
CONSERVATION ADVISORY PANEL
(Incorporating the Civic Society Development Panel)

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________
Chairman Charles Potterton, BA DipLA CMLI

Secretary: Worcester City Council, The Guildhall, Worcester WR1 2EY

MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 5th February 2020 

Present: Mr Charles Potterton in the Chair
Dr H Barrett, Mr C Guy, The Dean, Mr G Harvey, Mr M 
Hughes, Mr S Laws, Mr R Lockett, Ms A Marles, Mr M 
McCurdy, Mr D Saunders and Mrs C Silvester

Councillor B Amos

Officers: Dr P Collins and Mr J Dinn

Apologies: Councillor Gregson, Mr D Davis, Mr G Harvey and Mr S Laws

93. INTRODUCTIONS

The Chair welcomed Ms A Marles as a new member of the 
Conservation advisory Panel and welcomed Mr M Hughes as a 
returning member.

94. MINUTES

The Minutes of the meeting held on 15th January 2020 were 
approved as a correct record with a minor amendment to item 84.

Matters Arising:

Item 89: 19/01004/HP & 19/01005/LB – 10 Fort Royal Lane -  Dr Collins 
clarified that the large Pine Tree that appeared to be missing from 
the application had already been given consent to be removed. 
The tree did not have a Tree Protection Order despite being in a 
Conservation Area. The reason for its removal was apparently 
because the tree was dropping branches on to the property. 

Item 91: 19/00945/HP & 19/00946/LB – 26 St Georges Square - Dr 
Collins reported that the applications have been approved so 
would not be brought back to the Panel for further comment.

95. CHAIRMAN’S REPORT

1. Appeal Decisions and Notifications of Appeal.

None.
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2. Chairman’s Correspondence and Information for Discussion

The Chair advised that he had received an informal pre-
application enquiry requesting the Panel’s comments. The 
application relates to previously consented scheme P15D0150 – 
Site at Lowesmoor Trading Estate, St Martin’s Gate. The revised 
scheme will be circulated to Panel Members via email and any 
comments to be submitted to Dr Collins.

The Chair advised that his term of office would officially end in 
March. The positions of Chair and Vice Chair would be discussed 
formally at the next meeting and if any Panel Members were 
interested in either position to contact Ms Meachen or the Chair 
for more information.

Vice Chair Mr Saunders raised the position of Heritage Champion 
and non-attendance in general. 

96. OUTCOME OF APPLICATIONS

Dr Collins reported on the status of applications considered at the 
December and January meetings.

Dr Collins advised that a revised scheme for 19/01001/FUL – 
Phoenix House, 42 Broad Street had been received and would be 
brought back to the Panel for further comment.

97. REPORT ONLY ITEMS

i. 19/00999/FUL – 15 York Place - Change of Use of Ground 
Floor from hairdressing salon (A1) to Class C3.

ii. 20/00043/HP – 39 York Place - Proposed single storey rear 
extension.

iii. 19/00867/FUL – South Quay - Re-siting of mooring – a re-
submission of P14D0488 (approved 21 May 2015, now out of 
time).

iv. 20/00042/ADV – 31-32 High Street - Replacement of existing 
signage (same proportions and materials).
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MAIN AGENDA ITEMS

98. 19/01012/CU & 19/01013/LB – 1 St Johns

Conversion of vacant rear storage and utility areas to provide 2 one-
bedroom apartments.

The Panel have no objection to the application.

99. 19/01014/FUL – 67-71, High Street

Proposed black framed metal security shutters.

The Panel agree the application is not acceptable in its current format, 
as the proposal does not comply with Council Policy.

100. 19/00973/HP – Kashmir House, 12 Green Hill Bath Road

Proposed two storey extension.

The Panel discussed the application and agreed there was no objection 
to the principal of an extension on the site. However, the Panel felt that 
due to the visibility of the extension, the design needed further work and 
that the current proposal did not complement the existing building.

The Panel agree the application is not acceptable in its current and felt a 
more appropriately designed scheme was needed.

101. 19/01019/FUL – Worcester North Park & Ride, John Comyn Drive

Proposed 74 Bedroom Care Home with associated landscape treatment 
and car parking.

Dr Collins advised that the application had been brought to the Panel 
for comment because of the scale and prominence of the application 
and not for any conservation based reasons per se. Mr Dinn informed the 
Panel that the site had been excavated prior to the creation of the Park 
and Ride and therefore had no archaeological implications for this 
application.

The Panel discussed the application and agreed there was no objection 
to the principal of the application. Panel Members did consider that the 
scheme had been well designed but information on proposed materials 
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appeared to be lacking. The Panel also felt it would be useful to see how 
the scheme related to the rest of the site as it was felt this was not clear 
on the existing plans. Furthermore, Panel Members required more detail 
on boundary treatment and existing vegetation. 

The Panel have no objection to the application in principal, however 
require further information on materials, site boundaries and site layout.

103. Feedback on 19/00694/RM – Sherriff Street

The Chair had previously requested a working party be formed to look in 
detail at the scheme and assess what elements of the scheme had 
changed and what elements required comment from the Panel.

Mr McCurdy and Dr Barrett formed the working party and reported their 
findings back to the Panel. In summary, the feedback was: there is a 
significant difference in height of the buildings from the original 
application; it has been particularly difficult to understand the figures 
within the application meaning the working party were unable to 
establish whether the total square footage of the development has 
changed; an increase in the number of dwellings; a feeling that the 
amendments constituted a substantial change to the original 
application which should require a revised / new application rather than 
a variation in conditions alone.

The Chair agreed to compile the findings of the working party and write 
a formal submission of comments on behalf of the Panel for 
consideration by the Planning Committee.

POST MEETING NOTE – The Chairman collated a response based on the 
working party findings and were submitted to Mr Alan Coleman on13th 
February 2020. These are attached as an addendum to these minutes.

104. Any Other Business

23 Bozward Street - Single storey side and rear extension and dormer 
window extension to increase the size of the existing HMO to create 6 
bedrooms.

Mr McCurdy asked for clarification regarding the above application. The 
original application was refused by Planning Committee and the 
Planning Inspector, however the applicant subsequently applied for 
permission through a Certificate of Lawfulness. Mr McCurdy asked 
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Officers for clarification of how this course of action was permitted as the 
application had already been refused.

POST MEETING NOTE – This question was raised by Councillor A Amos at 
the January Planning Committee. The meeting minutes are appended.

_________________________
Chairman at the meeting 
4th March 2020
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APPENDIX 1. CAP SUB-COMMITTEE RESPONSE AS SENT TO MR ALAN 
COLEMAN ON 13.02.2020

19/00694/RM - Land at Sherriff Street Industrial Estate and associated 
highway. Sherriff Street Worcester WR4 9AB

CONCLUSION - CAP wishes to note its overall conclusion that the current 
scheme is not acceptable in its current format for the reasons set out 
below. 

DISCUSSION - CAP set up a separate working party in order to fully 
understand the current scheme and how it differs from the consented 
scheme. The working party set out to understand which elements of the 
scheme had changed, which were a meaningful change and which CAP 
should offer its comments and feedback on. 

Having studied the submission at considerable length, It is the panel’s 
opinion that – 

1. The changes to the scheme are considerable in terms of layout, 
content and scale and that the scheme should properly have been 
submitted as a new application.

2. Notwithstanding the above, a Reserved Matters (RM) application 
must include the full level of detail one would expect at the 
discharge of condition stage as it is not possible to add conditions 
to a RM application. In that case, for example, the landscape plans 
should be fully detailed plans to include actual plant names, 
numbers etc. 

The ‘landscape scheme’ as submitted, supposedly on 12.09.2019, is 
based on the original layout, is actually just a coloured up site plan 
and is dated 2011. For this reason alone the application should be 
considered unacceptable.

3. It is extremely difficult to cross reference the submitted drawings with 
the comparison schedule and this is most unhelpful.

4. There are errors and inconsistencies across the application to 
include discrepancies in the exact increase in number of dwellings 
and car parking spaces.

https://plan.worcester.gov.uk/Planning/Display/19/00694/RM
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5. CAP comments on the original application reflected a dislike for the 
scale of the proposed development and the current modifications 
suggest the development has now actually grown in scale. 

Panel members feel disappointed that their original comments have 
not been taken into consideration.

6. CAP considers this to be a very important scheme that warrants its 
full understanding and proper consideration. The panel therefore 
formally request that the Case Officer and / or the Project Architect 
present the scheme to the panel. Following that presentation the 
panel would be in a position to submit its more detailed comments.

7. Whilst the panel supports the principle of redevelopment of this 
important site, given the above reasons, the panel concludes that 
the scheme is not acceptable in its current format.

8. The working party’s detailed comments are set out below.

WORKING PARTY COMMENTS ON APPLICATION 19/00694/RM

A. The working party were tasked with establishing if planning 
application 19/00694/RM included any areas where CAP may have 
concerns and trying to establish the differences between P12G0199 
and 19/00694/RM

B. Application 19/00694/RM had been submitted to Planning 
Committee on 19th December 2019 but withdrawn immediately 
prior to the meeting. The result was that the briefing notes attached 
to the application were attached on line with the planning 
committee agenda item 12.

C. The above notes specifically identified several items requiring 
resolution.

D. Section 6.1 required clarification of the height of buildings to the 
south end of the site, the highways authority was still seeking clarity 
on certain issues and Historic England were seeking further details of 
landscaping.  There is no indication the above issues have been 
resolved.

E. One of the key issues addressed was amendments to the phrasing 
of the construction as specified in the various documents.
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Phase P12G0199 Alterations 
agreed in S106 
agreement

19/00693/REM
(as set out in 
covering letter)

19/00694/REM

1 Buildings  C* 
(car park597 
spaces) and D 
(135 residential 
units, 694sqm 
retail)
Locke building*
Ron Smith Unit 1

Building A Building A Building A (212 
residential units, 
233 sqm retail)

2 Building B (88 
residential units, 
trade counter,
Building E (143 
residential units, 
hotel, 
business/leisure 
uses
Footbridge

Buildings B, C 
and E

Buildings C D 
and E.
Locke Building

Buildings C (675 
car park 
spaces) and D 
180 units and 
314 sqm retail).
Locke Building

3 Building A (71 
residential units)

Locke building
Building D
Ron Smith 
building

Building B. Building B (76 
units and 3075 
sqm retail – B1 
use deleted) 
and
Building E (hotel 
and leisure only)

4 Ron Smith unit 2 Ron Smith Unit 
2
Footbridge

Ron Smith units 
1 and 2.
footbridge

Ron Smith units 1 
and 2.
footbridge

* Full planning permission granted

Comparison table for P12G0199 drawing 1476 4000-4900 Floor Area Take 
off revised 30.11.12 and 19/00694RM drawing 1874 Floor Area Take off Aug 
19Reve.

Take-off drawings give an indication of height and capacity of the 
buildings. The table below gives our understanding of the relevant heights 
of the buildings as extracted from the documents mentioned above.

BUILDING P12G0199
 

19/00693REM 19/00694RM
 

A 5 (plus GF & LGF)  8 (plus car park)
B 5 ( plus Gf)  5 (plus car park)
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C 
multi/story 
car park

4 (plus GF)  6

D 5 ( plus GF & LGF)  7 (plus GF)
E 5 (plus GF & LGF)  5 (plus GF & LGF)
Locke  (B1) 1 (plus GF)  1(plus GF)
Ron Smith 1 (plus GF)  1 

F. The above “Area take-off” documents also give indications of 
capacity: we were unable to compare like for like but there 
appears to be significant differences in residential and commercial 
accommodation along with car parking numbers.

G. There is some confusion as to the actual number of additional 
dwellings to be provided as set out in the brief to Planning 
Committee – the variation in numbers quoted in the overview of the 
earlier and proposed phases of development is 31 dwellings (437 in 
the existing permission numbers versus 468 proposed), the brief 
broadly states an additional 40 dwellings and the covering letter 
attached to 19/00693/REM (approved by Planning Committee 19th 
December 2019) refers to an additional 72 dwellings (396 dwellings 
in the extant permission and 468 in the proposed application).

H. We were concerned that the briefing notes attached to 
19/00694/RM for the December planning panel did not give any 
indication of alterations to the height and mass of buildings or 
amended numbers of dwellings and car parking spaces.

I. We were expecting some modified drawings/figures to be 
submitted to clarify confusing documentation.

J. We were unable to find any evidence to indicate that concerns 
expressed about highways issues, height of buildings and 
landscape had been addressed.

Conclusions - 

K. Significant differences in Height of building A, C and D have been 
identified.

L. Our original comments on P12G0199 made clear our objections to 
the scale and impact of the development and the increased 
height can only reinforce those concerns.
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M. We were unable to establish a clear indication if the total square 
footage of the development has changed due to figures produced 
as part of the application are confusing and do not appear to add 
up. There is some evidence that figures of commercial and 
residential accommodation along with car parking numbers have 
been changed upward. 

N. It should be noted that the covering letter attached to 
19/00693/REM refers to an additional 72 dwellings and an 
additional 25,197 sqm of additional development (a sizable 
additional retail component in phase three).

O. This appears to be a substantial rather than minor amendment to 
the original application P12G0199 as granted permission and a 
much larger scheme, and therefore requiring a revised / new 
application rather than a variation in conditions alone.

APPENDIX 2. JANUARY PLANNING COMMITTEE MINUTE (extract)

23 Bozward Street

Concerns had been raised by Councillor Alan Amos on the recent granting 
of a ‘Lawful Development Certificate’ for 23 Bozward Street which had 
twice previously had applications rejected by the Planning Committee and 
the Government Planning Inspector for an extension to an existing House in 
Multiple Occupation. It was questioned which route the applicant had 
taken to obtain the permission.

The Development Management Services Team Leader explained that the 
appeal was dismissed by the Planning Inspector who had made reference 
to the ‘fallback position’ in his letter to the applicant. The applicant had 
exercised his permitted development rights and had applied for a ‘Lawful 
Development Certificate’.

Councillor Amos asked Officers if they had advised the applicant that this 
was a route they could go through to obtain permission. The Development 
Management Services Team Leader in response stated that no advice was 
given to the applicant to go down this route and proceeded to explain the 
process by which the certificate had been issued.

In response Councillor Amos stated that the Committee needed to be 
informed about these decisions when they happen.


