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Rather than alter the published committee report from the cancelled committee 
on the 19th March 2020 an update paper is published to revise the already 
published report as necessary. The areas that have been revised are:

1. Extension of time
2. Neighbour comment from Councillor Chris Mitchell

1. Extension of time

An extension of time has been agreed until 11th May 2020. 

2. Neighbour Comment

An objection to the application has been received from Councillor Chris Mitchell 
in his capacity as a neighbouring resident.  The comments relate directly to the 
report. Taking each of the issues raised Officer comments are provided in 
response and supporting information is given as required.

“On advice from Georgina Coley I accept that it would be inappropriate for me to 
Chair during the above agenda item.  That said, until now I have not made any 
online comments as I felt it would be seen as predisposing my decision, but as I 
will excuse myself from the meeting and declare an interest as an immediate 
neighbour to this application, I would like my comments below added as a late 
paper to the Planning Committee.

In general I find the report one sided and unbalanced; the comments below 
detail my concerns:

mailto:Sally.watts@worcester.gov.uk


Issue 1
Para 3.1 – There is no justification for the reconfiguration of the existing car 
parking space.  The school are requesting an additional 26 space car park, but 
are removing 17 existing and currently perfectly good parking spaces.

Officer comment: Information provided by the applicant is provided to 
members in paragraphs 3.6 and 3.7 of the Officer report and below in this 
update report under issue 3 below. 

Issue 2
Para 3.3 – At no point in the report, even though it was specifically asked for 
when this application was deferred at last months Chairman’s brief, does it 
provide any clear data on FTE staff verses No of available parking spaces.   This 
is unacceptable, and quoting the number of additional classes does nothing to 
answer the basic question of staff v spaces.

Officer comment: Information provided by the applicant is provided to 
members in paragraphs 3.6 and 3.7 of the Officer report and below in this 
update report under issue 3 below. 

Issue 3
Para 3.4 – the schools reasons for demand are at best vague, at worst outright 
lies:

 It states inadequate parking – yet the school is without reason removing 16 
available parking spaces, further both the report author and the County 
Highways author both comment on the fact that during their visits, they 
identified spare capacity parking spaces.

 No qualitive evidence of additional staffing requirements are provided. This 
was clearly requested by myself at the last review.

 The comment that there will be additional music teachers, one would assume 
relates to the comment above, but again there are no numbers provided.  

 Exams happen once per year, this surely can’t be a credible justification for 
tarmacking over ½ acre of grassland.

 Commissioning additional external consultants due to the reduction in local 
authority provided staff would not result in additional staff (or there is no 
evidence to support this) rather they would be the same staff requirement 
simply sourced from a different provider

COMMENT: None of the above reasons are quantified or in many 
instances credible when tested.

Officer comment: The information provided by the school set out their 
assessment of their increased car parking needs and how this demand has been 
generated. On request this has been expanded and further information provided 
by the school regarding the additional car parking demand within the site as 
below: 

 We have no suitable parking for the number of increased agency 
workers/contractors attending the school.



 Examinations occur throughout the year and not just the traditional summer 
GCSE period. With changes to regulations regarding who can invigilate, and 
special examination requirements, we find we need to utilise casual staff on 
a more regular basis throughout the year.  This can be as many as 10-12 
additional staff supporting examinations.

 At peak times there is restricted access for emergency and delivery vehicles 
due to the current on-road parking.  We also rely on the front of school for 
main deliveries because of the lack of suitable access to the rear of the 
school via Nunnery Lane which is un-adopted and unsafe.

 We have a large number of peripatetic teachers which are sessional 
for the increased music tuition provision.

 As the school we facilitate a significant number of multiagency meetings with 
external professionals – social services, police, mental health colleagues.  At 
present they often park on the school roadway and grass verges which is not 
only dangerous but damaging grass and causing issues to some tree roots.

 We have an increased number of students who have special educational 
needs and again we accommodate external provision and support services 
who visit the site.  This not only includes professionals but increased parental 
engagement through regular reviews and meetings.

 The shared nature of the school site means we do not have exclusive use of 
the rear car park (with one area marked only for Sports Complex use). 
Limiting access to the site is not possible because of the joint use agreement 
between NWHS, Worcester Sixth Form College and Nunnery Wood Sports 
Complex.

 We have worked hard not to inconvenience the local residents and increase 
risk on the main road access to the site. Restrictions at County Hall already 
push parking onto Spetchley Road. One option is that we could insist that 
only designated parking is used on the site which would mean Spetchley 
Road would increase in on street parking.  This would also prove dangerous 
as students arrive and leave school as Spetchley Road would become 
overwhelmed with traffic.

 We need to improve safety at the front of school (as mentioned above) – 
again we are relocating some spaces to enable this to happen which will 
include redevelopment and new landscaping.

 Flexible working has also seen an increase in the number of part time staff in 
school on certain days. We are also still expanding from 1350 – 1500 
students and based upon a class sizes at least an additional 5 teaching staff 
are being employed to support the growth of the school. Also, the increase in 
student support requirements has seen additional student support managers 
and teaching assistants.  For the September2020 intake we plan to employ a 
further 3 teaching assistants to support vulnerable students.

 We have a significant number of trainee students during the year which 
increases parking requirements.

 The safety elements become more acute over time – in other words, when 
an additional 30 students arrive in September, it is s essential that they 
come onto a safe, orderly site.  The creation of this new parking area will 
also support the improved flow of traffic and ultimately reduce the risk onsite 
for staff and students.



 To give an indication of additional visitors on a daily basis we analysed a 
week during March 2020.  Between 20-50 visitors attended the school site 
during the day. Typically, this is 20-30 per day but does peak higher at key 
times in the year for some of the points raised above.

The Streetscape Design Guide clearly states that car parking demand is led by 
an applicant based assessment of need.

Issue 4
Para 3.5 The concerns raised by the Biodiversity Consultant have allegedly been 
overcome, but the Biodiversity officer has not commented on the amended 
plans, so it is still unknown if the lights will adversely effect the Walnut Tree, 
associated bats or local neighbouring properties.

Officer comment: The Landscape and Biodiversity Officer has been consulted 
and made comment on the technical information on the lighting.  With regard to 
the impact on the protected Walnut Tree and bat roost , a condition has been 
drafted in conjunction with the Landscape and Biodiversity Officer to ensure that 
a technical solution is secured on site to ensure the area beneath the tree is not 
affected by an increase of light. The condition is as follows; 

‘The proposed lighting columns must include deflectors or special 
lamps/luminaires to limit light spillage to the rear of the columns along the south 
and east boundaries. In the area beneath the walnut tree protected by a Tree 
preservation Order there must be no light increase (measured at 0 lux) behind 
the column from the existing lighting levels in this area. 

Following installation but prior to active use, testing must be undertaken on site 
and documented evidence provided to the Local Planning Authority to 
demonstrate no increase of light in the area beneath the tree canopy, through 
active controls measures including deflectors and control of output lighting levels 
to ensure this is achieved. This must be retained thereafter.

Reason: to ensure the local wildlife, particularly the bats that have a roost 
provided in the Walnut Tree are not adversely affected by the introduction of 
light to an existing dark area to protect their habitat, in line with SWDP, and 
light spillage onto private land.’

Issue 5
Para 4.7 a). Reference is made to affording “great weight to the need to create, 
expand or alter schools”.  There have been no objections to any of the additional 
buildings in order to expand the school, the issue lies in the new car park.  The 
recent music block extension is surely not going to be compromised by not 
approving this new car park.  COMMENT: The school has been allowed to 
expand, additional parking is not needed and refusing this application 
would not prevent the school’s expansion.  What it might do is make the 
school think harder about enforcing existing parking and encouraging 
its staff to use alternative transport options, which would be a benefit to 
the environment.
Officer comment: Comment acknowledged. 



Issue 6
Para 4.11 – LTP4 aims to limit the impacts of transport on Worcestershire and 
the local environment. Supporting this application would encourage more driving 
and the associated adverse impact on the environment. Further it does nothing 
to promote healthy modes of travel or enhance the quality of life for residents, 
the natural environment for people, wildlife or their inhabitants.  COMMENT: 
Approving this application would cause harm to local biodiversity, 
remove green space and harm the natural environment while reducing 
the quality of life for immediate local residents.

Officer comment: The assessment regarding the level of harm has to be made 
with reference to the site specific needs of the application in the context of 
sustainable development. The economic, social and environmental aspects of the 
site need to be carefully considered to assess if the proposal is acceptable. 

Issue 7
Para 4.13 – States that applications should provide a suitable evidence base to 
ensure vehicles are not displaced onto the highway to ensure highway safety.  
There is no evidence that staff cars are displaced onto the highway, or as a 
consequence of not allowing this application will be displaced.  Far from it, on 
the three occasions I have visited the sight there have been at any time between 
20-41 available spaces during peak hours 08:00 – 10:45hrs.  

Officer comment: This matter is addressed above. 

Issue 7
Para 4.15 – There is no evidence (no teacher numbers verses parking availability 
is provided) to demonstrate the appropriateness of the provision.

Officer comment: This matter is addressed above.

Issue 8
Para 6.2 – Worcester City Council Biodiversity Consultant: Comments that 
the lux levels of the lights to the South of the car park will have Excessive spill 
off the car park into tress and open land. This will also be the case for the 
closest neighbouring properties. The closest (1.4M) from the car park, houses 
vulnerable Looked After Children (LAC) and would impact significantly on their 
bedroom windows.  The author  acknowledges that the Biodiversity officer 
has not reviewed or commented on the amended plans, so how can they 
now be deemed acceptable!

Officer comment: The Landscape and Biodiversity Officer has been consulted 
and made comment on the technical information on the lighting.  With regard to 
the impact on the protected Walnut Tree and bat roost , a condition has been 
drafted in conjunction with the Landscape and Biodiversity Officer to ensure that 
a technical solution is secured on site to ensure the area beneath the tree is not 
affected by an increase of light.

Issue 9



Para 6.2 – Worcester City Council Contracts and Performance Manager.  
The comments of this individual are not only not relevant or appropriate, but in 
most instances are inaccurate or simply false.  If I draw attention to the key 
issues in their comments:

 The proximity of the car park is no where near the local woodland, but does 
abut gardens of the residential properties on Spetchley Road.

 The comment relating to the one way system is also inaccurate as residents 
at the other end of Spetchley road already back onto the 6th Form car park 
and existing one way system.

 The comment that traffic exiting an alternative one way system would 
naturally cut through Walkers Lane is supported by not evidence and the 
comment has no professional highways credibility to support it.

 The comment that the additional 36 spaces would equate to 25% is incorrect 
as the 36 actually only equates to an additional 19 parking spaces.

 The comment that the additional parking would reduce parent on road 
parking on Spetchley Road is again incorrect as the car park is designated 
for staff only.

 The comment that the parking in the new car park would benefit the leisure 
centre is difficult to understand as the available spaces in the north car park 
are significantly closer to the leisure centre.

COMMENT: The report written by the previous Contract and Performance 
Manager has no credibility, is full of erroneous comments and is 
factually flawed from start to finish as demonstrated by my comments 
above.  It would appear that it has simply been written to support this 
flawed application.

Officer comment: A number of residents made comments regarding other 
areas of the site which had opportunity for car parking, as part of considering 
these comments I discussed the matter with the Contracts and Performance 
Manager in light of his extensive knowledge of the site and the various 
challenges it presents in an opportunity to utilise his extensive knowledge. I also 
discussed this matter with the Landscape and Biodiversity officer to consider 
alternative possible sites. 

We discussed particularly the area near to the sports centre, adjacent to the 
wood. This area is referred to as the ‘alternative area’ in paragraph 2 of his 
comments. We discussed traffic flow around the site and if this could improve 
the existing issues experienced on site. 

The comment is included to demonstrate that the suggestions and 
considerations helpfully put forward by neighbours, have been considered, both 
historically and in the context of this application and why they have not provided 
a reasonable alternative to the proposed area of car parking. 

Issue 10
Para 6.3 – Worcester County Highways:  Streetscape Design Guide simply 
states that there should be a maximum of 1 space per member of staff. As 
previously stated on a number of occasions, no where in this report, have asked 
for the data twice previously, is there any evidence to support that there is only 



1 space per staff member!  COMMENT: Without this evidence, then the 
highways policy is to decline this application.

Officer comment: As set out in the main report, the proposal would result in an 
overall increase of 19 car parking spaces across the site. An evidence base is 
required in accordance with the Streetscape Design Guide to demonstrate the 
appropriateness of the provision. In this respect, it is acknowledged by the 
Highway Authority that whilst a range of data has been submitted over time, to 
include staff numbers as an average over the year, making it difficult to 
establish a definitive number, however it is considered reasonable by the 
Highway Authority to accept that staffing numbers are fluid to some extent and 
in each case the data shows that the policy as it stands has not been exceeded. 
Therefore, there is no further objection from a Highways point of view. 

Issue 11
Para 6.3 – South Worcestershire Land Drainage Partnership: Considering 
there are clear neighbours objections and concerns over the increased risk of 
flooding caused due to run-off from this car park, why do we not have a 
comment from them?

Officer comment: The comment from the Land Drainage Partnership is 
available on the website with an overview provided in the report for brevity. The 
full consultation response is set out below: 

“The Applicant has stated 'sustainable drainage system' as the proposed means 
of disposal for surface water. There is no public surface water sewer shown on 
the Severn Trent Water Limited Sewer Map in the vicinity, only a foul water 
sewer under the proposed car parking footprint. The Applicant should follow a 
sustainable approach to surface water management (SuDS) and the 
recommended drainage hierarchy: source control-watercourse-sewer to control 
additional surface water generated by an increase in roof and paved areas, so 
that the proposed total rate and volume of run-off from the site is restricted to 
greenfield run-off rates. Refer to the former EA Surface Water Management 
Advice Note for Worcestershire and the latest EA advice on climate change 
allowances. STWL should be formally consulted for any proposal to build-over or, 
close-to or, discharge additional surface water to, a public sewer, even by an 
existing lateral or drain, on planning.apwest@severntrent.co.uk. 

The Applicant has submitted a revised drainage strategy layout - Barnsley 
Marshall Drawing Numbered 664-45/011/C1 - but there were no accompanying 
calculations to demonstrate the attenuation storage volumes required. The 
storage volumes stated on the plan (9 cu.m & 16.8 cu.m) for cellular void 
storage, assuming a void ratio 0.95, will actually yield <8.6 & 16.0 cu.m 
respectively. The proposed level for the larger tank will have insufficient cover 
depth and likely protrude above ground level. A self-cleansing fall is required 
along the length of the tanks with silt pits at the inlets. 
I recommend that Condition 3 applied to the previous application 
(19/00005/FUL) is applied again  or any planning permission granted for this 
application and the Applicant should also refer to the  advisory note at the end of 
these comments. 



Condition: Prior to the commencement of the development hereby approved a 
scheme for surface water drainage shall be submitted to, and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority. Prior to submission of the scheme an 
assessment shall be carried out into the potential of disposing of surface water 
by means of a sustainable drainage system (SuDS), and the results of this 
assessment shall be submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority. 
If infiltration techniques are used then the plan shall include the details of field 
percolation tests. There shall be no increase in surface water run-off from the 
site compared to the existing pre-application greenfield run-off rate
up to a 1 in 100 year storm event plus 20% allowance for climate change. The 
scheme shall provide an appropriate level of runoff treatment. The scheme shall 
be implemented in accordance with the approved details before the development 
is first brought into use.

Where a sustainable drainage scheme is to be provided, the submitted details 
shall: 

i. provide information about the design storm period and intensity, the 
method employed to delay and control the surface water discharged 
from the site and the measures taken to prevent pollution of the 
receiving groundwater and/or surface waters;

ii.  ii. include a timetable for its implementation;
iii.  iii. provide a management and maintenance plan for the lifetime of 

the development which shall include robust arrangements to secure 
the operation of the scheme throughout its lifetime. 

Reason: To ensure a satisfactory means of disposal for surface water without 
increasing the risk of flooding to the site or elsewhere. 

Advisory Note:
For the use or reuse of sewer connections, either direct or indirect, to the public 
sewerage system the Applicant will be required to make a formal application to 
STWL under Section 106 of the Water Industry Act 1991. The Applicant may 
obtain copies of current guidance notes and application form from either the 
STWL website (www.stwater.co.uk) or by contacting the STWL Development  
Services Team (Tel: 0800 707 6600).”
Issue 12

Issue 12
Para 7.4 – Again the growth of the school will not be hampered by the refusal of 
this additional parking, the school additional music centre has already been 
approved and is nearly completed the build phase.

Officer comment: The National Planning Policy Framework 2019 does not 
discern if the proposal is for education learning space, accommodation, or 
supporting the school needs in a wider context. 

Issue 13
Para 7.8 – The point that the car park would enhance the school’s attainment 
and hence well being to the community is tenuous at best, trying to link the car 
park to this is bordering on ridiculous. 



Officer comment: The proposal requires consideration of the social impact of 
the proposal. The car park would support the functionality of the school and as 
such does have a social impact. The weighting of this is within the balance of 
consideration but does form a reasonable part of the planning assessment. 

Issue 14
Para 7.9 –  7.14 - SWDP 21, states that new development does not have a 
significant adverse effect on the neighbouring amenity.  COMMENT: The effect 
of the lighting, which can be triggered by passing cars, walkers up until 
midnight and commencing at 06:00hrs would have a significant 
detrimental effect to residents bedrooms, especially when the closest 
garden is only 1.4M away, with the bedroom only 7M and this is 
compounded by the fact that this property is occupied by looked after 
children, very vulnerable and those most in need of a stable and 
unaffected environment.  It should also be noted that 81C Spetchley 
Road has no conifer protection at the bottom of their garden and again 
this property will suffer significant light pollution from the car park’s 
lights.  The emphasis of the report is focused on the gardens being 70m 
long, when the nearest property is only 1.4 M from the car park!

Officer comment:  Whilst I acknowledge this matter I consider it is no more 
harmful than a traditional relationship to streetlights on a highway. Whilst it 
would introduce a new light source, that is not in itself considered to be harmful. 

As set out in response to the points raised on paragraph 3.5 of the original 
report, the lighting proposed is able to be managed in a direct way by condition 
as recommended.. 

If members consider that the nearest light source to this property is harmful, 
they could choose to reduce the illuminance, alter the operational hours or 
change from being sensor operated for a certain period to reflect their concerns. 
However, in the absence of an objection from Worcestershire Regulatory 
Services I am satisfied with the scheme as now amended.   

Issue 15
7.19 – Reference to the Contract & Performance Manager’s statement that 
alternative space for a car park is less suitable is not relevant, this application 
needs to be assessed on its own merits.  COMMENT: The author knows this, 
so why have they made this comment, it is further evidence of the bias 
in this report.

Officer comment: The report seeks to be as balanced as possible and reports 
the comments as submitted, noting the influence of the site constraints on the 
design of the scheme. 

Issue 16
7.20 – Again the Biodiversity officers has not had the opportunity to comment.

Officer comment: A suitably robust condition has also been drafted in 
conjunction with the Landscape and Biodiversity Officer to ensure that a 
technical solution is secured on site to ensure the area beneath the tree is not 
affected by an increase of light..



Issue 17
7.23 – The table and graphs relating to the times when the car park lights will be 
on gives me great concern. Local residents are going to suffer from light 
pollution from 06:00hrs in the morning, and then from 20:00 – 23.59hrs in the 
evening.  The lights should not be on a timer after 20:00hrs and should be off, 
they should also not come on until 07:30hrs. Cars needing to use the car park at 
these times can do so using their own headlights.

Officer comment: As set out in the report, the design of the lighting has been 
designed by a lighting specialist and is deemed to be acceptable by 
Worcestershire Regulatory Services. 

Issue 18
7.32 – I have also visited the car park on a number of occasions and on each 
and everyone I have seen more than ample parking, between 20-41 spare 
spaces.   So while I accept your comments, which do still identify that there are 
spare spaces, my own experience, which is equally valid identifies significantly 
more capacity than is being reported.  If this is the case, why is additional 
parking needed.  If parents dropping off children is an issue, then this is an issue 
for the school to deal with directly with parents!

Officer comment: The comments are noted and members are referred to the 
consultation response of the Highway Authority to this aspect of the proposals.

Issue 19
7.33 – The Streetscape Design Guide is clear that justification regarding car 
parking requirements for non-residential development should be led by their 
assessed need. COMMENT: As stated previously there is no quantifiable 
evidence to support this application.

Officer comment: As set out in the main report, the proposal would result in an 
overall increase of 19 car parking spaces across the site. An evidence base is 
required in accordance with the Streetscape Design Guide to demonstrate the 
appropriateness of the provision. In this respect, it is acknowledged by the 
Highway Authority that whilst a range of data has been submitted over time, to 
include staff numbers as an average over the year, making it difficult to 
establish a definitive number, it is considered reasonable to accept that staffing 
numbers are fluid to some extent and in each case the data shows that the 
policy as it stands has not been exceeded. Therefore, there is no further 
objection from a Highways point of view.

Issue 20
7.34 – Stating that staff and car parking requirements numbers have been 
difficult to assess is not acceptable and demonstrates that there is no 
quantifiable evidence to support this application.  The school have had 3 
attempts to provide this data and singularly failed.  It can not be that difficult to 
provide a clear list of staff (names/appts) with future staff requirements set 
against the number of parking places.  COMMENT: The fact that this has not 
been done leads me to question the genuine requirement for additional 
parking.



Officer comment: This information has been sought and this is set out within 
this update paper.  

Issue 21
Para 8.6 – I would challenge the authors weighting on properties distance from 
the car park, as it relates to 70M, not 1.4M which is right on top of the proposed 
new car park.

Officer comment: The weighting of the impact on amenity is considered to all 
neighbour residents. In terms of the neighbours along the Spetchley Road 
frontage, there is a significant distance compared with the closer propoerties at 
81a, b, and C Spetchley Road where there is a closer relationship. However, the 
opinion as set out in the conclusion is that the scheme, in terms of the impact of 
the proposal to the amenity of the neighbouring residents, is acceptable and the 
impact of the car park is not significantly harmful. 

Issue 22
Para 8.7 – To state that there is more than enough detail to warrant approval is 
beyond belief.  There a serious gaps in the information provided, most notably 
the actual staff numbers v parking spaces and the lack of comment from the 
biodiversity officer concerning the new lighting lay out. Further the report 
glosses over the close proximity of properties 81, 81B and 81C rather referring 
to the other properties on Spetchley road and their 70M gardens.

It is my view that the report lacks balance, relies upon unsubstantiated 
comments from the school and Highways and fails to address the lack of 
evidence to justify the additional parking based upon staff numbers 
(this would then be against Highways policy) and by not focusing on the 
closest properties to the car park places too little weight on the impact 
of the light pollution that this car park will afford the residents at 81, 
81B and 81C Spetchley road.

Officer comment: The report seeks to achieve a considered and reflective 
assessment of the proposals given the information that is available. The 
assessment and recommendation can only be based on the information made 
available and provided to the Local Planning Authority. If further information is 
not forthcoming then an assessment must be made on the merits of the 
proposal based on the current policy framework. The National Planning Policy 
Framework 2019 is clear that great weight must be given to the requirements of 
the school to develop their site and as such this is included in the balance of 
consideration. 

Conclusion

Whilst regard to the concerns originally expressed by the Landscape and 
Biodiversity Adviser a suitably robust condition is recommended to ensure that a 
technical solution is secured on site to ensure the area beneath the tree is not 
affected by an increase of light. 

With regard to the evidence base to demonstrate the appropriateness of the 
proposed level of car parking, the concerns that have been raised are 
acknowledged. However, I note that the Highway Authority has no objection to 



the proposal and is satisfied that it would not result in residual cumulative 
impact of development that is severe and thus should not be refused on 
transport grounds, as set out in paragraph 109 of the NPPF. I find no reason to 
take a contrary position.

As such the recommendation continues to be approval, with an additional 
condition requiring the submission of technical information to ensure that 
biodiversity relating to the site is not affected. 


