DEVELOPMENT DIVISION
PLANNING COMMITTEE
FOR DECISION

4th November 2014

Ladies and Gentlemen,
The plans in this report have been submitted for approval under the Town and
Country Planning Acts.
All County Council Matters are “Delegated” to the Committee for comment
and cannot be moved “Non-Delegated” (Minute No. 244, 20th July, 1992).
All other applications in this report are also “Delegated” but can be moved
“Non-Delegated” by a Member of the Committee under the terms adopted for the
Scheme of Delegation approved by Council, 16th May, 1994. Any such motion
needs to be accepted by a majority of Members of the Committee present (Council,
8th August, 1995). All applications left as delegated will be decided by the
Committee and will not be subject to confirmation by Council.
The application plan numbers also refer to files for the purposes of
background papers.

Jason Hipkiss
Planning Manager
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PLAN NUMBER:

APPLICANT:

AGENT:

2014/0606

Mr P Venton

WARD/PARISH:

CASE OFFICER:

DATE RECEIVED:

Newbarns

Charles Wilton
01229 876553

04/09/2014
STATUTORY DATE:
29/10/2014

LOCATION:
286A Abbey Road, Barrow-in-Furness
PROPOSAL:
Application to fell tree T2 (copper beech) subject of tree preservation order 1994 No. 7
SAVED POLICIES OF THE
LOCAL PLAN:
There are no saved policies in relation to applications made under a tree preservation
order
SUMMARY OF MAIN ISSUES:
Felling is justified on the basis of the tree’s modest form, limited contribution to the areas
amenities and its very close proximity to the applicant’s house.
NON MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS:

REPRESENTATIONS:
Development advertised on site.
Occupiers of 284A and 286 Abbey Road informed. No representations received

CONSULTATIONS:
None
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OFFICERS REPORT:
1. SITE AND LOCALITY
The application site comprises a modern detached house which was erected following the
grant of outline and reserved matters permissions in 1994 (refs 1993/0758 & 1994/1994).
The land had previously formed part of the car park to 286 Abbey Road which was then a
hotel, now a private residence (1999/0419). Also at that time a tree preservation order was
served on two copper beech trees which were situated in the hotel car park. These are
now situated within the grounds of two different houses, 286 Abbey Road (the original
hotel) and 286A (the new house). This application relates to the tree situated in the garden
of the new house and which is identified as T2 by the Order.
The tree is situated to the side of 286A towards the rear corner of the house.
2. PROPOSAL DETAILS
Application to fell a copper beech
3. RELEVANT HISTORY
1994 Outline planning permission to erect a detached house in hotel car park (93/0758)
1994 Service of Tree Preservation Order 1994 No 7
1994 Reserved matters re the above (94/0419)
4. RELEVANT POLICIES AND GUIDANCE
There are no saved policies in relation to applications made under a tree preservation
order.
National Planning Policy Guidance however advises as follows:
How does the local planning authority consider an application?
If the authority did not visit the site before the application was made then an officer should
do so at this stage.
The authority should assess whether or not the proposed work is exempt from the
requirement to obtain its consent.
When considering an application the authority is advised to:
assess the amenity value of the tree or woodland and the likely impact of the proposal
on the amenity of the area;
consider, in the light of this assessment, whether or not the proposal is justified, having
regard to the reasons and additional information put forward in support of it;
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consider whether any loss or damage is likely to arise if consent is refused or granted
subject to conditions;
consider whether any requirements apply in regard to protected species;
consider other material considerations, including development plan policies where
relevant; and
ensure that appropriate expertise informs its decision.
Authorities should bear in mind that they may be liable to pay compensation for loss or
damage as a result of refusing consent or granting consent subject to conditions.
However, if the authority believes that some loss or damage is foreseeable, it should not
grant consent automatically. It should take this factor into account alongside other key
considerations, such as the amenity value of the tree and the justification for the proposed
works, before reaching its final decision.
[Revision date: 06 03 2014 Paragraph: 091 Reference ID: 36-091-20140306]
BS 5837:2012 Trees in relation to design, demolition and construction –
recommendations. Contains on location of development relative to trees.
5. PLANNING ISSUES
The NPPG sets out the structure for the decision making process. Key elements of this
relate to the effect of the proposal on the amenities of the area and the justification for the
proposed work.
The justification for the proposed work is that the tree is situated too close to the house
and that it is causing damage to the surrounding paved areas.
The distance between the side elevation of the house and the tree is 2.9m. This distance
is reduced further by a bay window which projects 0.7m towards the tree. The tree has
been subject to a significant amount of tree surgery in the past which is likely to have been
necessary to accommodate the new house. As a consequence all its larger limbs are on
the neighbour’s side. On the applicants side the branches are limited to a profuse regrowth
of secondary branches. However given the short distance to the house these are now in
contact with both the bay and the main side elevation.
BS 5837 :2012 advises that development should achieve an acceptable relationship with
trees with adequate space allowed for a tree’s natural development with due consideration
given to its predicted height and canopy spread (para5.3.5 d). The BS lists several issues
which can evolve from unsatisfactory relationships including damage, excessive shading
and apprehension (from natural swaying in strong winds).
To some extent the house has been designed having regard to the tree in that there are no
windows serving habitable rooms in the side elevation. The bay window which serves the
staircase and landing is also over sized, presumably taking account of the shading caused
by the tree’s close proximity. However were the tree to be retained it would almost
certainly need to be cut back hard on the neighbours side before the minor branches
become more substantial and cause damage to the fabric of the house.
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The tree has a lop sided crown with a spread on the applicant’s side of 3m with a spread
of approximately 5m on the neighbour’s side. This gives the tree a rather ungainly
appearance. Cutting back the minor branches growing towards the house would
exaggerate this effect.
The tree’s contribution to the public amenities is reduced by it’s lop sided form. It is
reduced further by its set back location between two houses. 286 is a large three storey
property which screens the tree entirely from Abbey Road when travelling towards Barrow.
The applicant’ s house screen most of the tree from the opposite direction. Its contribution
is therefore limited to a short section of Abbey Road from the immediate vicinity of the
applicant’s house.
The NPPG also requires the decision maker to have regard to whether any damage is
likely to occur if consent is refused. Ultimately damage is likely to parts of the house
particularly the roof however the risk could be reduced to an acceptable level were the tree
to be cut back. However as advised above this would aggravate the tree’s lop sided crown.
The applicant also draws attention to damage to paving around the tree. A photograph
provided by the applicant to illustrate this is attached at appendix A. The damage appears
to be the result of tree roots and can be regarded as minor in nature. The NPPG draws the
decision makers attention to the liability for compensation claims and the relevant
legislation is attached at appendix B (Part 6 of the Town and Country Planning (Tree
Preservation)(England) Regulations 2012. The NPPG also advises that the decision maker
should bear in mind that they may be liable to pay compensation for loss or damage as a
result of refusing consent though this liability should not be used to automatically grant
consent. The Regulations prevent claims for an amount of less than £500.
Finally the NPPG requires the decision maker to consider whether there are any
requirements regarding protected species. This is best dealt with as an informative on the
decision letter.
6. CONCLUSION
The NPPG requires the decision maker to have regard to the amenity value of the tree and
the impact of the proposal on the amenities of that area. Also, in arriving at a decision, to
have regard to the stated reasons for making the application. In this case the tree has
modest amenity value due to it’s lop sided form and set back/part screened location. Its
amenity value is likely to be reduced further by work to prevent damage to the house and
its very close proximity means that this will be an on going requirement. The relationship of
the tree to the house is poor and falls well short of the recommendations contained in BS
5837:2012.
The Council may impose a condition requiring a replacement tree to be planted. Usually
this takes place as close as possible to the tree to be felled. In this instance the space at
the side of the house is not suitable for replacement planting. The applicant has indicated
that there is space in the rear garden though this would not benefit the public views of the
area. The only value to public amenity would be if the tree was located in the front garden,
however this area is also constrained by other features. I have therefore not included the
replanting condition in this case.
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RECOMMENDATION:
I recommend that consent be granted subject to the following conditions:
1. This consent is for a temporary period of 2 years expiring on 4th November 2016
whereupon no work authorised by this consent shall be carried out unless a further
application for the work has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local
planning authority.
Reason
Required to be imposed by the Town and Country Planning (Tree Preservation)(England)
Regulations 2012.
Informative
The applicant and his contractors attention is drawn to the requirements of the Wildlife and
Countryside Act regarding carrying out works at the appropriate time of year to avoid
nesting birds and to establish that there are no protected species affected by the proposed
works.
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PLAN NUMBER:

APPLICANT:

AGENT:

2014/0639

Mr Russell Collier

Ellis Williams Architects

WARD/PARISH:

CASE OFFICER:

DATE RECEIVED:

Newbarns

Charles Wilton
01229 876553

15/09/2014
STATUTORY DATE:
16/11/2014

LOCATION:
Chetwynde School, Rating Lane, Barrow-in-Furness
PROPOSAL:
Erection of a detached, design and technology pavilion.
SAVED POLICIES OF THE
LOCAL PLAN:
POLICY D18
Alterations and additions to a Listed Building or those properties affected by the Article
Four Direction will not be permitted if they adversely affect its character and setting or its
architectural or historic features. In particular, the following alterations are likely to be
unacceptable, particularly where they pose a conflict with the traditions of the building type
or the area;
a)

The use of non-traditional roofing materials;

b)

The use of uPVC or aluminium or other non-traditional materials or styles for
windows and doors;

c)

Pebble-dashing, or rendering of any type where this would result in the loss of
features such as stone-work or ornamental brickwork;

d)

The removal of any special features such as ornamental ironwork, carved
stonework or brickwork, etc; and

e)

The use of uPVC gutters and downspouts.

POLICY D27
Development proposals which result in the unacceptable loss of existing trees on
development sites will not be permitted unless their loss is unavoidable, when the
developer will be required to provide replacement trees on site or at other suitable sites
nearby.
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POLICY D28
Development proposals will be expected to include a survey of existing landscape features
and a landscaping scheme of a professional standard must be submitted with applications
where deemed appropriate.
POLICY D29
A high standard of landscaping will be required of appropriate new development, both for
the initial scheme and its long-term maintenance. Where possible, existing landscape
features shall be integrated into landscape schemes. Where the District Council intends to
adopt an area of landscaping, a commuted payment will be required to meet the cost of 10
years maintenance. The requirements of this policy will be implemented as a condition of
planning consent, or by planning obligation as appropriate.
POLICY D31
The location, layout and detailed design of all new development must pay regard to
existing trees and their future growth potential and any landscaping scheme needs to
balance the relationship between trees and buildings to avoid damaging effects from one
to the other.
POLICY D32
In order to protect trees from damage during development, planning conditions will be
imposed to ensure that adequate measures are taken to preserve and protect all trees
identified, to be retained in any development.
SUMMARY OF MAIN ISSUES:
The proposal raises no significant residential amenity issues (sunlighting or privacy) and
the development has been shown to respect the setting of the listed school. A large
number of trees within the school grounds are subject of a preservation order however
none of these are affected by the proposed development.
NON MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS:

REPRESENTATIONS:
Development advertised on site and in the local press and the following neighbours have
been notified:
Barrow Sixth Form College, Rating Lane, Barrow-in-Furness
The Occupiers 1, 2, 3, 4 Croft Park Grove, 1 & 3 Chetwynde Park and 2 Inglewood,
Barrow-in-Furness.
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The Occupier, 6 Croft Park Grove, Barrow-in-Furness
It is surprising that you have only contacted a very limited number of consultees from Croft
Park Grove, Inglewood and Chetwynde Park. In principle I have no objections to the
application, but would like to make a strong specific point and some general observations.
The specific point concerns access to the new building and Chetwynde in general.Only a
few years ago the situation with regards access to and from Croft Park Grove and
Inglewood during the run up to Chetwynde School starting and finishing times was totally
unacceptable. This situation existing for many years and was subject to several meetings
with the residence, Barrow council, police and the school to try to resolve the situation.
One has to say these were a waste of time and only resulted in the painting of single and
double white lines and signs being erected with prohibited hours for parking in Croft Park
Grove and Inglewood. This had a very limited effect as a significant number just ignored
the white lines and the signs. The problem arose because there was access to Chetwynde
via a single gate and an open space area situated in the road leading to Inglewood. (Not
the double gates).
This situation was only resolved when Chetwynde Park houses were built and access was
completely blocked off. I wish to seek reassurance that there are no plans or intentions to
re-open this access to Chetwynde or the new building.
Comments on the Transport Form attached to this application.
2. Transport Impact.
The usual peaks......however there have been no complaints from local residents with
regards to parking or congestion.
The only reason there have been no complaints recently from residence about parking or
congestion is because of the present position I have described above.
As there is no increase in pupil numbers..........not a severe impact on the local highway
network as a result of these proposals.
This statement is untrue as one of the main reasons for the application is to increase pupil
numbers.
Comments on Planning Appraisal.
5.3.3 Works to the site entrance
The statement there is a third vehicular and pedestrian access from Inglewood is totally
incorrect. There is no pedestrian access and the vehicular access is by two large wooden
gates situated in Chetwynde Park and there is no doubt if this was chosen as the site
entrance there would be considerable and I believe an unacceptable impact on residential
amenities.
My general observations point is that it appears unbelievable that over a number of years
that a planning policy has allowed two schools to be expanded and a sixth Form College to
be built and now a possible housing estate within a space of of a few hundred meters.”
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Barrow Sixth Form College
I have, as Principal of Barrow-in-Furness Sixth Form College expressed grave concern to
the headteacher and to the police about the traffic situation on Rating Lane at peak hours.
I acknowledge that this application will not contribute to that, but I would like to take this
opportunity to express my grave concerns again, this time to the Borough Council. The
situation is an accident waiting to happen. When I was in a previous college it took a child
fatality for something to be done; I do not wish to see that happen in Barrow. At peak
times for dropping off/picking up Rating Lance is dangerous. It is crowded and visibility
from side roads etc. is poor because of the mature trees on the pavement. There are
many cars parked, sometimes poorly, sometimes on pavements, often blocking the cycle
lane. The zig zag markings are not always respected. In my view one day there will be an
accident involving a child if nothing is done. I suggest that this
top section of Rating Lane be made one way, or that a pick up/set down area is created in
the grounds of Chetwynde school, or something similar.
I guess this is not the right forum for expressing these concerns and I would be obliged if
they could be passed on to the appropriate officers for their consideration.”
Kimberly-Clark
“I write on behalf of Kimberly-Clark in support of the proposed extension at Chetwynde
School to provide a wider curriculum focused on Design and Technology.
We are experiencing skill shortages in the local area and the demand for technical skills in
particular has increased in recent years. This is set to continue as new companies move
to the area and existing companies such as Glaxo start expanding in the near future. We
are increasingly finding it difficult to recruit employees with the right skills to support the
business need.”
John Woodcock MP (letter addressed to the Council’s Executive Director)
“I have recently been approached by my above constituent Mr Russell Collier in his
position of headteacher at Chetwynde School in relation to a planning application he is has
submitted to the council.
As I'm sure you're aware, the school recently succeeded in being given approval by the
Department for Education to convert to a free school in September 2014 and has around
430 pupils on roll. By this time next year the capacity of the school will be reached and
level off at around 508 pupils from age 4-18. The school is the only 'all-through' provider in
the local area.
Mr Collier states the vision for the school is to provide an outstanding educational
experience for many more children from the local community and this year will see many
children join the school who previously would not have been able to due to the fees
charged.
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It is also the goal of the school, according to Mr Collier, to provide the children with the
skills required to add value to the local community and economy by adding design and
technology into the curriculum and by focusing on the delivery of electronics and control
systems. In order to deliver design and technology, the Education Funding Agency and the
Department for Education have agreed to fund the building of a 'Design Pavilion' in the
grounds of the school by September 2015. This new build will provide three design suites
and enable the school to develop its delivery of ICT, and computing; skills which are sure
to benefit the local economic landscape.
I trust the points raised by my constituent will be given every consideration and I hope you
will pass on my letter to the appropriate department or committee. Thank you for your
assistance in this matter.”
The Occupier, 2 Croft Park Grove, Barrow-in-Furness
“We acknowledge the necessity to expand the capacity of Chetwynde School and the
additional provision of facilities to enable this, but we do have three areas of concern;
1. Pedestrian and vehicular access
2. Foul sewage drainage
3. Compromised personal privacy
Pedestrian and vehicular access
The Design & Access Statement from Ellis Williams Architects states; “The school is
accessed via Rating Lane with a second access from Abbey Road. There is a third
vehicular and pedestrian access from Inglewood”.
The Transport Statement produced by JMP states under point 3.9 Pedestrian Entrance;
“The main pedestrian access to the school is via Chetwynde Park which is a cul-de-sac
which runs along the southern edge of the site. This road is quiet with dropped kerbs and
is well lit”, and under point 3.17 Access by Car; “The site is bound by Chetwynde Park and
Inglewood to the south. Chetwynde Park provides the main access to the school for pupils.
Inglewood and Croft Park Grove, which Chetwynde Park is accessed from, are residential
in nature and subject to parking restrictions………”. Using this information this report goes
on to conclude that, “The school benefits from relatively good pedestrian facilities in the
vicinity of the site, with many of the routes connecting the site from the surrounding
residential estate being of a good quality, well lit, and lightly trafficked”.
The Planning Appraisal on behalf of the EFA states under Works to the site entrances
point 5.3.3; “There is a third vehicular access from Inglewood. This vehicular access could
be widened but it is on a tight bend and is within a residential area and therefore an
increase in deliveries to this access could impact on residential amenity”.
In the letter from Mr Russell Collier to Barrow Borough Council he states, “In terms of
traffic management, pedestrian and vehicular movements are shared between two main
entrance points and many of the parents use the already designated parking bays on
Rating Lane to ‘ferry’ their children to and from school”.
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Given the above, there appears to be confusion over both the pedestrian and vehicular
access to the school both current and projected, we would like clarification please. The
access at Chetwynde Park as stated above, (gained via Inglewood and Croft Park Grove)
has never been used since the housing estate was created, it currently carries signage to
indicate, no entry/no parking and fire escape.
The pedestrian access gate in Inglewood was closed about 4-5 years ago because of
temporary parking problems created at drop-off and pick-up times, even though the
parking restrictions were in place. If it is intended to use this access in Chetwynde Park,
for pedestrian and/or vehicular access, either for the schoolchildren and parents, or for
contractors during the build, the area will become “highly trafficked”.
Foul sewage drainage
It is noted that the connection of foul sewage from the new Pavillion will be connected to
the existing drainage system. This runs under our property, we have an access point to a
laddered inspection tunnel. In 2003 a blockage was caused by the school which resulted in
the access tunnel filling up and leaking foul sewage on our front garden. We have a huge
concern that the existing system would not be able to cope with an increase in capacity
and seek clarification and assurances that this will not happen again.
Compromised personal privacy
With the erection of the new Pavillion we will lose the total privacy we have always had
and our garden will be overlooked by the classrooms on the first level. As stated
previously, we appreciate the necessity of this new build but would ask you to consider
planting taller screening perhaps on the Inglewood Road side or installing a different type
of glass to the windows concerned.
The Occupier, 1 Croft Park Grove, Barrow-in-Furness
“We would like to make the following comments with regard to the planning application for
the Erection of a Design and Technology Pavilion at Our Ladys Chetwynde School, Rating
Lane.
On the whole the references to traffic volume and parking in the school’s letter dated 9th
September 2014, the Traffic Form and JMP’s Transport Statement are inaccurate,
misleading and unrespresentative. As a result, we object to the proposal.
The school’s letter dated 9th September 2014 refers to “many of the parents use the
already designated parking bays (which are time limited) on Rating Lane”.


The extent of these parking bays is insufficient to cope with the current numbers
of pupils. The School Travel Survey (2009) in section 5 of JMP’s Transport
Statement states out of 341 students in 2009 61% travelled by individual car
journeys and 14% by car share. Applying these percentages to the increase in
capacity from the current 425 students to the proposed 508 students, this will
mean an additional students travelling by 51 individual car journeys and an
additional 9 students travelling by car share. The current facilities on Rating
Lane and other nearby streets are inadequate with parents regularly forced to
park illegally due to the lack of legal spaces. The proposals make no reference
to how this increase in traffic is to be accommodated.
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These parking bays are not designated to Chetwynde School and are also used
for the Sixth Form College and St Bernards School.



No reference is made to the fact that if the proposed housing development for
38 dwellings (B07/2014/0536) proceeds, part of these parking bays will be lost
to provide access to the development, thereby making the situation worse.



Reference to the 550 children being educated at the school in 2002/3 is
irrelevant. If it was relevant then it would contradict the argument that this
proposal is necessary to increase the school’s capacity from 425 to 508
students.

The letter also refers to the three minibuses which “will continue to bring students in from
further afield”. This contradicts the Design and Access Statement where it states that the
school’s “catchment area will be reduced” implying that the number of students from
further afield will be reduced, leading to fewer students relying on the minibuses and
increasing the number being ferried locally by car. The results of the School Travel Survey
(2009) in section 5 of JMP’s Transport Statement does not make any reference to the
school minibuses, so it is not possible for the school to quantify the benefit of the
minibuses.
Section 1 of the Travel Form, Journeys per day has been filled in stating that the “total
figure for the number of expected journeys to and from the site per day” is “None”. This is
clearly inaccurate. It goes on to say “There is no increase to pupil or staff numbers due to
the construction of the Design & Technology Pavilion”. This is also inaccurate, as in
several instances within the documentation accompanying this planning application it
states that this development is necessary for the number of students to increase to 508
students.
The response to Section 2 of the Travel Form states that there “have been no complaints
from local residents”. This is not true. In the past when we have phoned the school to
complain about the inconsiderate and illegal parking by parents of students at Chetwynde,
their response has been that the problems occur off the schools premises and are,
therefore, not their problem.
Section 4 of the Travel Form, Measures to Influence Travel, requires a description of what
“measures will be taken to influence travel to and from the site”. None of the school’s
responses to this state what the school will do. It only states what the school could do,
which does not appear to adequately fulfil this section. Hence it gives the impression that
the school does not actually intend to take any measures to reduce the number of students
individually travelling to and from school by car.
JMP’s Transport Statement (report) contains a number of inaccurate and misleading
statements :
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The report makes reference to the bus stops on Rating Lane and Abbey Road. It
does not mention the fact that these are also used by students at the nearby
Sixth Form College and St Bernards Catholic High School, which have a
combined total of approximately 2000 students. A Better Ways to School Travel
Plan carried out by the Sixth Form College in 2007 highlighted the inadequacies
of the bus stops on Rating Lane. This is also reflected in St Bernards Catholic
High School Travel Plan in 2010. No further improvements have been
undertaken since then.



The report refers to “the main pedestrian access to the school is via Chetwynde
Park”. This is not true as we have noticed hardly any students using this access.
The vast majority of students use the access off Rating Lane. In the past the
school has actually discouraged students from using this access as it was
causing a major problem to local residents.



The report states that “the site benefits from a good standard of footway
provision around its vicinity, with footways on Inglewood, Croft Park Grove and
Rating Lane”. This is not true as there are no footways on Inglewood and as an
isolated cul-de-sac, it provides no pedestrian benefit to the school.



The report makes reference to the “on-road cycle facility” on Rating Lane.
During peak times, when students would benefit from these, they are in fact
completely blocked by parked cars and therefore rendered useless to students.
Anyone wanting to cycle along Rating Lane during peak times is either forced to
use the footpaths or the main road, which if anyone bothers to witness, is
actually highly dangerous.



The report makes reference to a number of pedestrian crossing points on Rating
Lane. During peak times these are blocked by cars parking across them and
therefore do not provide a safe means of crossing the road.



The report includes a number of photographs of the roads and highways
surrounding the site. None of them have been taken during peak times and
therefore provide a misrepresented and unbalanced point of view.

As a result of this, we cannot see that there is any provision to cope or alleviate the fact
that this proposal will lead to worsening conditions on Croft Park Grove and Rating Lane,
in particular the junction of these two streets. This will have a detrimental impact on our
lives as inhabitants in Croft Park Grove as follows:


The increase in students will lead to an increase in traffic which will lead to an
increase in pollution from both exhaust fumes and noise.



The increase in traffic will reduce road safety especially when using the junction
of Rating Lane and Croft Park Grove at peak times.



The increase in traffic will undoubtedly lead to an increase in the present illegal
parking on Croft Park Grove. This restricts access to and from our house and
also makes the junction of Croft Park Grove and Rating Lane unsafe.

We therefore object to the proposal.”
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The Applicant, Chetwynde School, Rating Lane, Barrow-in-Furness
“When the school submitted its plans to the Department for Education to convert to a Free
School in December 2012, we had a vision for the future of the school. We wanted
Chetwynde to become a more inclusive school, one that would educate many more
children from the local community and one that would provide the students with the skills
that would enable them to enter the local workforce and support the surrounding economy.
We proposed that Chetwynde would expand its educational provision to cater for up to 508
children from aged 4 to 18 and provide a first class education for all.
In order to ensure our students were fully equipped for the ‘wider world’ and the local
employment opportunities, we were very aware that we needed to introduce a wider
curriculum, in particular a focus on Design and Technology. As part of the application
process for Free School, we received support from BAE, Sellafield Ltd and KimberleyClark. For example a letter from Les Agnew (Head of Training at Sellafield Ltd) stated:
“Sellafield Ltd would find value in an expansion of the current school curriculum to include
Design and Technology, in particular an emphasis towards STEM subjects and an
orientation towards Electronics and Control Systems would be advantageous giving the
skills shortage we experience in these areas.”
We already ran a very successful Young Engineers Club with our junior pupils but we did
not have the capability or capacity to offer engineering- orientated courses, therefore we
have decided to introduce ‘Electronics’ and ‘Control Systems’ to our senior pupils. This
expansion in our curriculum has necessitated the need for a designated area where these
new additions can be taught, a Design Pavilion. Without this Pavilion, we will not be able
to deliver our vision and provide the education that so many parents want for their children.
We know that a great deal of parents want the educational provision we will offer for their
children because in the application process for free school status we collected nearly 1500
expressions of interest, and whilst we have achieved our target of 425 pupils for
September 2014, we have waiting lists for many year groups. We will expand to our
capacity by September 2015, but without the Design Pavilion we will not be able to house
all of the students or provide them with the education we feel they desire.
The Department for Education have recognised the need for Chetwynde to develop its
provision by agreeing to fund the build of the Design Pavilion. This fixed level of funding
has already been secured, which is based upon the additional number of pupils the school
will be educating once we are at capacity.
The government see Chetwynde School
converting to a Free School as incredibly important for the local area, in providing another
choice or option where parents may wish to send their children. The vision is dependent
upon the Pavilion being built.
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The expansion will not cause any issues away from the site, as all staff will continue to
park on site. In terms of traffic management, pedestrian and vehicular movements are
shared between two main entrance points and many of the parents use the already
designated parking bays (which are time-limited) on Rating Lane to ‘ferry’ their children to
and from school. We also use, and will continue to use, three minibuses to bring students
in from further afield. Even though the school would expand from its present state, the
expected capacity of 508 students is, in fact, lower than the number of children who have
been educated at the school in the past. We only have to go back to 2002/3 to see that
over 550 children were educated at the school at any one time.
I hope you agree that the above letter outlines the need for the building of this essential
development at Chetwynde School. All we want to do is provide a first class education for
as many children as we can from the local community, not just for the next year or two but
for generations to come.”
CONSULTATIONS:
Environmental Health
“I can confirm receipt of Report No. 4170-G-R001, entitled ‘GEOENVIRONMENTAL
APPRAISAL’ dated September 2014. I agree with the conclusions drawn by the author
and agree that no remediation is required. Therefore I see no reason why the proposed
development cannot proceed as the ‘land’ is fit for its intended purpose.
In respect of high Arsenic levels identified in sample WSD6 of 62.5mg/kg, I agree that the
risk to human health is low based upon certain factors that have been identified and
calculated using CLEA software. However, in a precautionary context, top soil has been
recommended for use within the school grounds and I would not recommend that this soil
is used in any context where potential vegetables or planters are grown in the future
without further calculation in a CLEA model. [Reason: Assumptions, Settings and Results
generated by the CLEA 1.06 model would be different, therefore a potential risk to end
users may exist and further calculation would be warranted].”
Historic Environment Officer (CCC)
"I am writing to thank you for consulting me on this application and to confirm that I do not
have any objection and not wish to make any comments or recommendations”.
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OFFICERS REPORT:
1. SITE AND LOCALITY
Chetwynde School occupies a 11 acre site between Rating Lane and Abbey Road. The
main building, a sandstone mansion was originally constructed in 1865 as the residence
of J T Smith, manager of the Barrow Haematite Iron and Steel Co and named
‘Crosslands’. It is Grade II listed. Later it became a convent and in 1929 a convent school
was erected in its grounds. The change to the current school use was granted in 1985
(85/0964). Since then the school has under gone various additions most notably the
erection of a sports hall in 1994 (94/0451) and the incorporation of the former convent
school which had become part of St Bernard’s.
2. PROPOSAL DETAILS
A detached design and technology pavilion is proposed. This would be located to the side
of the mansion and set back from its frontage in the direction of the sports hall. It would be
rectangular in plan with the length running from the mansion towards Inglwood. It would
consist of two storeys stepping down to a single storey in the direction of Inglewood/Croft
Park Grove. It is described in the Design and Access (D&A) statement as follows:
‘ The new design and technology pavilion will be a specialist building providing 695m2 of
new floor space over 2 floors with a ground floor of 400m2.The accommodation briefly
comprises a DT room, electronics and control room and a teaching room with adjoining
making room on the ground floor and 3 no ICT rooms on the first floor’.
In terms of appearance the D&A comments as follows:
“The concept of pavilion means the appearance of the new building should be different
from Chetwynde House and should resemble a lighter weight garden structure, therefore
the new design technology pavilion will mainly consist of timber cladding. The predominant
use of timber cladding will integrate the building in the garden and reflect the trees and
shrubs that it replaces whilst reflecting the function and purpose of the pavilion as a
technology hub.
The design has been influenced by the functionality of the building and reflects its use as a
design technology pavilion. It is a striking contemporary building that is a fitting 21st century
addition to the Chetwynde estate.
The specific details of the proposed design technology pavilion have been carefully
considered to echo with those of Chetwynde House whilst doing so in a contemporary
design so as not to replicate and compete with the existing listed building.
Specific areas of feature horizontal timber cladding are proposed to create a pattern
similar to that of stone work on the existing building, this will be utilised to mark the
entrance to the pavilion and also break up the massing of the elevations.
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The proportion and the stone mullion of the existing windows is translated into a mid grey
framed contemporary window type for the pavilion. The feature stone band to the first floor
windows has been converted into a contemporary steel channel cill detail for the first floor
windows in the new design technology pavilion”.
In terms of the School’s offer the head teacher comments as follows:
In order to ensure our students were fully equipped for the ‘wider world’ and the local
employment opportunities, we were very aware that we needed to introduce a wider
curriculum, in particular a focus on Design and Technology. As part of the application
process for Free School, we received support from BAE, Sellafield Ltd and KimberleyClark. For example a letter from Les Agnew (Head of Training at Sellafield Ltd) stated:
“Sellafield Ltd would find value in an expansion of the current school curriculum to include
Design and Technology, in particular an emphasis towards STEM subjects and an
orientation towards Electronics and Control Systems would be advantageous giving the
skills shortage we experience in these areas”
3. RELEVANT HISTORY
Tree Preservation Order 1972 no 1
1985/0964 Change of use from convent to school
1994/0451 Erection of sports hall
2000/0370 Two storey extension providing 5 classrooms, staff room and toilets
24/03/2014 Pre application advice re current application with DTZ Planning Consultants
and representatives of the EFA (Education funding Agency) . Advised that application
should be accompanied by following documents:
Design and Access statement
Heritage Statement
Transport statement and transport form
Arborical assessment
Ecological assessment
The above documents accompany the application.
4. RELEVANT POLICIES AND GUIDANCE
Policies in relation to heritage assets
Section 66 of the Act places the following statutory duty on the decision maker:
‘In considering whether to grant planning permission for development which affects a listed
building or its setting, the LPA/Sec of State shall have special regard to the desirability of
preserving the building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic
interest it possesses’.
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The above requirement is reflected in the wording of saved policy D18.
The ‘Special Duty’ has been clarified by the courts as requiring the decision maker to give
‘considerable importance and weight’ when carrying out the balancing exercise (Court of
Appeal :Barnwell Manor - East Northampton District Council, National Trust, English
Heritage v Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government, 2014)
The NPPF develops this further at paragraphs 128 and 129 as follows:
128
In determining applications, local planning authorities should require an applicant to
describe the significance of any heritage assets affected, including any contribution made
by their setting. The level of detail should be proportionate to the assets’ importance and
no more than is sufficient to understand the potential impact of the proposal on their
significance. As a minimum the relevant historic environment record should have been
consulted and the heritage assets assessed using appropriate expertise where necessary.
Where a site on which development is proposed includes or has the potential to include
heritage assets with archaeological interest, local planning authorities should require
developers to submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a
field evaluation.
129
Local planning authorities should identify and assess the particular significance of any
heritage asset that may be affected by a proposal (including by development affecting the
setting of a heritage asset) taking account of the available evidence and any necessary
expertise. They should take this assessment into account when considering the impact of
a proposal on a heritage asset, to avoid or minimise conflict between the heritage asset’s
conservation and any aspect of the proposal.
In line with the above guidance a Heritage Statement was required. A further material
consideration is the concept of ‘Optimum Viable Use’. This is defined by the on-line NPPG
as follows:
If there is only one viable use, that use is the optimum viable use. If there is a range of
alternative viable uses, the optimum use is the one likely to cause the least harm to the
significance of the asset, not just through necessary initial changes, but also as a result of
subsequent wear and tear and likely future changes.
“The optimum viable use may not necessarily be the most profitable one. It might be the
original use, but that may no longer be economically viable or even the most compatible
with the long-term conservation of the asset. However, if from a conservation point of view
there is no real difference between viable uses, then the choice of use is a decision for the
owner.
Harmful development may sometimes be justified in the interests of realising the optimum
viable use of an asset, notwithstanding the loss of significance caused provided the harm
is minimised. The policy in addressing substantial and less than substantial harm is set out
in paragraphs 132 – 134 of the National Planning Policy Framework. Revision date: 06 03
2014”
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Policies in relation to schools/educational establishments
There are no saved policies in relation to schools/educational establishments. The
absence of a saved policy means that Section 14 of the NPPF is relevant:
‘For the decision maker this means : where the development plan is absent, silent or
relevant policies are out of date granting permission unless any adverse effects of doing
so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against this
framework as a whole; or specific policies in this framework indicate development should
be restricted’.
Policies in relation to trees
There are several saved policies in relation to trees as follows:
D27 States that the unacceptable loss of trees on development sites will not be permitted
unless their risk is unavoidable
D28 Requires relevant proposals to include a tree assessment. This policy was used to
justify the Arborical Impact Assessment (AIA) which accompanies the application.
D29 Requirement for landscaping. The application includes a landscaping scheme
D30 Not relevant as this policy relates to trees subject of a preservation order. The trees
affected by this application were excluded from Tree Preservation Order 1972 no 1.
D31 Requires development to achieve a satisfactory relationship with retained trees
D32 Planning conditions to be attached to protect retained trees during development. The
AIA includes a tree protection plan and details of protective measures in line with BS
5837:2012. This largely relates to the protection of trees during the construction phase.
5. PLANNING ISSUES
Setting of listed building
In line with the ‘special duty’ the Planning Authority must pay particular attention to the
setting of the listed building. In line with the NPPF‘s requirement the applicant was
required to assess the significance of the heritage asset affected including any contribution
made by its setting. The Heritage Statement (HS) which accompanies the application
comments as follows:
2.5 The setting of the building has been affected to some degree by the development of
surrounding land for housing, by the erection of extensions and new educational
buildings, and by areas of hardstanding. Yet the principal elevations and their
relationship with the grounds have not been seriously harmed, and the landscape to
the east and south of the site preserves its original form, including many fine trees.
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4.2.6 Key views are as follows:
· from the drive approaching the school from Rating Lane
· from the main entrance looking south east across the garden
· from the sunken lawn to the east of the main building looking west
· from the sunken lawn to the south of the main building looking north
· from the windows of the principal rooms of the main building looking east
over the grounds to the eastern part of the site [illustrated by photos within the HS)
5.1.5 Paragraphs 128 and 129 of the NPPF require planning applicants and local planning
authorities to assess the significance of any heritage assets affected, including any
contribution made by their setting. The level of detail should be appropriate to the
assets’ importance and no more than sufficient to understand the potential impact
of the proposal on their significance. Local planning authorities should take this
assessment into account when the potential impact of proposed development to
avoid or minimise conflict between the heritage asset’s conservation and any aspect
of the proposal.
7.2.1 The proposed new building has been located to the south of the main building, set
back to the north of the principal south frontage. This area is currently occupied by
an area of shrubs that separate s the formal lawn from the playground and the sports
hall. The shrubs are not part of the historic landscape layout, and have no special
value apart from partially obscuring the sports hall from views within the formal
garden. While the new building will be seen from the gardens to the south of the
listed building, it will not impinge on views of the principal north and east facades ,
which are of greater importance. The site adjoins the areas of modern development
to the rear of the listed building, and is consequently of lower significance.
7.2.2 The new building will create a formalised boundary to the sunken lawn and terrace
walk. This will more effectively separate the area of greatest significance from the
area of later development, and shield the sports hall from view. Landscape
measures, including the reinstatement of the grass bank to the west of the proposed
technology centre and planting of an evergreen hedge with a formal arrangement of
trees will help to mitigate any loss arising from the removal of the shrub bed.
7.2.3 The building is designed as a free -standing pavilion structure and will not be
connected to the listed building. It will therefore have no physical impact on historic
fabric, and will read as a contemporary structure sited within the grounds.
7.2.4 The scale of the building is carefully related to the listed building. It is designed as a
two storey structure with a shallow mono-pitched roof, rising to a high point where
it is seen in closest proximity to the listed building. This will ensue that it is seen as
subsidiary to the listed building, without appearing too diminutive. The building
drops to a single storey where it adjoins the southern boundary of the site.
7.2.5 The massing is simple and unassertive, with pairs of windows reflecting the
fenestration patterns of the listed building in a contemporary manner. Likewise the
placement of vertical glazing panels and the doorway respond to the measured
verticality of the Gothic features of the former residence.
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7.2.6 The choice of timber cladding to the new building is appropriate. This is a natural
material that weathers in the same manner as stone, but provides a softer texture
and more light weight character, as befits a garden pavilion. Subtle articulation of
the timber surfaces is created by the use of panels of both vertical and horizontal
boarding, the latter set slightly proud of the former. The horizontal cladding is given
textural interest by random variation in the depth of the boards. A recessed steel
channel at first floor cill level echoes the stone string course of the listed building,
and the slender overhanging eaves provide an elegant and contemporary
termination to the roof form.
7.2.7 Paragraph 5.2.6 identifies five key viewpoints within the site. From only one of these
viewpoints will the new building will visible – that being the view from the south
lawn, where it will be seen in conjunction with the south elevation of the listed
building. The south elevation, however, is of slightly lesser interest, and since the new
building will stand some 16m from the nearest part of the listed building, it will be
sufficiently separated visually, and will not obscure or cause any significant harm to the
view. Moreover, the formal enclosure that the pavilion will provide to the edge of the
sunken lawn, and the way that it will obscure the bulky profile of the sports hall will be
beneficial”.
Members should note that the Historic Environment Officer of the County Council has
raised no objections to the proposal. Also, that the school use represents the optimum
viable use as defined by the NPPG (see policy section above). Were the development to
be considered to have some adverse impact (on setting) this can be permitted in the
context of maintaining the optimum viable use.
Residential amenity
The representation from the occupier of 2 Croft Park Grove (the nearest neighbour) under
the heading ‘compromised personal privacy’ comments that their garden would be over
looked by classrooms at the first floor level and that consideration should be given to taller
screening or a different type of glass.
The Council has no saved policy in relation to the overlooking of gardens. The minimum
distance of 21m quoted by saved policy B15 relates to the separation between windows
serving the habitable rooms of different houses. In this case the neighbour’s side elevation
(that facing the pavilion) is blind such that there are no privacy issues in relation to the
house itself. The distance between the side elevation of the house and the two storey part
of the pavilion is 27m which is, in any event, significantly in excess of the minimum. While
the applicant’s garden extends beyond the side elevation and up to the pavement I am
satisfied that privacy is not a significant factor in the determination of this application.
Neither does the application raise any sunlighting or daylighting issues.
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A further amenity issue raised in the representations relates to parent parking in
Inglewood. Reference is made to several meetings to resolve the problem but that it only
ceased when the pedestrian access to the school (on to Inglewood) was closed some 4-5
years ago. They seek clarification as to whether a new pedestrian access is proposed as
part of this development. None is shown on the plan and the applicant has confirmed that
an additional access/exit point would be undesirable from a student safeguarding point of
view. There will need to be an emergency access/egress for fire safety requirements and
this limitation can be conditioned accordingly.
Trees
Chetwynde includes a belt of woodland which defined the boundaries of the original house.
The original boundary is now some distance from the boundary which the extension would
adjoin. This is because sizable chunks of land have been disposed of over the years for
housing. No trees subject of the tree preservation order which protects this belt of
woodland are affected by this application.
An area of trees and shrubbery which was excluded from the preservation order are
affected. This is a linear feature which crosses the side garden from the mansion towards
the boundary with Inglewood. The HS referred to above comments that it did not form part
of the historic landscape layout (7.2.1). Its exclusion from the preservation order would
support this claim.
There are elements of this feature which are of some age. These were not picked up by
the arboricultural assessment (AIA) as essentially they are shrubs rather than trees. There
presence is however recorded by the Ecological Assessment (EA) as rhododendron and
cherry laurel which were popular in Victorian (ornamental) planting schemes. From their
size and with reference to old versions of Ordnance Survey they appear to be the result of
a decorative shrub border possibly contemporary with the house. They are not however
trees and are not suitable for protection by a formal preservation order.
Also situated within the shrub border are a number of trees. Some are likely to have self
seeded within the shrub border whereas others have been planted relatively recently. The
trees are identified and described in the AIA as follows:
G1 A small group of multi stemmed variegated holly in reasonable health with some die
back in the upper crowns
G2 Larger group of variegated holly of good form and condition
T11 Sycamore, good form and condition
T12 Lawson cypress, good form and condition (most prominent within the group)
T13 Yew, good condition
T14 Holly, good condition
T15 Holly, good condition
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This landscape feature is of a notably different character to the protected woodland
consisting of mainly small to medium sized specimens. As a consequence it does not
contribute to the public amenities of the wider area in the way in which the mature
woodland does. Its main value, as commented in the HS (7.2.1) is to assist in screening
the sports hall when viewed from within the formal garden towards the front of the
mansion. The proposed pavilion would perform this same function.
The application includes some mitigation for this loss. This consists of 5 trees to be
planted in a row to the rear of the proposed pavilion as part of an ever green hedge with
hedge planting to the front and running along the side of the mansion. The AIA recognises
that it will not be possible to directly mitigate for tree losses on a like for like basis due to
the available space (7.4) though it does indicate that further mitigation can be achieved
(7.10 & 7.11). This has been discussed with the applicant and the aim is to carry out
further planting to assist in the regeneration of the protected woodland. Regeneration
planting has occurred in some areas in the past and to a good standard. Details of this are
expected and can be conditioned.
Transport
The representations make a number of references to parking/access issues.
The principle of the 6th Form comments about the congestion in Rating Lane at peak times
though acknowledging that the application will not contribute to this.
Reference to parent parking in Inglewood is addressed under the residential amenity
section above.
The occupier of 1 Croft Park Grove draws attention to claimed inaccuracies in the
applicant’s transport statement (TS). Essentially they make the point that certain facilities
referred to are shared with other educational establishments with the inference that they
will not necessarily be able to cope with the envisaged increase in numbers.
The TS notes that the school is well located in terms of public transport, footways and
cycle routes. Also in terms of student numbers that:
4.2 The pupil numbers at Chetwynde School have fluctuated since 2001 where a total of
567 were enrolled at the school. The numbers declined until 2012 and since then the
numbers have increased. Currently for the 2014/15 academic year there are 425 pupils
attending the school with the capacity of 508 expected to be reached in the following
academic year. This history of the site shows that the new maximum capacity is lower than
the numbers that attended the school in 2001 and therefore the traffic impact from the
proposed new pavilion is expected to be negligible. Furthermore the number of trips will be
considerably less than in 2001 when the school was at its peak capacity.
In terms of safety the TS states:
3.23 There have been no accidents in the last five years at the site access on Inglewood.
3.24 Three accidents have occurred at the Rating Lane / Abbey Road junction, all of which
were slight in nature. One further slight incident took place to the south of Rating Lane.
3.25 It would appear from the accident reports that of the four accidents in the vicinity of
the site, only one accident involved a cyclist and none involved pedestrians.
3.26 Taking the above into account, it is concluded that there are no significant safety
problems in the vicinity of the site which need to be addressed.
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The NPPF states at para 33:
‘Development shall only be prevented or refused on transport grounds where the residual
cumulative impacts of development are severe’.
Congestion occurs at peak times with there being three educational establishments
located close together. Evidence would suggest that this congestion raises inconvenience
rather than road safety issues. Additionally, the increase in student numbers falls short of
historic numbers. There is no evidence to show that the proposal would approach the
threshold for refusal on transport grounds set by the NPPF. Indeed evidence shows that
the site meets sustainability criteria with the highways having a good safety record and in a
location accessible by means other than the private car. The definition of sustainable
development as defined by the NPPF is therefore met.
Drainage
Reference is made in the representations from the occupiers of 2 Croft Park Grove to the
sewer running under their property. However United Utilities sewer records show surface
water and foul sewers following Inglewood from the recent Chetwynde Park housing
development to meet the combined sewer in Rating Lane.
Given that ultimately there is a connection to a combined sewer means that greater weight
should be given to a non –mains method for disposing of surface water. The
Geoenvironmental appraisal which accompanies the application states:
‘Granular ground conditions indicate that soakaways could potentially represent an
effective method of surface water drainage (14.8.1)’
Other material considerations
The pavilion has been accepted as meeting funding criteria by the Education Funding
Authority (EFA). This takes account of the benefits to the local community in terms of the
skills offer provided by the development and the increase in school places. The benefits to
the community include those matters commented upon by John Woodcock which relate to
‘adding design and technology into the curriculum and focusing on the delivery of
electronics and control systems’. I understand the school have received support for their
funding bid from local business with Kimberly Clark supporting the planning application
and commenting as follows;
‘’We are experiencing skill shortages in the local area and the demand for technical skills
in particular has increased in recent years. This is set to continue as new companies
move to the area and existing companies such as Glaxo start expanding in the near future.
We are increasingly finding it difficult to recruit employees with the right skills to support
the business need.”
The inward investment from the EFA and the benefits to the local community and economy
are important material considerations in the determination of the planning application.
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6. CONCLUSION
There are no saved policies in relation to school developments which mean that the
application must be considered against paragraph 14 of the NPPF. This, together with the
general presumption in favour of sustainable development, and the benefits to the
community and local economy from the proposal are important material considerations. To
be weighed against these substantial benefits are any adverse issues raised. As
commented above there are no significant residential amenity issues in the context of over
looking or loss of day lighting. Concerns regarding the re-occurance of past parent
dropping off/picking up in Inglewood appear to have been resolved by confirmation that
their will be no new / re-opened pedestrian access onto Inglewood (except for emergency
use). The development will result in the loss of an ornamental shrub border which contains
trees. However this feature, due to its height, does not benefit the wider public amenities of
the area in contrast to the benefits from the protected woodland. This is reflected by the
Council’s decision to exclude it from the preservation order which relates to the woodland
within the school grounds. Its main benefit is in screening the sports hall in views from the
school lawn. The proposed pavilion would perform this same function. The Act, NPPF and
saved policy require the decision maker to give particular weight and importance to the
setting of a listed building in carrying out the balancing exercise as recently reaffirmed by
the Court of Appeal. The location has been chosen to maintain the setting by pushing the
pavilion back level with the altered part of the building so as not to crowd the main
elevations of the school, and to preserve the majority of the lawn which is an important
component of the setting. Associated planting will have an enhancing role better defining
the space at the side of the school and providing a visual link between the two with the
choice of natural materials achieving a complimentary role. I am satisfied that the
development will not harm the setting of the listed building whose key components have
been appropriately addressed in the Heritage Statement which accompanies the
application.
Other concerns raised relate to general congestion levels within Rating Lane. It has been
observed that features referred to in the applicants TS, for example the lay –by parking
area in Rating Lane, are not the preserve of the School. However neither is the
congestion. It would be nigh on impossible to demonstrate that the proposed modest
increase in student numbers, which remain below past peaks, would have any tangible
effect on congestion experienced at peak times. The suggestion that the School should
have its own drop off pick up point is impracticable and has not been a requirement of any
other education development. Evidence contained within the TS shows that the highway
situation has a good safety record and a very high threshold is set by the NPPF before
refusal can be justified on transport grounds.
Taking account of all of the above points the normal presumption in favour of approval
would outweigh the limited adverse effects raised. However when account is taken of the
positive benefits of the proposal the balance strongly favours approval.
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RECOMMENDATION:
I recommend that planning permission be granted subject to the following conditions:
2. The development shall be carried out in accordance with the application dated
15/09/2014 and the accompanying plans referenced 1958 01 Rev A, 1958 02 Rev E, 1958
61 Rev D, 1958 05 Rev E, 1958 06 Rev E, and the Design and Access Statement dated
September 2014.
Reason
To ensure the development is only carried out as approved.
3. Further details of the timber cladding panels shall have been submitted to and approved
in writing by the planning authority prior to their installation on the pavilion. These details
shall include the timber species the final finish and the panel fit. The approved cladding
shall thereafter only be installed in accordance with the approved details.
Reason
To ensure an acceptable appearance in the context of the adjacent listed building
4. All planting, seeding or turfing comprised in the approved details of landscaping shall be
carried out in the first planting and seeding seasons following beneficial occupation of any
part of the development, or in accordance with the phasing of the scheme as agreed in
writing with the Planning Authority. And any trees or plants which within a period of five
years from the completion of the development die, are removed or become seriously
damaged or diseased shall be replaced in the next planting season with others of a similar
size and species, unless the Planning Authority gives prior written consent to any variation.
Reason
In the interests of the visual amenities of the area.
5. Surface water shall be disposed of by means of soakaways in accordance with details
which must have first been submitted to and approved in writing by the planning authority.
Reason
To prevent surface water entering the combined sewer in Rating Lane and thereby
avoiding otherwise unnecessary treatment.
7. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General
Permitted Development) Order, 1995 (as amended)(or any Order amending, or
revoking and re-enacting that Order with or without modifications), nothing in Article
3 or Schedule two of that Order shall operate so as to permit the re-cladding of the
technology pavilion in any material other than the material approved under condition
3 above.
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Reason
To ensure the pavilion is not re-clad in an inappropriate material to the detriment of the
setting of the adjacent listed building.
8. The development shall not proceed except in full accordance with the tree
protection requirements as detailed in section 6 ‘Tree Protection Requirements’ of
Arborical Impact Assessment Ref TEP.4751.001 Dated Sept 2014 and the plans
accompanying the report and identified as‘Tree Protection Plan’ Ref D4751.002 and
‘Temporary Tree Protection Fencing’ Ref D.Tree_Fencing.001.
Reason
In order to protect trees
9. Prior to the beneficial use of the pavilion a scheme of wider mitigation for the loss of
the trees shown to be removed and which shall be based on the recommendation
(paragraph 7.10) of the Arborical Impact Assessment (AIA) Ref TEP.4751.001
dated Sept 2014 shall have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local
planning authority including details of the timescale for implementation.
Reason
The AIA recognises at paragraph 7.4 that there is insufficient space within the
application site to mitigate the tree loss on a like for like basis.
10. A scheme of bio diversity enhancements shall have been submitted to and
approved in writing by the planning authority prior to the cladding of the pavilion’s
elevations and which shall have taken account of the recommendations contained
in paragraphs 7.1 – 7.7 of the Ecological Assessment Referenced 4751.002
Version 1.0.
Reason
To ensure that the requirements of the NPPF regarding minimising impacts on bio
diversity and seeking to provide net gains are met.
11. Notwithstanding the plans forming part of this consent no pedestrian or other
access shall be formed onto Inglewood or Chetwynde Park unless that access is
used solely as an emergency access and egress point and for which further details
of the access and details of how its use will be so limited have been submitted to
and approved in writing by the local planning authority prior to its formation. The
access shall then only be formed and used in accordance with the agreed details.
Reason
A general access point is likely to lead to parent dropping off and picking up of school
children in a location which is considered to detrimental to public amenity.
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