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The need for new guidance

‘I want Bristol’s skyline to grow. Years of low level
buildings and a reluctance to build up in an already
congested city..... is a policy | am keen to change.

Tall buildings.... built in the right way.... in the right
places....and for the right reasons.... communicate
ambition and energy.

A City For All

Bristol Mayor Marvin Rees
Annual Address

October 2016
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Recap on our initial thinking

Existing guidance

) 2000 » 2005 2010 » 2015

Noem




Urban Living — Making successful places at higher densities

Recap on our initial thinking

Urban Living
SPD — Making
successful
places at higher
densities

a hew SPD

Generic
design
guidance

to supplement the
existing adopted
guidance in the
Local Plan, with
hooks to the
updated Local Plan

Locational

guidance

identifying broad
guidelines to inform
future preparation of
site briefs & spatial
frameworks
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Recap on our initial thinking

High level objectives
for Urban Living

JSP

Urban Living . . . Design guidance
Pohcy} BrIStOI Local Urban LIVIng and assessment
ilncltic.iing Pla N SPD ;riterica for higher
ocations ensity
where higher developments

densities will
be promoted
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Recap on our initial thinking

Original objectives of Urban Living SPD

Right development, jSupport growth
right place

Efficient use of land jQuality design

Some further objectives of Urban Living SPD

Sustainable
integration of built

Optimising density,
not maximising

density

form, movement
and public realm
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Recap on our initial thinking

applies

city-wide

Potential generic design guidance topics

* Height (prevailing, contextual, tall buildings)

* Density (central, urban/inner, suburban)

* Form (relationship to street and wider townscape)

* Residential buildings (dwelling types, space
standards, daylight, privacy, noise, parking, access,
communal facilities and spaces, internal circulation,
orientation, private external space etc)

* Commercial/mixed use buildings (active ground
level uses, access and servicing, internal circulation,
M&E servicing)

* Supporting infrastructure expectations (community,
transport, public realm)

* Parking approaches (central, urban/inner, suburban)

* Tall buildings and structures

* Environmental performance

* Quality expectations (drawing on precedents)
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Recap on our initial thinking
Building height
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Recap on our initial thinking

City centre opportunity
areas:

prevailing building heights
typically 4-6 storeys

aspiration: to gradually raise
the prevailing building
height to 5-8 storeys
Suburban opportunity
areas:

Prevailing building heights
typically 2-3 storeys
aspiration: to gradually raise
the prevailing building
height to 3-5 storeys
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Recap on our initial thinking
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Indicative guidance relating to
different settings

B central 200+dph

B jnner Priority 100-200dph

" Inner 100-200dph

" Suburban Priority less than 100dph
B suburban less than 100dph
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Recap on our initial thinking
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Car Parking -
‘What Works Where’

What works where

Muiti-storey

Central
Mastly flats

Urban
Terraced
houses & flats

Suburban
Detached &
Iinked housss

Underground

Undercroft

Podium

Mechanical

Front court

Rear court

Mews street
STRI

Central
reservation

g
i

Right angled

Angled to
pavement

In line with

garage to front
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Recap on our initial thinking

Tall buildings assessment criteria

Visual Impact e.g. on skyline, built form, historic environment, topography
(panoramic views, views to landmarks, views from key vantage points)

Functional Impact e.g. servicing, deliveries,
maintenance, activity at ground floor, transport

Environmental Impact e.g. cumulative impacts on local climates, air
circulation, pollution levels, daylighting

=

mic Impact e.g. impact on local roads, parking, loca
( shops, schools, doctors, dentists /
‘\
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Scope of guidance

Potential future guidance

Opportunity Areas — major source of
brownfield land

Intensification Areas — cluster of
potential development sites

Transport hubs — existing and future
Mixed use development in centres
Surplus commercial and industrial land
Housing from surplus offices

Flats above shops

Airspace developments over existing and
new non-residential premises

But not..

Private garden land development
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Workshop themes

It is important that the Urban Living SPD is informed by a thorough Citywide context appraisal
understanding of context

New guidance needs to provide greater clarity on the areas considered Review of Urban Potential Study
suitable for higher density development

Guidance needs to positively say where tall buildings will be encouraged  Site visits and design workshops
whilst setting out their limitations in terms of delivering affordable
housing, using land more efficiently and delivering successful

placemaking
Design guidance

Design guidance needs to be informed by existing best practice Case Study Review

Design guidance needs to clearly set out what is being sought from higher Review of policy/design guidance in other

density development, without being overly prescriptive cities
Community engagement
A greater focus is required on building new high density developments Case Study Review

that better int te into th id ighbourhood
at better integrate Into the wider neighbournoo Review use of BREEAM for Communities

Bristol City Councifs rol

Bristol City Council needs to be more proactive about promoting higher Ambulance Station site

density, higher quality development. Hengrove Park masterplan
City Centre North East spatial framework
HIF bid
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Baseline studies

High level objectives
for Urban Living

Urban Livin . . . Design guidance
poncyg, Bristol Local Urban Living [eeepessls
including Pla N SPD criteria for higher
locations density
where higher developments
densities will

Locational Case

be promoted ‘ :
Guidance Studies
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Case studies

City centre:
Wapping Wharf
Invicta

Finzels Reach

Urban:

Keynsham Civic Centre
Junction 3
Paintworks

Suburban:
Southmead Hospital
Gainsborough Square
Filwood Business Park
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Wapping Wharf,
Harbourside

Reasons for selection

Wispping Whie! s an example of mxed-use,

city centre development located on Bristol's

historic Harbiourside. This high density medium

rise development has created a new harbourisde
destination that champions Independent businesses,

Brief history

Historically accupied by the New Gaol and shipyards,
the site has been largely derelict and under-used since
the 15505, Thet site was bought by the family-owned
development company Umberslade in 2003, Outline
planning permission for the whole site was granted

In 2007 with the development masterplan, based on
& 5ite design brief by the Counctl, providing a robust
yet flexible framework 10 co-ordinate the site’s bulld
oul in three phases. Phase 1 of the development,
secured planning permission in October 2012 and
was completed in Spring 2016, Work is scheduled

to commence on Phase 2 of development in late
Summer 2017. When all phases of the development
are complete, the project will deliver over 600 homes
[20% affordable), alongside retail, commercial and
commercial lesure uses.

Location and Context

Located in the city centre, directly south west of
Queens Square in thet 20ne between the Floating
Harbour and the tidal River Avon, the site lies behind
and 10 the west of M-shed, The location forms 4
transitional zone between the commercial city centre
and the urban suburbs of south Bristol, Including
Bedminster and Southville, which are connected by
Goal Ferry Bridge. Buildings In the immediate context
tend to range from 2.6 storeys,

The site s highly accessible; less than 15mins walk
1o Temple Meads Station and Broadmead as well as
being ocated on the new Metrobus Route, along
Cumbertand Road, which is dus to open in 2018,




Wapping Wharf, Harbourside

Description of development

Site layout: The layout of Phase 1 has largely been
determined by the existing desire line between Goal
Ferry Bridge and Museum Street, Development s
arranged in a series of courtyard blocks which clearly
define public and private realms

Height and massing: Buikding beghts range from 4-6
storeys across Phase 1 Bullding helghts have been
limited 10 maintain a visual link across the hasbour

to the historic cranes and to St Paul's Church in
Southville. Development form utilises the natural kevel
change across the site, slopng down from Cumberland
Road to Museum Street, allowing car parking to be
provided at basement level, and private amenity space
at first floor

Public realm/ private realm: A new pedestrian route
has beea created running nerthy south through Phase
1. Shops and cafes are located st ground floor either
side, with residential above, Access is provided for
residents from this route to private courtyards at

first floor level, These spaces have been enhanced by
the mtegration of a public art 10 create an atlractive
treshold space. The public realm utilises high quality
materals and street furniture, creating a distinct
sense of place, A new area of public space has been
created ot the harbours edge next to Mshed, with the

Urban Living SPD case study review
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potentsml to accommodate markets and community
events,

Mix of uses: The completed development will
comprise residential, retall, office, community
workspace, hotel, leisure uses and car parking
Phase 1 is predominantly residential (12% of which
is affordable), with ground level activity provided
through small scale shops, restaurants and cafes
(some permanent, some housed in temporary
structures}.

Car parking and servicing: Residents car parking is
provided at basement level, with allocated spaces for
eych flat, The majority of servicing and refuse is also
managed underground,

Environmental performance: Residential units
on Phase 1 have achieved Level 3 of the Code for
Sustainable Homes.

Design quality: A varied material palette including
brick and corten steel, combined with a contemporary
Interpretation of & harbourside vernacular, his
contributed to an attractive composition of bulkiings.

~

[‘--u
GAOL FERRY sms

— Masterplan approach: The constructed
development represents the first phase of (e
wider 4,25 Ha site masterplan, which could take an
additional 5-10 years to complete. A Statement of
Masterpian Principles accompanied an lllustrative
Masterphan as part of the Outline Planning
Consent, In this regard, the Statement document
represents the more mandatory element and
fiows the essential public/private realm structure
across the site, the quantum, scale and use
classes of development, historic bulldings and
important visws Lo be protected. The document
and associated Outline Consent therefore offer
a robust framework to ensure a coordinated site
planning approach, whikst aliowing flexibility to
respond 1o changing cond®ionm.

— Public realm: Gaol Ferry Steps 15 the focal space
within the schems, and has rapldly become a
popudar destination in the city centre. High quality
paving materials, street furniture and lighting have
created a welkoming space throughout the day and
Into the evening. Semi-mature trees have scitened
the space.

— The public reaim 15 owned and managed by the
lead developer, Umberslade. Whilst this restricts
the Council’s control over this space, it does ersure
that the developer has a long teem weated interest
n the development and its upkeep; # also has
implications for the Council's constralned financlal
position.

— The new streel has been designed as a shared
pedestrian/ cycle space, High footfall has ensured
the successful occupation of all ground floor
retailfcommercial wils, However the wolume
of movernent has created a number of traffic
management issues relating to conflict between
cychists and pedestrians; these matters are being
resobved by Umbersiade in dialogue with the City
Council,

— Meanwhile Uses: The scheme has successfully

created a thriving cluster of small businesses,
predominantly restaurams housed within Cargo
containers. The scheme demonstrates how a site
can be temporarlly animated pending the long-
term redevelopment of an area,

— Residential amenity: Attaining this medium-
rise high density development has necessitated
the Inclusion of a significant number of singk
aspect flats. Some of these flats face one another
across privacy distances of 15 metres or s,
This has a compromsing Impact upon residential
amenity. The peivate shared courtyard gardens
are consequently relatively small and don't aliow
sufficient space for residents to congregate and
socialise; although there are signs of people
personalising space within these areas.

~ Apartments are however pravided with good sized
usable balconies and private patio spaces

Urban Living SPD case study review
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Case studies

Calculating densities: J3

Net site area: 0.7ha

Number of dwellings: 59

Residential GIA: 3579sgm (70%)
Non-residential GIA: 1499sqm (30%)

Density calculation based on 70% of the site area: 0.49ha
Net Density: 59/0.49 = 120dph (using MacCreanor Lavington method)

*A standard density calculation, which does not take account of
the non-residential uses produces a density of 84dph (59/0.7)

Plot Ratio= Total GIA (5078sqm) / Site area (0.7) = 0.7




Central Area

1. Wapping Wharf, Harbourside
2, Finzel's Reach, North Radcliffe

3. Invicta, Canon's Marsh, Harbourside

Image A new transitional space set between private
courtyards and tha pubSc street created by KBHT with Ginkgo
at Wapping Wharf, Harbouside

Fraoto: Jamie Weodisy

Case Studies: Central

Redcliffe
“Quarter Fnzel’s Reach, North Redchffe
(432dph) 417dph
> Lead developer: 2003-2013 HDG Massur
2013 current Cubex Land Ltd
¢ 400dph Masterplanners: AWW
Architects: AWW, Bush Consuttancy
“ND 10, Landscape Architects: Shepperd Robson and
The Zone Capia Lovejoy
(The Dings) Engineering: ARUP
!_U:Ud;zh]_ Planning Consuftants: CS) 2004 consent

= Quakers Friars
residential
tower Cabot
(348dph)

—The Cre
Cannon's
Marsh
(262dph)

204dph

— Warin g

House,
Redcliffe
(242dph)

194dph

4 200dph

201 )-present GVA

rsh, Harbe side

Lead developer: Crest Nicolson
Masterplanners: Cullinan Studa
Architects: Culiran Studio

Landscape Architects: Grant Assodates snd
Sans Facon

Engineering: ARUP and Hoare Lea

Plamning Conssltants: Nathaniel Lichfinld
and Fartners

Vharf, Harbourside

Lead developer: Umberyiade
Masterplanners: Associated Architects
Architects: Alec french Partnership
Landscape Architects: Gillespies
Engineering: ARUP

Planning Consultants: Turley



Urban

4. Junction 3, Easton

5. Paintworks, Brislington

6. Keynsham Clvic Cantre, Keynsham

Image: Louvred screen to the library boilkding creating 4
striking entrance feature at 3, Easton

Phata: David Martyn

Case Studies: Urban

9 200dph

o GeOrgian
Terraces
Clifton
{169dph)

> Bis

hport Avenue
Tower Blocks
Hartclifte
{139dph)

— Beaufort and
Longtord House,
Barton Hil
(119dph)

100dph
O—a V|ctorian
Terraces
Greennani

{100dph)

_123dph

120dph
.

23

Lead developer: Verve
Masterplanners: Assocated Architects
Architects: Alec French Partnarship
Landscape Architects: Glies
Engineering: ARUP
Planning Consultants: Turiey

Lead developer: Knightstone Housing
Development Partnars: Sristol Gty Counc
Ubeary Services, The Scarman Trust and
SPAN

Mastarplanners: GOP

Architects: GOF

Landscape Architects: City Design Group,
Bristol City Council

Engineening: Hyder

Planning Consuftants: GCP



Suburban

7. Gainsborough Square, Lockleaze 38

B. Southmead Hospital, Southmead a2

9. Filwood Business Park, Knowle West 46

imuge: A new bespoke Pavilon by MUF st Gainsborough Sousre us
part of the regenaration peoject, Lockieaze

Case Studies: Suburban

T100dph

100dph

<

9 Modern Suburb,
Marrisal Road,
Henbury (60dph)

S0dph (Mminimum density policy requirement)

™ Modern Suburb
Pen Park Road
(50dph)

2 Inter-war
suburb, Sea Miils
(35dph)

30dph

S— Post-war
suburb,
Southmead
(30dph)

37

Gainsborough Square

ocklsaze

Lead developer: Knightitons Housing
Development Partners: 8ristol Communty
Housing Foundation

Masterplanners: Kendall Kingscott Ltd, and
Bristof Gty Council

Architects: Keodall Kingscont Ltd
Landscape Architects: City Design Growp,
Bristol City Councll

Enginesring: Craddy Pritchers Duvidson
Planning Cansultants: Keodad Kingscott L1d
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Case studies: common success factors

e Early and sustained partnership working
with local authority

e Strong commitment to stakeholder
involvement and understanding needs of
residents and other end user

e Preparation of masterplan to support
outline planning application, which sets
out broad parameters rather than strict
codes

e High quality, well-connected public
realm

* Genuine mixed use developments

. *  Unigue and adaptable workspaces

* Naturally ventilated and lit buildings

* Creation of a distinctive sense of place




Urban Living — Making successful places at higher densities

Case studies: common challenges

e Residential amenity, particularly privacy
distances

e Creation of mixed and balanced
communities, particularly the delivery of
family homes or affordable homes

e Accommodating car parking in suburban

- context

b » Delivering green infrastructure,
particularly street trees
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Case studies: views of the end users

e Interviews with building managers

» Existing resident/end user surveys

* New surveys where necessary/possible
* Local media/social media

.
-
.
“®
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Common challenges: views of Bristol Planning officers

* Achieving a policy compliant scheme e Post decision design changes

* Accommodating car parking in suburban (proliferation of s78/variations)
areas e Over-use of conditions

* Higher density schemes being promoted ¢ Under-utilisation of pre-app process to
on physically constrained sites resolve major design issues prior to

* Too many single aspect flats submission

* Opportunist location of tall buildings * Visual Impact /Heritage /Sustainability
rather than strategic location assessments etc. prepared to late in the

e Achieving design quality where the planning process to inform design
developer does not have a long-term e Perceived tension between achieving
interest in the site design quality and delivering affordable

* Adequately communicating design housing
approach through Design & Access * Inconsistent supply of comparable data
Statement (GIA, densities etc.)

* Ensuring quality through an outline * Land changes hand at high values which
planning application makes it harder to deliver a policy

compliant, high quality scheme down the
line
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Case studies

DRAFT EVIDENCE BASE
nat for circulation

URBAN LIVING SPD

Learning from recent higher density schemes in 8ristol

3
o

'\
'@’. City Design Group

‘b:', & Planniag Division
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Baseline studies

High level objectives
for Urban Living

Urban Livin . . . Design guidance
poncyg, Bristol Local Urban Living [eeepessls
including Pla N SPD criteria for higher
locations density
where higher developments
densities will

Locational Case

be promoted ‘ :
Guidance Studies



Urban Living — Making successful places at higher densities

Locational Guidance — Urban Potential Study
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Locational Guidance — Urban Living Intensification Areas

* A brief description of the challenges, constraints and opportunities;

e A place vision, captured in words and visualisations, using precedents where relevant;

* High level design parameters which integrate built form, movement and public realm;

* A design-led approach to optimising site capacities;

* A high level exploration of those interventions required to increase site capacities
beyond the baseline
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Understanding context/identifying opportunities

Urban Living — Making successful places at higher densities

Is this the right aspiration?
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Understanding context/identifying opportunities

Is this the right aspiration?
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Programme

Proposed consultation on the Local Plan Review

February 2017

Feb-Dec 2017
January 2018

Autumn 2018

March 2019
September 2019
January 2020
July 2020

Call for Sites primarily focused on the
development industry/land owners

Preparing Issues and Options report

External consultation on Issues and
Options report

External consultation on the
Publication version of the Local Plan

Publication
Submission to Secretary of State
Examination Hearings

Adoption by Full Council

Proposed consultation on the Urban Living SPD

March 2017

Mar-Dec 2017
January 2018

Summer 2018

External consultation on the scope of
the SPD

Preparing evidence base and draft SPD

External consultation on the draft
Urban Living SPD

Adoption by Mayor (Cabinet)
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