
CAG response to the Fifth Capital planning application 
 
This is the initial response from the Carriageworks Action Group to the planning 
application submitted by Fifth Capital reference 14/05930/F for the redevelopment of 
the Carriageworks and Westmoreland House site. 
 
We have structured our response around the themes established by the 
Carriageworks Community Vision.  The Vision was developed in 2011 through a 
process that attracted contributions from 1600 members of the local community and 
was applauded as one of the best community engagement processes that Bristol has 
ever seen.   
 
The Vision includes eight broad statements that encapsulate the ambitions held by 
the community for the future of the site.  In using them to assess the Fifth Capital 
proposals we obviously encounter the way in which broad statements can be 
manipulated to mean all things to all people.  We have therefore found it necessary 
to elaborate upon the vision statements in order to present a meaningful response. 
We believe that this elaboration stays true to the views of the local community. It also 
reflects comments recently received and aired at public meetings held to discuss the 
emerging Fifth Capital proposals. 

Summary 
• The Carriageworks Action Group does not believe that the application has 

sufficient regard to preserving the special historic interest of the listed 
Carriageworks building.   

• The effect of the proposed development will have a damaging effect on the 
character and identity of the area. 

• The development will not preserve the character of the Conservation Area.  
• The proposals make inadequate provision for affordable housing, do not take into 

account the impact on the surrounding transport network, fail to provide 
necessary community facilities, fail to provide recreational open space, make no 
provision for local labour initiatives and do not confirm how any public art needs 
will be met. 

 

1. Overall Vision 
Vision Statement: “The Carriageworks development will make a positive contribution 
to the economy, culture and environment of Stokes Croft and surrounding area. It will 
be a mixed use development that is home to many activities, businesses and people. 



It will be a buzzing, vibrant place for people from the local communities and from 
further afield. We want to see the dereliction of this site addressed as a priority and 
are keen to work with any organisation that embraces our vision for the future.” 
 
The development will not make a positive contribution to the economy, culture and 
environment of Stokes Croft and the surrounding area.   
 
This is an essentially inward looking development of mainly residential use the 
design of which does not invite public interest or entry to the site. Instead the 
development excludes, and thereby fails to integrate with, the immediate community 
and the communities that surround it and are impacted by the proposals.  
 
The exact use and users of the limited amount of retail frontage have not been 
established so it is impossible to say that there will be any contribution to the local 
economy. Equally the Cultural Strategy fails to give any certainty that the scheme will 
make a positive contribution to the local area. 
 
While the dereliction of the site will be addressed, the design style is generic to city 
centre developments across the UK and thereby fails to make a positive contribution 
to the local area. 
 
Our great concern is that the development will be anything but a buzzing and vibrant 
place. As a result it will have a damaging effect on the character and identity of the 
area. 

2. Community Uses 
Vision Statement: “We want this site to be developed for a broad range of uses that 
are accessible to the community. Flexible, accessible spaces need to be included to 
accommodate a range of activities that directly contribute to the vitality and character 
of the local area. This might include business units as well as shops, arts space, 
cafes, performance space and meeting spaces.” 
 
The site will be developed for only two uses: residential (94% - 10,679 sqm GIA) and 
retail (6% - 659 sqm GIA divided between five units).  This is not the broad range of 
uses sought by the Vision. 
 
No clarity is provided about the nature of the retail uses. While Fifth Capital have 
stated “the ground floor spaces will be affordable and accessible. The units will be 
carefully managed to ensure a mix of independent businesses and other 
organisations that will be appropriate to the area and not harm existing businesses. 



Following feedback we received from consultation and public exhibitions, the 
incorporation of retail chains or supermarkets has been ruled out as they would not 
be suitable for Stokes Croft” they have not provided any evidence that they 
understand local needs and markets (e.g. for small units on easy-in easy-out terms 
with a mix of private and social enterprises) and neither have they stated how their 
aspirational statement will, in practice, be delivered.  Instead they have designed 
five inflexible lock-up units of medium size all fronting onto the main roads.  We do 
not believe that they will be able to deliver their aspirational statement and that the 
units will therefore ultimately remain vacant or be let to retail chains. As such the 
scheme will fail to provide any community uses and will only serve to damage the 
character and identity of the area. 

3. Through Route 
Vision Statement: “Creating new open and inclusive spaces on the site is important 
for many of us. This could be achieved by designing a new pedestrian route through 
the site connecting together public spaces that can contribute to a vibrant local 
culture; these public spaces might host activities such as a market and 
performances. Good design and management will need to be exercised to avoid 
conflicts with other site users e.g. residents living nearby, neighbouring businesses 
etc.” 
 
We do not want a gated community which would cut across the culture and character 
of the area.  We seek a genuine public realm through route that is carefully designed 
to encourage access into and through the site.  A well designed route will avoid 
conflict between residents and the public and will design-out crime and anti-social 
behaviour.   
 
The through route proposed by Fifth Capital is disingenuous:  
• It does not follow desire lines, it does not invite entry, it includes blind corners and 

it does not provide clear destinations.  
• The two ‘spaces’ do not relate to the surrounding area being instead, to all intents 

and purposes, private courtyards.  
• The through route is incidental, a route that connects the two spaces but is not 

designed as the spine of the development.  
• The route is designed so that gates and restrictive management of public access 

are essential if it is to work.  
• Over time, this will, we believe, result in a ‘lock-down’ of the site with all public 

access removed.  
 



The through route proposed will have a damaging effect on the character and identity 
of the area and will fail to contribute to the needs of all of the people in the 
communities local to, and impacted by, the Westmoreland House/Carriageworks site.   

4. Ground Floor – active uses 
Vision Statement: “We want to see the site opened up with active uses (e.g. shops, 
small businesses, market, cafes, arts, workshops etc.) both on the Stokes Croft 
frontage and inside the site. The units will need to be provided in a range of sizes 
that are viable for local businesses and be flexible in design in order to adapt to 
future changes; they will need to be managed to ensure a good mix at all times.” 
 
The proposals include three retail units on the Stokes Croft frontage and two on 
Ashley Road. There are no retail units inside the site. A “public courtyard” has a 
restricted access through the Carriageworks building from Stokes Croft. 
 
The proposals do not open up the site to active uses in the way we envisaged. There 
is limited visibility from the street to the courtyard, there are no units inside the site, 
the range of sizes is very limited and no smaller units are provided, and the design of 
five lock-up units does not lend itself to a mix of small businesses, workshops, arts 
etc. 
 
For a workable scheme there has to be a good managmenet regime in place. This 
has not been submitted. We have raised this issue with Fifth Capital on a number of 
occassions but little indication has been given that the developers understand the 
issue let alone have a proposal that meets the needs of the area. Issues of concern 
include (and this is not an exhaustive list): 
• A lack of engagement with the local community to establish needs and 

opportunities for the ground floor uses. 
• A design and orientation of units that restricts rather than encourages flexibility. 
• A lack of integration between the public courtyard and the surrounding streets. 

The public courtyard lacks passing trade and visibility. As such any proposal for 
use are only likely to be closely connected to the adjoining businesses and will, in 
effect, only be spill-out space.   

• The absence of a management strategy that demonstrates how the units will be 
managed to secure outcomes agreed with the local community. 

• Market use based on these proposals is unlikely to be viable.  
• Our concern is that the courtyard will, over time, become a private space for the 

use of residents only. 
 



The Cultural Strategy written by Future City purports to address the management 
issues. However, this is not a substantive strategy and is instead a statement of 
ideals of how the strategy will be developed. It compares poorly against other work 
by the same authors that supports planning applications in places such as M&S 
White City and St James’s Market. We are also unclear as to the competency of 
Future City for advising on property management and business development issues 
(para 4.4.2).   
 
The issues relating to active ground floor uses should have been addressed prior to 
submission of the planning application and should not be left for consideration after 
permission has been granted. 

5. Upper Floors – residential 
Vision Statement: “We recognise the benefit of residential development on the upper 
floors to boost viability. We want to see a true mix of housing types for sale and for 
rent including private and social housing, both low and high cost; a range of sizes 
should be provided to suit a mix of needs, from single people to families. We do not 
want to see a gated community or a monotype development. Some small business 
and other uses on the upper floors may also be appropriate.” 
 
We believe that the proposed mix of dwellings will have a negative effect on the 
character and identity of the area.  
 
In the proposals we do not see a true mix of housing types, sizes and needs. 50% of 
the units are one bed flats and 30% are two bed units. There is nothing larger than 
three bed.  SPD10 states “there is ... an imbalance in household composition 
towards single person households”. While the proposals meet SPD10’s aspiration for 
20% of dwellings to be 3 bedroom or more, but we believe that 50% single bed units 
is excessive. 
 
The planning application proposes 8 affordable shared ownership housing units (7% 
of the total), and no units for social rent. This contrasts with Council Core Strategy 
which seeks 40%. We believe that the quantity of affordable units is insufficient and 
that, in line with adopted Council policies, provision should be made for social 
housing as well as affordable housing.  
 
SPD10 states “In St Paul’s, affordable housing, provision will be expected to address 
identified local need - i.e. larger family sized accommodation and shared-equity 
housing. Family sized accommodation should have access to private gardens/ 
amenity space with accommodation at ground floor/ garden level”.  The application 



does not state the size of the units which will be affordable. Unless all the proposed 
family houses are for affordable housing we believe that there is inadequate private 
open space for families. 

6. Car Parking and access 
Vision Statement: “An amount of car parking that is “just adequate” should be 
provided on the site. The parking provision should balance the need to make best 
use of space on the site whilst avoiding increases in parking congestion and pollution 
in the surrounding area. Residents and businesses should have sufficient access to 
their premises.” 
 
We have significant concerns about the proposals.  
 
In using the phrase “just adequate”, the Vision Statement reflects the highly 
contentious nature of the car parking issue in the local area where many subscribe to 
the car-free cities ideal, many others rely on their car to meet a range of needs, and 
the high density of development combined with the lack of off-street parking makes it 
difficult verging on the impossible for residents, businesses and visitors to find on-
street spaces.  
 
Access for businesses and residents is a slightly different issue but reflects the need 
for everyone to be able to reach their premises for deliveries, collections and 
emergencies. Without access the viability and health of the local area is severely 
compromised. 
 
Our concerns are as follows: 
• The impact of resident parking on the already congested surrounding streets. 
• Inaequate access to premises for residents and businesses. 
• A lack of delivery space for businesses (one loading bay situated in front of the 

six disabled parking spaces). 
• Inadequate space for waste collections when any other form of delivery of site 

movement is taking place. 
• Lack of space for post and parcel delivery. 
• A potential conflict between disabled drivers and other users. 
In their current form we do not believe the proposals to be workable. 

7. Design 
Vision Statement: “We want the new development to be designed to a high quality 
with good environmental standards. The Carriageworks building should be restored 
to its former glory but other existing buildings may or may not be retained. We want 



to see full use being made of roofs to provide opportunities for biodiversity and the 
creation of gardens, perhaps for growing food.” 
 
 
 
We do not believe that the development is designed to a sufficiently high standard.  
The massing and elevational treatment bears little relation to the local area and 
instead uses generic styles found in city centres throughtout England.  It fails to 
contribute to the culture and environment of Stokes Croft. 
 
On the periphery of the site, particularly where it backs onto properties on Hepburn 
Road and Brigstocke Road, we are concerned about the overbearing mass of 
development. Residents have considerable concerns about loss of already low levels 
of daylight, overlooking from the upper floors of the new buildings and the 
psychological impact of high walls close to their gardens and the habitable rooms of 
their properties. 
 
The conservation of the Carriageworks appears, at first sight, to be supportable. But 
we do not believe that it preserves the building’s historic interest, in particular relating 
to its designer EW Godwin and the history of the building.  
 
The planning application makes no commitment to using local labour or to using local 
materials. 

8. Delivery 
Vision Statement: “We are looking for a developer who will go the extra mile to 
deliver a scheme of which we can be proud. We are determined to find the best 
developer for the job who will ensure that we are continually involved in the 
development process and who will champion our Vision. It is accepted that there will 
need to be some level of flexibility in the choice of developer.” 
 
As a community we want to be proud of the redevelopment of the Carriageworks and 
Westmoreland House site. We want to take our friends to see it, we want it to 
embody the spirit of the local area and make an active contribution to its vitality and 
future. We want it to be a significant gateway site for Bristol, that demonstrates the 
creativity and independence for which Bristol is increasingly recognised.  We believe 
that there are developers who could deliver this aspiration but sadly we have not 
seen this in the Fifth Capital proposals. This developer has made some fine 
statements and has been clever in how they present their scheme, but the absence 
of any real detail about how the site will be used and managed in the long term gives 



us great doubts about what will actually be built and what it will actually mean for the 
local area. This is only compounded by our concerns about much of the design. 
 


