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15/06400/F | Mixed use development comprising conversion of existing remaining buildings (labelled 

Blocks C, D and F) and erection of new buildings to provide: 138 dwellings (91 apartments; 47 

houses) (Blocks A, B, D, E, F, G and terraces); 485 sq m Class B1 floorspace (Block D); 719 sq m of 

commercial floorspace (Use Class B1/A1/A2) (Blocks B and C); 332 sq m of flexible 

community/business/health/leisure floorspace (Class B1/D1/D2) (Block C); 412 sq m flexible Class 

A3 or A4 floorspace (Block D); and associated accesses including a new pedestrian/cycle link onto 

the Railway Path, parking and landscaping. (Major Application) | Former Chocolate Factory 

Greenbank Road Easton Bristol BS5 6EL 

 

 

Choc Box 2.0 Community Association 
 

The following is a detailed response to the application 15/06400/F. This response has been 
prepared by the Choc Box 2.0 Community Association, which has been working for several 
years to represent the views of the local community in respect to the site known as the 
former Elizabeth Shaw Chocolate Factory. The association has been formally constituted 
since October 2013. 

Our comments begin with a statement with regards to the absence of affordable housing in 
the proposed development, and are followed by detailed comments and recommendations 
with respect to Transport, Cycle Parking, the Travel Plan, Car Parking, Historical 
Importance, Loss of Privacy and Overshadowing, Design and Appearance, and Wildlife and 
Conservation Issues. 

 

In the light of the considerations set out below the Choc Box 2.0 
Community Association recommends that the planning application 

should be REFUSED. 
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1 Statement re: Affordable Housing 

Choc Box 2.0 Community Association exists so that the views of residents are represented as 

stakeholders and to ensure that the redevelopment of this site meets local needs.   

Local needs means a mixed-use development with a range of housing that would include: 

 Social rented housing run by housing associations or housing co-operatives to provide 

accommodation at affordable rents 

 property available for purchase at below the market price 

 shared ownership or other low-cost home ownership options that would provide affordability 

for local residents 

 

Choc Box 2.0 therefore finds it impossible to support a development that does not include any kind 

of affordable housing provision. There has been widespread comment from local people that 

indicates considerable disquiet about the absence of affordable rented or owned property in this 

planning application.   

Our Community Association will fully support local councillors and the Planning Committee if they 

choose to investigate and challenge the Viability Report, and we wish to see any discussion of the 

arguments put forward by Generator on their justification carried out in the public domain. 
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2 Comments on the Transport Assessment 

2.1 Volume of traffic 

2.1.1 Access 

Our primary objection is to the volume of traffic that this application will create in the residential 

streets of Greenbank via the access on Cooperation Road. 

It should be noted that the previous accepted planning application had the majority (75%) of vehicle 

access to the site made via the Greenbank Road entrance, and even this was only accepted by the local 

residents as a necessary evil to support the retention of the Victorian buildings. 

The original proposals put forward by Generator at the public consultations had all vehicle access to 

the site made via the Greenbank Road entrance. Section 7.3 of the Transport Assessment states that 

the application has 70 car parking spaces accessed from Greenbank Road and 55 from Cooperation 

Road. A total of 125, which ignores the 17 cars parked on Cooperation Road. This means that 72 car 

parking spaces will access the site via the streets of Greenbank (including those parking on 

Cooperation Road). This the majority of the parking and is not acceptable. 

The internal road blockages can be easily reconfigured. 

We ask that the access to Cooperation Road opposite Camerton Road should be blocked in the same 

way as the refuse access opposite Camelford Road. 

Although Choc Box 2.0 did suggest that an access could exist opposite Camerton Road, this was only 

if the public open space was moved to the west of Block D and all conflict between vehicles and 

access to the Railway Path was removed. As these changes have not been made there is no support for 

vehicle access through the residential streets of Greenbank. 

2.1.2 Traffic Surveys 

We note that all the traffic surveys relate to access via Greenbank Road and Gordon Road/Royate 

Hill. These would appear to justify all vehicle access being via Greenbank Road/Gordon Road. There 

appear to have been no traffic surveys within Greenbank itself or the access roads to Greenbank e.g. 

Devon Road, St Mark's Road, Chelsea Road, Robertson Road etc. These roads are all densely parked 

with insufficient room for 2 cars to pass. Any increase in traffic in these streets would require 

extensive traffic management measures to safely accommodate this increase. 

The Transport Assessment is therefore completely deficient and inadequate in regard to 

the current application. 

2.2 Parking on site 

2.2.1 Motorcycles and vans 

We are concerned that no mention of motorcycle or van parking appears in the Transport Assessment. 

It would seem certain that some van parking will be required by the commercial units. Motorcycles 

have several environmental and personal advantages over car usage and their ownership should be 

catered for. 

2.2.2 Opportunities for Electric mobility scooters 

We note that electric mobility scooters are not considered anywhere in the assessment. Many articles 

have been written recently reporting that the British use electric 'mobility' scooters more than any 

other nationality, and that they are increasingly being used by the able-bodied. As far as we are aware 

they are not generally considered as part of the sustainable transport mix but they are probably more 

environmental than any form of transport other than cycling or walking. As such we think this site 

presents an opportunity to promote them as an alternative to the car for people who are unable or 

unwilling to cycle. 

Innovative planning with respect to this type of vehicle on this site may present Bristol with an 
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opportunity for a UK ‘first’ and even a world ‘first’. It would be possible to store 4 to 5 mobility 

scooters in the space occupied by a single car and they would be ideal for trips to local shops and 

other facilities. If parking space for them was provided at Stapleton Road station they could even 

form part of the transport web. 

Provision of facilities for these would be likely to make the development highly attractive to an older 

age group and may have benefits to the developer as well as older people from the local community. 

We therefore suggest that attention to these opportunities be considered for the site. 

2.2.3 Electric vehicle charging 

We would ask that all car parking spaces should be provided with facilities for charging electric 

vehicles, as these will hopefully become more and more prevalent. This could easily be done in the 

garages and car ports and could be incorporated into bollards for the external parking bays. 

2.3 Detailed responses to specific sections of the Transport Assessment 

Concerns with specific sections of the Transport Assessment are as follows: 

Section 3: 

3.9: We note that the Square Peg application was to provide £35,000 for traffic lights under the 

Royate Hill viaduct. A better proposal is to move the pedestrian footways under the Royate Hill 

viaduct to arches either side. This would allow 2-way traffic through the main arch and massively 

reduce queueing on Gordon Road. This scheme should be funded before the site is occupied. 

Section 7: 

7.12: The conditions on the Square Peg application included a 3.5T restriction on Cooperation Road 

which required removals vehicles and refuse & recycling vehicles to access the site from Greenbank 

Road. How is this being handled for the current application? 

7.23: The vehicle entrances to the site should have raised tables level with the adjacent pavements to 

reduce vehicle speeds. 

7.29: The mews street between terraces 03 and 04 is likely to suffer from inappropriate on-street 

parking due to a lack of: 

"planting, street furniture and other features, which will assist in providing a protected space for 

vulnerable road users, restrain through vehicle speeds and prevent on-street parking in inappropriate 

locations". 

7.31: We ask that the site will be required to have low energy 'dark sky' street lighting. 

7.32: Vehicles will only be able to use the full width of shared use space if measures are in place to 

prevent street parking. 

7.38: What measures will be in place to prevent long term use of the unallocated car parking by 

residents. 

7.42: States that the current application has 64 car parking spaces accessed from Greenbank Road and 

78 from Cooperation Road. 

This even worse than stated earlier and we hope it is a mistake. 

7.44: We are very impressed with the BCC SADMP requirements for residential cycle parking but 

feel that in this location the standard requirements for commercial and visitor cycle parking are too 

low. 

7.52: A space for a car club van should also be provided. This should exit the site via Greenbank 

Road. 

Section 8: 

We would point out that when the factory was in use, all on-site vehicle parking was accessed via 
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Greenbank Road and there was no vehicle access to the site via Cooperation Road (at least within the 

last 25yrs). 

We do not believe that a comparison with the Square Peg application is valid. 

The schemes are very different in the degree to which the aspirations of the local community have 

been accommodated. With the Square Peg application it was accepted that there was a give & take in 

order to make the scheme work. This scheme attempts to take without having given much at all. 

8.5: We would point out that for the Square Peg application the agreed Highways matters included 

section 106 highways improvements and we trust that the same conditions would be required of this 

development. 

The Square Peg application was to give: 

£130,000 for traffic calming on local roads. 

£35,000 for traffic lights under the Royate Hill viaduct. 

£45,000 for pedestrian & cycle facilities in the vicinity. 

Section 9: 

This provides no data regarding access via Cooperation Road. 

9.3 We note that even if all the traffic generated by the site were to be via Greenbank Road, the total 

impact would still be 'within the 10 percent variation in traffic flows and is not considered to be a 

material impact'. 

Section 10: 

This provides no data regarding access via Cooperation Road. 

Section 11: 

Our conclusion is that the Transport Assessment is completely deficient and inadequate 

in regard to the current application. 

3 Comments on the Cycle Parking Strategy 

3.1 Cycle Parking 

It should be called cycle parking not storage as the concept should be focused on use not storage. The 

cycle parking provision for residents, described in section 7.44 of the Transport Assessment, is very 

good but visitor parking should be higher for the location: 

We are concerned that the cycle parking for Terraces 01 & 02 and the town houses in Block F appear 

to use the same space as the refuse provisions for these. 

We are also concerned that none of the house plans show cycle parking, although they do show refuse 

storage. 

The concept of cycle parking in back gardens with rear access gates is good in principle but some 

concerns exist. Some terraced properties seem to be lacking sheds and/or rear access.  

There is a lack of detail and we would hope to see the following specified for the terraced properties: 

1. All terraced properties should have covered cycle parking accessible without going through 

the living accommodation. 

2. Access should be suitable for cycles with child trailers. 

3. Cycle locking rails should exist within all carports for use by residents who don't own cars. 

4. Sheffield racks should be provided in car ports for residents who request them. 

5. Permission should exist for further garden sheds should residents wish to extend or install 

them. 

We are concerned that the cycle parking for Terrace 05 is shown at the rear of the garages, which is 
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not designed to encourage cycle use. This is does not therefore meet the intentions of the SADMP 

requirements. We think careful attention needs to be paid to the question of whether these garages can 

meet the planning requirements of both car and cycle parking. 

We have been unable to find an overall inventory of the cycle parking for the scheme and need further 

details of the cycle parking proposed for the blocks as this appears to be inadequate. Where lifts exist 

they should be large enough to take an adult cycle, as many people own expensive bicycles which 

they wish to keep in their accommodation. 

Where lifts do not exist the stairs should be such that cycles can be carried up them. 

Block A: 

The cycle parking here appears to be shown as racks on the 'Proposed Cycle Storage Strategy' and 

there are no details on the block plans. We can only trust that it will meet requirements for secure, 

sheltered cycle parking. 

Block B: 

The majority of the cycle parking for Block B should be within the building, preferably where an 

existing car space is located adjacent to the residential entrance. We doubt that the proposed cycle 

parking would be adequate to allow the use of all cycles and therefore may not meet requirements. 

Block C: 

We think the cycle parking for the community building is woefully inadequate. 

If the corner of Cooperation Road and Turley Road were repaved as a small home zone it would allow 

opportunities to place cycle parking here. 

Block D: 

The use of space in the 'garage' is very badly planned. 

The cycle parking by the entrance ramp should swap location with the refuse store. This would 

improve access to the refuse eurobins. The space vacated by the refuse bins should be secure storage 

for communal cycle trailers, child trailers etc. 

Car space 1 should be moved south by it's full length and car space 2 should be moved south by half 

it's length. Both should be closer to the eastern wall. 

The cycle parking moved from the ramp could then be placed behind the cars with room for a greater 

provision. All the cycle parking at this end of the garage could then be caged for additional security. 

Car spaces 8 & 9 should also be moved closer to the eastern wall to allow room for the cycle racks 

shown to be used. Car space 9 should probably be for a van. 

Block E: 

We do not think the cycle parking shown on the plans is adequate or meets requirements. 

Block F - apartments: 

The door to the cycle parking should be a single door opening outwards and capable of being latched 

open as the current design prevents access to half the space. We would also suggest that the eastern 4 

racks are arranged in an arc to allow easier access and make better use of the space. Otherwise this 

looks to be good provision. 

Block G: 

Inadequate detail is shown and we feel unable to access the cycle parking for this block. 

Public open space: 

We think additional cycle parking could be provided in the shadow east of Block D, either through 

sheffield racks or imaginative use of railings. Any railings around the periphery of the space should 

be designed to allow cycle parking where appropriate. 
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Additional cycle locking facilities should be provided near the cafe and the entrance from the Railway 

Path. There is almost certainly an opportunity to place sheffields rack under the trees to the south of 

the cafe just below the Railway Path. This is probably sloping ground but that is not a problem for 

racks at right angles to the slope. 

We think there are opportunities for cycle racks under trees on the site to provide for visitors to the 

blocks. 

3.2 Possible CIL cycle projects: 

 A new bridge over the Railway Path from Bruce Road to Whitehall School. 

 Fund built out kerbs at local junctions. 

 Funding Space 4 Cycling provision 

 Fund additional cycle parking at Stapleton Road station & local bus stops. 

 Fund a cycle route through the cemetery to Eastville Park. 

4 Comments on the Travel Plan for the Chocolate Factory 

4.1 Scope and ambition 

We think the travel plan, as presented, is not acceptable. The targets are completely inadequate and 

lack ambition; the development should be aiming to achieve a radically different modal share from 

the moment of occupation. 

Car ownership levels should be no more than that for local streets and the site promoted and 

advertised as suitable for cyclists etc. A lower than standard provision of car parking should 

encourage occupation by people prepared to use other forms of transport. 

A budget for the TPC should be specified and agreed. While the availability of a grant for cycle 

purchase is very welcome the grant level must be specified and it should not be limited to one per 

household. A fund should exist for additional cycle facilities requested by the residents via the TPC. 

TPC could organise cycle & pedestrian crocodiles for school children 

4.2 Suggestions for improving facilities and reducing car usage and ownership: 

1. Shared cycle trailers & trailers for children should be provided, with storage space provided 

in Block D 

2. Electric cycles and cycle load carriers. 

3. Discounted business rental for a business renting bicycles to residents. 

4. An electric car club van should also be provided. 

5. Amazon-style delivery lockers on the site. 

 

Measures to discourage car usage should be proposed e.g.: 

1. Road textures that make car access uncomfortable. 

2. Traffic calming measures on roads in Greenbank affected by increased traffic. 

3. Traffic lights on routes into and out of Greenbank to regulate traffic flow e.g. Devon Road 

bridge could be made unidirectional at peak times. 

5 Comments on the Car Parking for the Chocolate Factory 

5.1 Use of space in central public area 

The car parking adjacent to the SW side of the cafe should be reassigned as a terrace for the cafe to 

use. This is the SW side of the cafe and will be a far better area for outdoor seating than the NE side. 

5.2 Access to car parking spaces on site 

64 car parking spaces will be accessed from Greenbank Road and 78 from Cooperation Road. This is 
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not acceptable and goes against previous proposals which had no more than 75% of vehicle access 

from Greenbank Road. Please see our comments on the Transport Assessment regarding this. 

5.3 Car club 

A space should be allocated for a car club van, preferably near the commercial units, which may also 

need allocated van parking. 

5.4 Access between car ports and front doors 

We question whether the car ports are large enough to allow acceptable access to the front door while 

a car is present. If they are not then people are likely to park in the adjoining streets. 

5.5 Potential for 2 more spaces 

Could 2 additional on-street car parking spaces be provided opposite the western unit in Terrace 05 if 

it did not have an integral garage? 

5.6 EV charging points 

As well as a shared public electric vehicle charging point, these should be provided within the car 

ports and block parking. 

5.7 Comments relating to parking, car ownership and modal share 

We believe that a primary limiter on car ownership and usage is availability and convenience of car 

parking. We do not think the proposed car parking will be anywhere near sufficient if the majority of 

residents choose cars as their primary means of transport. We therefore think that the loss or gain of a 

small number of parking spaces will make little difference to problems of car parking outside the site 

and think that other solutions, possibly including an RPZ, may be required to deal with this. 

We would rather see a reduction in car parking spaces, if reallocation of this space results in a scheme 

which better meets the desires of local residents and encourages purchase of the properties by non-car 

users. 
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6 Comments on Historical Importance 

The plans appear to show the existing end of Block F is to be demolished and replaced with new 

units, which would remove the most visible and attractive part of the original factory when viewed 

from the Railway Path. The end wall has large window openings overlooking the playing field that 

was an integral part of the original factory site, extending over to Whitehall Road. 

This factory building represents a vanished industry and the provision of excellent sports and cultural 

facilities was at the time of construction, quite revolutionary - predating the Somerdale Fry’s site by 

more than 20 years. The visual link provided by the remaining building to the company playing field, 

which hosted Gloucestershire County Cricket Club home matches, is very important. If this end of the 

building is retained, it could provide an equivalent amount of residential accommodation to that lost 

by the deletion of the characterless end two new-build blocks intended to replace it.  Similar access to 

Bruce Road could be provided as proposed but around the end of the original building and between it 

and the remaining new-build blocks adjacent to the Railway Path. 

This delightful end section is the only part of the original factory visible from Whitehall Primary 

School, also built within the original company landholding, and is an important part of the heritage of 

the school. 

We feel it is important that this signature building should not be lost to future generations but retained 

in its current form. It visually defines and encloses this end of the site and will add to the 

attractiveness of the whole development if retained.  
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7 Comments on Loss Of Privacy, Light and Overshadowing 

Choc Box 2.0 Community Association have many comments concerning loss of privacy, light and 

overshadowing of the retained blocks C, D and F (change-of-use) and the apartment blocks A, B and 

E (new-build). 

7.1 Block A: New-build three-storey apartment block. 

 Loss of light and overshadowing to residents on Greenbank Road: This overshadowing is evident 

in the solar study especially during the winter. 

 Loss of privacy: Block A’s windows overlook Greenbank Road residents’ homes, windows and 

gardens. 

7.1.1 Recommended Action 

GSW to supply solar study for Block A. 

7.1.2 Recommended Action 

That the privacy study carried out for Block F regarding residences on Carlyle Road be repeated for 

Block A and the relevant residences of Greenbank Road. 

7.2 Block B: New-build four-storey apartment block. 

Loss of light and overshadowing to residents on Green Oak Crescent: Block B will overshadow the 

solar panels on the roofs of Green Oak Crescent houses. The solar panels are an integral part of these 

homes. This overshadowing is evident in the solar study especially during winter, the premium-

demand time for heating. 

Loss of privacy and security: Green Oak Crescent residents are concerned about loss of privacy and 

security with the boundaries that back onto their gardens. 

7.2.1 Recommended Action 

Reduce the height of block B so it does not overshadow solar panels on Green Oak Crescent, and/or 

lower the ground level of Block B. 

7.2.2 Recommended Action 

Action: Supply more detailed plans showing ground levels and security measures for adjoining 

boundaries. 

7.2.3 Recommended Action 

Action: That the privacy study carried out for Block F regarding residences on Carlyle Road be 

repeated for Block B and the residences of Green Oak Crescent. 

7.3 Block C: Retained Reception building, change-of-use. 

Loss of privacy and security for residents of Turley Road and Green Oak Crescent: 

Residents are concerned about the change of use, with Block C windows overlooking the windows 

and gardens of residents’ houses. Residents are also concerned about security with boundaries. 

7.3.1 Recommended Action 

That the privacy study carried out for Block F regarding residences on Carlyle Road be repeated for 

Block C. 

7.3.2 Recommended Action 

Supply more detailed plans showing ground levels and security measures for adjoining boundaries. 
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7.4 Block D: Retained five-storey building/apartments (change-of-use) with added new-build 
6th storey roof extension. 

Loss of privacy for homes on Turley Road and Camelford Road: Block D’s new apartments facing 

Cooperation Road will possess direct views into windows and gardens of homes on the opposite side 

of Cooperation Road. 

Loss of light and overshadowing for residents on Turley Road, Camelford Road and Green Oak 

Crescent: Block D’s roof extension for a 6th storey will cause overshadowing of houses on Turley 

Road and Camelford Road and will overshadow the solar panels of houses on Green Oak Crescent. 

This is evident in the solar study especially during winter (which clearly shows the top of the new-

build 6th storey of Block D catching the light at 4pm, overshadowing Green Oak Crescent residents’ 

solar panels). 

7.4.1 Recommended Action 

Reduce the height of Block D (i.e. do not add a new-build roof extension), so as not to overshadow 

solar panels on Green Oak Crescent. 

7.4.2 Recommended Action 

That the privacy study carried out for Block F regarding residences on Carlyle Road be repeated for 

Block D. 

7.4.3 Recommended Action 

The “Central Square” is in shadow year-round from 4pm, and from 1pm for most of the year (roughly 

from the Autumn Equinox to the Spring Equinox). This risks creating an anti-social space in the area, 

and the area has poor light for trees to grow. 

7.4.4 Recommended Action 

This could be mitigated by moving the cafe or its open space; no added height (new-build roof 

extension) on Block D; and providing more open space on the sunnier south side of Block D. 

7.5 Block E: New-build four-storey apartment block. 

Loss of privacy, light and overshadowing of homes on Turley Road and Camelford Road: Block E’s 

apartments facing Cooperation Road will have direct views into the windows and gardens of homes 

on the opposite side of Cooperation Road. Overshadowing is evident in the solar study especially 

during winter, and during spring and autumn at 10am in the mornings. 

7.5.1 Recommended Action 

That the privacy study carried out for Block F regarding residences on Carlyle Road be repeated for 

Block E. 

7.5.2 Recommended Action 

Reduce the height of Block E so that it does not overshadow homes and gardens at the Cooperation 

Road ends of Turley Road and Camelford Road. 

7.6 Block F: Retained building for apartments and terrace houses. 

Loss of privacy, security, light and overshadowing of homes on Carlyle Road: The minimum 

expectation is that the privacy study be strictly adhered to for residences on Carlyle Road. 

7.6.1 Recommended Action 

Supply more detailed plans showing ground levels and security measures for adjoining boundaries. 

7.6.2 Recommended Action 

The privacy study that’s been carried out for residences on Carlyle Road be repeated for residences on 

the corner of Cooperation Road, Camerton Road and Carlyle Road. 
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7.7 Conclusion 

The minimum expectation is that the privacy study that’s been carried out for Block F regarding 

residences on Carlyle Road be repeated for Blocks A, B, C, D and E, as they affect residences on 

Green Oak Crescent, and Turley, Camelford and Camerton Roads – particularly those homes at the 

ends of Turley and Camelford Roads, which have windows on Cooperation Road that will be 

overlooked by Blocks C, D and E. Similar measures as Block F should be put in place for Blocks A, 

B, C, D and E as appropriate (e.g. frosted windows etc.). 

Overshadowing of Green Oak Crescent homes’ solar panels is not acceptable with the new-build 

Block B and roof extension for Block D. These buildings will need to be reduced in height. Choc Box 

2.0 Community Association has raised issues concerning loss of privacy, light, security and 

overshadowing with blocks C, D, F (change-of-use) and blocks A, B and E (new-builds), overlooking 

the houses and/or gardens on Green Oak Crescent, and at the ends of Turley, Camelford, Camerton 

and Carlyle Roads. These are change-of-use and new-builds respectively, so changes to existing 

privacy, security, light and overshadowing are relevant to this application. 

8 Comments on Design and Appearance 

8.1 Overlooking 

As mentioned in the previous section the apartments on the north edge of Blocks D & E have potential to 

cause overlooking issues to the gardens of existing houses.  The type of overlooking that usually happens 

in terraced houses is accepted as a normal and unavoidable.  However, perpendicular overlooking, where 

the main aspect of a dwelling is not to the street and opposing frontages, or to its own garden, but is 

directly into a neighbour’s garden, is generally a situation designers should avoid.  There are many 

circumstances with apartment blocks where this situation occurs.   

8.1.1 Request for Impact Assessment on Overlooking 

Given the proximity of the flats to the gardens, it would be reasonable to request an impact assessment. 

8.2 Terrace 02: Missed Opportunities for Solar Renewable Technologies 

 

Terrace 02 has an interesting character that contrasts with the typical roof form of the existing terraces 

and produces a more industrial aesthetic, perhaps in a nod to the old factory buildings.  The roof forms do 

however remove opportunity for solar renewable technologies.  No details are given in the sustainability 

statement as to how they propose to get around this and meet BCC’s 20% renewable criteria. 

8.3 Terraces 02 and 04: deep shade 

The house forms of Terraces 03 & 04 are unnecessarily complex in plan and create deep shadowed areas, 

in the garden.  A simpler house form would provide better light to houses and gardens in most instances.  

Some elevated gardens look like they could cause overlooking issues.  The back to back distances shown 

in illustrations on Page 32 of the DAS are pretty poor, down to 10m in places, though actually, this 

doesn’t seem to correspond precisely to the plan. 

 

8.4 Use of materials 

Generally and despite lots of talk about materials and character, the residential area is almost entirely red 

brick, which doesn’t reflect the diversity of stone, brick and painted render on the surrounding streets. 

 

8.5 Boundary with Bristol-Bath Railway Path 

The frontage of Terrace 05 to the Railway Path (Design & Access Statement page 36 illustration 2) is 

wholly unimaginative.  Boundary treatments are poor making this a wasted opportunity; this frontage 

needs to be softened and greened to blend in to match the existing character of the Railway Path here. 
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8.6 Daylight and Shade in Community Space 

The issue of overshadowing of the ‘community open space’ or ‘central square’ has not been addressed 

sufficiently. Choc Box 2.0 has made repeated comments in relation to the provision of a community space 

that is largely in shade. The projections that have been drawn up and publicised by Generator, which they 

have suggested overcomes this problem, show that there are only very limited periods when there is 

sunshine on the space where people would be more likely to congregate and relax. The area is always in 

shade in the afternoon, and there is only one small area in which sun will shine in late morning. 

 

The café within Block D appears to have no outside area to the west where the sun will be from 

midday. 

 

The café’s sunny side fronts onto a row of parked cars, which was again raised by Choc Box 2.0 with the 

developer during consultation and at the pre-app stage. 

 

8.7 Desire line for pedestrian/cyclist crossing of site 

The desire line for people moving from Greenbank to the Railway Path (except for those coming from 

Turley Road), remains on the west side of the building where all the car parking is.  

 

The vitality of the square will suffer as both cyclists and pedestrians will tend to opt for the more direct 

route, which takes them away from the public space. 

 

8.8 Character of development 

The existing building, Block D, is enormous and currently dominates the site.  We believe that other 

blocks should be subservient but illustration 1 on page 43 shows the new Block B, another 

unimaginative and bland building, as appearing tall, dark and bulky with too much mass relative to 

the existing factory building. 

The ‘gateway’ building (Block A) is dreadful.  There is no sense of ‘gateway’ whatsoever; with no 

reflection on the character or history of the site, nor the existing residential context. 

9 Comments on Wildlife and Conservation Issues 

At present there is no information regarding ecology on the planning portal. The developer should 

submit full details of their understanding of the presence (or likely absence), protection and (where 

necessary) mitigation for species protected under the following legislation: 

- The Conservation of Species and Habitats Regulations 2010 (bats) 

- The Wildlife and Countryside Act (1981)(as amended) - nesting birds, reptiles, 

- Protection of Badgers Act 

As well as the legal liability for the developer, species listed against the above legislation are a 

material consideration for the Planning Officer when considering the application. The developer 

should therefore ensure that you have sufficient information to make your decision. This information 

(or at very least a planned programme of works) should be published on the planning portal as soon as 

possible to allow people time to adequately assess the development in terms of potential effects upon 

key species and their habitats. 

The developer should also submit details of the impacts upon species listed on Section 41 of the 

Natural Environment and Communities Act 2006 (e.g. hedgehog, house sparrow, starling) and the 

Local and National Biodiversity Actions Plans. Their plans should include all measures for species 

protection and mitigation. 

Plans clearly demonstrating measures that will be in place to protect and safeguard badger populations 

are also required. 



ChocBox 2.0 Community Association - response to 15/06400/F Former Chocolate Factory, Bristol BS5 6EL 
2 March 2016 

 

15 

Residents of Greenbank are aware there are a number of birds that nest throughout the site and within 

the retained buildings, especially along Carlyle Road. 

There is an ecological appraisal by Michael Woods Associated, that included information about the 

bat survey undertaken during late September and early October 2014. As was stated via a letter from 

Choc Box 2.0 Community Association at that time this survey was inadequate. Some reasons for this 

were: 

 it was conducted at a sub-optimal time of year 

 it did not cover any of the western aspect of the retained Block F along Carlyle Road 

 there were not enough surveyors during the visit to cover all aspects therefore a significant 

possibility that bats emerging from the building could be missed (1 surveyor covering 50m of 

complex building structure) 

 the assessment that the buildings were of low value to roosting bats was incorrect in terms of 

best practice guidance (especially in light of the statement in the Michael Woods report that 

less than 50% of the buildings were safe to undertake internal assessment and the fact that 

since then buildings have been found to have cavity walls and a basement level) 

 the assessment of data was incomplete i.e. bats flying within buildings not long after sunrise 

and the assumption was made that these bats did not roost within the buildings but no 

discussion of where those bats may have been roosting or any further evidence to support this 

assumption 

 

It is critical that a 2016 bat survey should be undertaken in accordance with the recently 

updated2016 Bat Conservation Trust: Bat Surveys for Professional Ecologists: Good Practice 

Guidelines (Collins, J. (ed.) 2016) before you have sufficient information to make your decision with 

this group of European Protected Species. 

Block F along Carlyle Road has been subject to significant modification, however there remains a 

wide variety of potential for external bat roost features (e.g. gaps in cavity walls via missing bricks, 

under ivy and other vegetation, under raised tiles, under and within eaves and facia boards etc.) with 

good access to green corridor along Block F to the Railway Path.  

We obviously cannot examine the internal features and would expect the developer to submit full 

assessment of bat roost potential supported by clearly labelled photographic evidence. 

We would expect that Block F in particular provides 'medium' potential for roosting bats in 

accordance with Chapter 5 of the 2016 Bat Conservation Trust Good Practice Guidelines. To confirm 

this we will carry out and submit our own external Bat Roost Potential Assessment and this will be 

documented by a licensed bat worker. 

This summer there will be a small group of local residents conducting bat emergence and activity 

surveys, starting in May and also during June, July and August. We would be happy to discuss with 

the developer's ecological consultant who will probably find getting access to the western aspect of 

Block F problematic. 

If bats are found to be using the site then a European Protected Species Development licence must be 

sought by the developer detailing clearly all mitigation to protect and safeguard bats within the local 

area. 

The developer should also submit an updated Ecological Appraisal in line with the most up to date 

guidelines. This document will require information with regards nesting birds, badgers, hedgehog, 

reptiles and any other species of conservation concern that might be present within the site or within 

the zone of influence from the development proposals. 

Please note that fox have been undertaking breeding activity and may well be breeding on site. We 

know this species is common and does not receive specific legal protection, however the developer 

should submit information on how works will be undertaken to avoid any unnecessary harm or cruelty 

under the Animal Welfare Act 2006. 
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The above information must be provided to the Planning Officer and to the local residents before an 

informed judgment can be made about the effects of the proposed development on ecology, most 

pressingly bats. If this information can be provided demonstrating that the above points have been 

undertaken in accordance with the various best practice guidelines with respect to ecological 

assessment. 

Objection to this planning application will be reviewed accordingly in terms of ecological assessment 

and protected species. Without this information being made available then there remains significant 

grounds for objection against these proposals. 

10 Conclusion 

In the light of the considerations set out below the Choc Box 2.0 
Community Association recommends that the planning application 

should be REFUSED. 

 

 


