 
of uses, and a number of residents were concerned that what used to be an open 
space that could be used for a variety of activities, such as children playing, cricket, 
football and dog walking, will only have one possible use for football. Whilst dog 
walkers worried the fencing and more frequent matches would curtail their freedom 
to walk, others were concerned that re-orientating the football pitch removed the 
junior pitches and therefore reduced the contribution the club made towards the local 
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community by providing activities for young people and space for them to play. Some 
residents commented that there had already been a reduction in children playing 
cricket and football on the fields. Other residents were concerned about the longer 
term future, stating that the single use of the playing fields for football reduces the 
adaptability, sustainability and legacy of the community space, as it becomes less 
capable of being used for other purposes or serving other needs in future. It was felt 
by some that fewer opportunities for other types of activity could lead to worse health 
and wellbeing for children. 

 

Another concern was that through the football club dominating use of the playing 
fields, the fields become over-used and unsuitable for walking or playing on, for 
example becoming waterlogged and not re-seeded when necessary. 

 

Some residents also mentioned that they were already prevented from using the 
playing fields for a greater time than they should be because the use of the field for 
football matches goes on for longer than specified, and the temporary barriers are 
never removed. 

 

The value and scarcity of green space was mentioned by a few residents, noticing 
that as more houses get built, green space is less available, and that adding 
structures such as fencing, lighting and spectator stands made the playing fields less 
of a green space and would create an ‘eyesore’. A number of participants mentioned 
that a decision on impact on residents, congestion and number of residents needing 
green space can’t be made before the new houses are inhabited. 

 

Too busy 

More frequent matches, along with expected greater number of spectators for higher 
profile games meant that one of the most common concerns was that there would be 
too many people and vehicles for the local infrastructure to handle. The area was 
already felt to be under too much pressure by the additional of 77 new homes. There 
were three main ways in which the combination of new homes and increased use of 
the playing field were seen to exacerbate an already unsatisfactory situation: 

 Traffic is expected to increase, causing congestion. In particular people were 
worried about coaches being brought to the area and not being able to fit 
down the narrow roads. This was an increased concern at the time due to the 
volume of construction vehicles in the area for the new housing being built. 

 Parking is already causing issues, especially on match days, as it was seen 
to make crossing the road difficult and a few respondents reported that parked 
cars had been hit by moving vehicles. Many residents were concerned there 
was not enough parking for the visitors when matches were being played, and 
that this would make it more difficult for residents to park. 

 Pedestrian safety was raised as an issue, especially for children, since the 
parked cars can make it unsafe to cross; one respondent asked if a zebra 
crossing could be put in place. 
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Trust 

One of the biggest issues for residents was a lack of trust in South Gloucestershire 
Council, AEK Boco, and local councillors. 

 

From residents experience, AEK Boco could not currently be trusted to follow the 
rules they had agreed to; some residents stated they played matches more often 
than they were meant to, especially in the evenings, or that matches are played 
during times of the year that are meant to be out of season (e.g. July). Other 
residents mentioned that they currently use barriers or steel rails rather than fencing, 
and that this is meant to be taken down between matches but never is. For this 
reason, residents did not expect AEK Boco to stick to any new agreements, fearing 
the club would use the floodlights more than twice a week, or not open the gates of 
the fenced off area when matches are not being played. Others described the club’s 
behaviour as selfish or poor, and criticised the survey they did to support their 
previous application as unfair. Some residents asked to see the lease agreement to 
check whether the club is behaving in line with expectations. Others said there had 
been a reduction in communication and meetings between the club and residents 
recently. 

 

Related to the above issues, residents felt they were also unable to trust South 
Gloucestershire Council to enforce the rules when AEK Boco broke them. Residents 
stated the lack of control over use of barriers, and of antisocial behaviour by those 
drinking at the clubhouse. Furthermore some residents felt that the council had 
already made up its mind to accept AEK Boco’s requests, as they felt the council 
only listened to the club’s view and takes the club’s side on disputes. A few residents 
asked about the decision making process and how it could be made more 
transparent; they were unsure if it was to be taken to cabinet / made by councillors or 
by the Director. They were therefore suspicious of how the decision would be made.  

Lastly, many respondents found it unacceptable that the club should be allowed to 
request changes repeatedly, and felt that the council even considering these 
requests showed a level of approval of them. Especially for those who took time, 
action and money to oppose the requests or planning permission, they felt that 
requiring residents to continually put effort into opposing similar requests was unfair 
and demonstrated a lack of listening to what residents have been saying. 

 

It was also felt by some residents that local Councillors could not be trusted, since 
they already have their personal or professional opinion which supports the 
development, and therefore will not represent the views of their constituents who 
oppose the plans. One resident also felt that the councillors using / attending the 
clubhouse indicates that they are on the club’s side. A few residents mentioned that 
Councillors had broken promises to residents in the past about not allowing further 
development. 
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Light pollution 
The spill of the floodlighting was considered a problem for those whose houses were 
next to the playing fields. There were concerns the estimated effect did not take into 
account the height or slope of the field and the reflection of the light off the grass. 

 

 

Slippery slope 
One of the main concerns was that any permission grated, or changes made, would 
lead to further requests and further attempts by AEK Boco to increase the size of the 
football facilities. Putting a stop to any future developments was seen as critical, as 
respondents did not have faith that if the council allowed these changes they would 
say no to other ones.  

As described with the issue of trust, some respondents felt that the club already 
pushed the boundaries of what they were allowed to do and the council were 
allowing them to do so, and this increases the suspicion amongst some residents 
that such behaviour would continue resulting in more matches, more teams, bigger 
fencing, bigger stands etc., so residents did not believe they would just be dealing 
with the types of changes stated in the consultation. This meant that a number of 
residents believed they could end up with a stadium like Ashton Gate or Melksham. 

 

 

Site not suitable 
The current site, being in a residential area, was either not considered suitable for 
the current proposals, or was considered to not be suitable for the club to develop 
any further than this. Residents stated that houses were too close to the pitch and 
the playing field was needed for other purposes. Therefore for those residents who 
believed AEK Boco would have aspirations to grow even more, the ground was 
ultimately too small and the club might as well find a new ground now, which had the 
capacity for them to expand in the future. 

 

In particular it was felt that the current playing fields would not pass the FA rules; that 
the lighting in particular would not be legal, and that the fencing breached the council 
and FA guidelines of being a certain number of meters from houses. 

 

A number of alternative sites were mentioned as better alternatives, including 
Fisher Road, The Grange, Brislington, Tennis Court Road, the Academy near 
Bristol Parkway, and Bitton. These tended to be seen as areas with lower density 
of housing so there would be a negative impact on fewer individuals. 

 

 

Not legal / meeting regulations 
A number of respondents believed that since AEK Boco’s pervious request for 
changes had not passed legal criteria, the same would be true for the current 
requests. In particular the floodlighting was questioned since the previous request 
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was for 6 floodlights and the new request is for 8. The distance of the fencing from 
houses was also thought to not meet requirements in the FA guidelines by a few 
respondents. 

 

Some respondents felt that there were not specific enough guidelines on matters 
such as the distance of a pitch or fencing from housing to help planners make 
decisions at the planning application stage. 

 

 

Concerns with consultation process 
A number of issues were raised with the way in which the consultation was being 
conducted, which some residents suspected may be in order to deliver a certain 
outcome. For instance some people were concerned that the survey encouraged 
negative responses, whilst others were concerned it prevented them. There was a 
concern that the council had ignored a Freedom of Information request, and that the 
council had deliberately chosen too many households to participate in the 
consultation in order to outweigh negative responses with neutral or positive ones. 
There was also concern that the council had not adequately prepared to prevent 
AEK Boco supporters influencing the results, and that the council would not look at 
the concerns of households next to the pitch separate from those of residents living 
further away, who would not be as easily affected. Some respondents felt that the 
consultation was irrelevant considering planning permission was needed, and that 
council would not take certain viewpoints (against the request) fully into 
consideration. 

 
 
 

4.3 Telephone calls 

4 telephone calls were received, three either requesting paper copies of the survey 
or of the invitation letter – due to mailing issues in the first week - and one from one 
of the two residents who also sent a letter, to discuss the issues they had raised. 
Two of the residents also raised concerns over the length of the consultation and the 
information provided. 
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Appendix 
a. Copy of survey 
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b. Copy of email attachment from Resident Q 
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c. Copy of attachment / document handed to consultation officer at event from 

Resident Q 
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Full comments are available on request. 


