
PLANNING COMMITTEE 

 
24th November 2022 

 
Present:  
 

Councillor Patricia Agar in the Chair 

 Councillors Amos, Barnes, Bisset, 
Desayrah, Mrs L. Hodgson (in place of 

Councillor Cleary), Roberts, Stanley (in 
place of Councillor Mitchell) and Stephen 
(in place of Councillor Lewing) 

 

Apologies:      Councillors Allcott, Cleary, Lewing and 

Mitchell 
  

  

  

66 Declarations of Interest  
 
The following declarations of interest were made: 

 
Application 21/01023/FUL – St Placides, Battenhall Avenue 

(Minute No. 72) 
 
Councillors Barnes and Bisset – As Council appointed Members of the 

Conservation Advisory Panel.  Both had attended a meeting of the Panel at Mount 
Battenhall, Battenhall Avenue on 7th September 2022 and were provided with a 

tour of the building and hospitality, prior to the meeting, by the Director of 
Enterprise Retirement Living, the applicants.  Councillors Barnes and Bisset 

elected to speak and vote on the item. 
 
Councillor Mrs L Hodgson – As Council appointed Member of the Conservation 

Advisory Panel.  Councillor Hodgson had not attended the Panel meeting on 7th 
September 2022. 

 
Application 22/00079/OUT – The Fairway 
(Minute No. 73) 

 
Councillor Mrs L Hodgson – As a Member of Warndon Parish Council. Councillor 

Mrs L Hodgson elected to speak and vote on the item 
 
Councillor Roberts – As a Member of Warndon Parish Council Neighbourhood Plan 

Steering Committee.  Councillor Roberts elected to speak and vote on the item. 
 

The following declarations of other disclosable interest were made: 
 
Application 21/01023/FUL – St Placides, Battenhall Avenue 

(Minute No. 72) 
 

Councillor Stephen -   Had called the application in before Planning Committee 
and knew the objector who had registered to speak. Councillor Stephen left the 
room during the consideration of this item, but prior to that addressed the 

Committee as Ward Member. 
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Application 22/00714/FUL – 220 London Road 

(Minute No. 74) 
 

Councillor Stephen -   Had called the application in before Planning Committee 
and had spoken with officers and residents, who had objected to the application, 
and had been drawn into negotiations with the applicant.  Councillor Stephen left 

the room during the consideration of this item, but prior to that addressed the 
Committee as Ward Member. 

 
67 Minutes of Previous Planning Committee  

 

RESOLVED: That the minutes of the meeting held on 20th October 2022 be 
approved as a correct record and signed by the Chair. 

 
68 Minutes of Previous Conservation Advisory Panel  

 

RESOLVED: That the minutes of the Conservation Advisory Panel be 
received. 

 
69 Site Visits  

 

The Committee had visited the following site which was the subject of an 
application to be determined, prior to the commencement of the meeting: 

 
Application 21/01023/FUL – St Placides, Battenhall Avenue 

 
70 Public Participation  

 

None. 
 

71 Public Representation  
 
Those representations made are recorded at the minute to which they relate. 

 
72 Application  21/01023/FUL - St Placides, Battenhall Avenue  

 
Introduction 
 

The Committee considered an application for the demolition and construction of 
47no. apartments and 4no. bungalows to create a care community for the elderly 

with communal areas at St Placide’s School Annex site, Mount Battenhall, 
Battenhall Avenue (Revision of previously approved scheme P17B0507). 
 

Reason Why Being Considered by Planning Committee 
 

The application had been referred to Planning Committee as it is outside the scope 
of the adopted Scheme of Delegation and at the request of Councillor Stephen on 
grounds as set out in paragraph 1.2 of the report. 
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Report/Background/Late Papers 

 
The report set out the background to the proposal, the site and surrounding area, 

the site itself, relevant policies, planning history and representations and 
consultations where applicable. 
 

The Committee’s attention was drawn to the late papers which related to the 
following: 

 
 additional plans to show the replacement bat loft to be provided within the 

roofspace of the front building; and 

 updated consultee comments from the City Council’s Landscape and 
Biodiversity Advisor. 

 
Officer Presentation 
 

The information was presented as set out by the Corporate Director – Planning 
and Governance, in conjunction with a powerpoint presentation for the item.  The 

previously approved scheme was shown to Members alongside the revised scheme 
for clarity. 
 

Public Representations 
 

The following people had registered to speak on the application: 
 

Andy Baylis (Objector) and James Pegg (Applicant, Early Retirement Living) 
 
A local Ward Member, Councillor Stephen also addressed the Committee. 

 
Key Points of Debate 

 
 The local Ward Member in addressing the Committee considered this a big 

expansion increasing from 32 to 51 dwellings, and doubling of the use of 

green space from 12-24%.  Reference was made to the lack of cycle 
provision and he questioned County Council Highways on how the four cycle 

racks to be provided were identified.   Loss of privacy was referred to as 
there are a number of balconies and flat roof space, in some parts the land 
is higher than those who live in Goodwood Avenue.  He referred to three 

reasons for mitigation in relation to green space which were, community 
recreation use, surplus of green space or an alternative green space being 

provided, he stated that there are none of these.  The tennis courts could 
be removed and returned back to green space very simply.  If green space 
is taken away then BREAM standards should be used.  This is a major 

increase and he urged the Committee to vote against the application and 
ask the developer to come back with a reduced scheme which does not 

affect privacy, and does not reduce the green space available. 
 

 The objector in addressing the Committee stated that he had knowledge of 

the site as he lived adjacent to it, in the ‘Eco’ house at 25 Battenhall 
Avenue.  He considered the proposal an over development in the green 

space, a 72% increase from the consented scheme. He pointed out that the 
proposal now had a much reduced area of wildlife, together with the 
proximity and overlooking of the ‘Eco’ house from the proposed bungalows. 
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Several slides provided by the objector were shown as part of the 

powerpoint presentation to Members showing the consented and new 
scheme.  Reference was made to the objections of the Conservation Officer 

and the Landscape Officer which he stated do not appear in the report but 
are on the planning portal.  He stated that Worcester is committed to 
protecting it’s biodiversity policies and they should be followed.  There were 

no questions from Committee Members. 
 

 The applicant explained to Committee Members the reasons for returning 
with a revised application.  As a result of Covid it highlighted the need for 
the apartments to have their own private outdoor amenity space. The 

existing building could not provide this and after careful consideration it 
was agreed to demolish the existing building and replace with the proposed 

revised scheme, which provides a better layout.  The applicant responded 
to Committee Members questions in relation to the purpose of the flat 
roofs, the footprint of the previous and revised scheme and the distance 

between the bungalows and the ‘Eco’ house. 
 

 The Chair asked the Service Manager – Development Management to clarify 
some of the questions raised in particular the Conservation Officer’s and 
Landscape Officer’s objections and the overall footprint of the site. 

 
 The Service Manager – Development Management stated that in terms of 

consultation the Conservation Officer’s comments were stated in the report 
and he had nothing further to add, also Members were referred to the late 

paper which provided updated comments from the Landscape Officer, he 
had nothing further to add to this.   
 

In terms of the overall footprint, the Committee’s attention was drawn to 
paragraph 7.19 of the report which provided the approved, proposed and 

existing. 
 

 Some Members raised concerns over the loss of green space and the 

demolition of the existing building, although not listed.  The design was 
considered featureless, the proposed scheme was bigger and denser and 

not sustainable. It was asked where was the demand for cycle parking, it 
was suggested that the residents would not be cycling or walking in this 
area, so the site would be car park dependent, if so then more spaces were 

required. 
 

 In response the County Council Highways representative referred 
Committee Members to conditions 16 and 17 that related to cycle parking, 
to promote sustainable travel choices and the implementation of a travel 

plan to reduce vehicle movements, both were considered to be acceptable. 
 

 Clarification was requested on paragraphs 7.15 and 7.16 related to Green 
Space, and were the exceptional circumstances relevant in this application, 
also is there to be a negative impact on biodiversity.   The Service Manager 

– Development Management stated that SWDP 38 is applicable and has 
been applied in terms of ecology and referred to the bat roost enhancement 

and other biodiversity enhancements. 
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 It was asked if there is anything that can be done to mitigate issues with 

regard to overlooking, could a condition be applied over the use of the flat 
roofs.  The Service Manager – Development Management stated that these 

are not to be used as an external balcony and access is for maintenance 
purposes only. 
 

 Clarification was sought as to why this is classed as a retirement village, it 
was asked if there are there communal areas.  The Service Manager – 

Development Management that these are available over the two sites. 
 

 Some Members were disappointed that the existing building to be 

demolished is not being considered for restoration, although not listed it is 
in a Conservation Area, as the building opposite (Mount Battenhall) has 

been beautifully restored.  In referring to the heritage of the site it was 
asked that if the existing building is to be demolished then a heritage 
interpretation was requested to mitigate the loss. 

 
 It was noted that no provision had been made for the storage of motorised 

vehicles as it was considered that the residents would use these rather than 
a cycle.  It was accepted that a range of transport would be used but this 
storage should be built into the plan. 

 
 Reference was made to cycle storage, which according to the condition, 

demand will be monitored, it was asked how rigorous this would be.  In 
response the County Council Highways representative stated that this 

would be monitored by officers via the Travel Plan and is robust enough.  It 
should also be monitored by the developer too. 
 

 It was asked if the dwellings to be provided counted towards the housing 
supply.  The Service Manager – Development Services in response stated 

that they do, but not in the full amount, about 12%.  
 

 In referring to the debate the Service Manager – Development Management 

referred Members to the comments made about the access to the flat roofs; 
wheelchair storage and electric points and heritage scheme with 

interpretation.  If Members wished then these could be conditioned.  This 
was agreed 

 

A proposal to approve the application had been made and this was seconded.  
There being no further points made the Chair requested the voting of each 

Member of the Committee who was eligible to vote.  Following the recording of 
the votes the proposal to approve was agreed as follows, subject to the conditions 
set out in section 9 of the report and to 3 additional conditions as referred to 

above.  
 

For - 5 
Against - 2 
Abstentions – 1 

 
RESOLVED: That the Committee 
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1. grant planning permission subject to the conditions set out in section 

9 of the report, and to 3 additional conditions relating to the use of flat 
roofs and maintenance of green roof; full details of wheelchair storage 

and electric points; and Heritage interpretation scheme on site to 
commemorate the building and previous use; and 

 

2. delegate authority to the Corporate Director – Planning and  
Governance, subject to consultation with the Chair and Vice Chair of 

the Planning Committee, to confirm the final wording of the conditions 
and issue the Decision Notice.  

 

73 Application 22/00079/OUT - The Fairway  
 

Introduction 
 
The Committee considered an application for outline planning permission for 

development of up to 6no. residential dwellings (considering access only) at The 
Fairway. 

 
Reason Why Being Considered by Planning Committee 
 

The application had been referred to Planning Committee in accordance with the 
adopted Scheme of Delegation and at the request of Councillor Roberts on 

grounds as set out in paragraph 1.2 of the report. 
 

Report/Background/Late Papers 
 
The report set out the background to the proposal, the site and surrounding area, 

the site itself, relevant policies, planning history and representations and 
consultations where applicable. 

 
There were no late papers circulated. 
 

Officer Presentation 
 

The information was presented as set out by the Corporate Director – Planning 
and Governance, in conjunction with a powerpoint presentation for the item. 
 

The Service Manager – Development Management referred Committee Members 
to the 5 Year Housing Land Supply, as outlined in the report,  which cannot be 

demonstrated, and as such the ‘tilted balance’ under paragraph 11(d) of the 
Framework is applied.  He also outlined the loss of Green Space and the loss of 
social benefit to the community from the Green Space.  

 
In applying the overall planning balance, when considered against the 

Development Plan as a whole, the proposals were recommended for refusal by 
officers.  The reasons for refusal were set out in paragraph 9.1 of the report. 
 

Public Representations 
 

There had been no one registered to speak on the application. 
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Key Points of Debate 

 
 When asked if the proposal would reduce public access to the green space, 

the Service Manager – Development Management stated that it would not 
affect public access as it is purely private Green Space, but contributes 
heavily to the visual appearance of that space when viewed from the public 

right of way. 
 

 It was asked why this application had been referred to the Planning 
Committee for determination, in response the Service Manager – 
Development Management informed Members that the current Constitution, 

under the Scheme of Delegation, requires any application, whether for 
approval or refusal, seen as a departure from the Development Plan is to be 

determined by Planning Committee.   
 

A proposal to refuse the application, as per the Officers recommendation, had 

been made and this was seconded.  There being no further points made the Chair 
requested the voting of each Member of the Committee who was eligible to vote.  

Following the recording of the votes the proposal to refuse was agreed as follows. 
 
For – 9 

Against – 0 
Abstentions – 0 

 
RESOLVED: That the Committee refuse planning permission for the 

reasons set out in section 9 of the report. 
 

74 Application 22/00714/FUL - 220 London Road  

 
Introduction 

 
The Committee considered an application for the erection of a single detached 
dwelling with associated highways works (variation  of condition 2 of planning 

approval 19/00409/FUL – various alterations to the external appearance of the 
dwelling and associated works) at 220 London Road. 

 
Reason Why Being Considered by Planning Committee 
 

The application had been referred to Planning Committee at the request of 
Councillor Stephen. 

 
Report/Background/Late Papers 
 

The report set out the background to the proposal, the site and surrounding area, 
the site itself, relevant policies, planning history and representations and 

consultations where applicable. 
 
The Committee’s attention was drawn to the late paper which related to further 

representation from a neighbouring property received following agenda 
publication, together with officer responses to the concerns raised. 
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Officer Presentation 

 
The information was presented as set out by the Corporate Director – Planning 

and Governance, in conjunction with a powerpoint presentation. 
 
The Planning Officer highlighted that the application had been submitted under 

Section 73 to allow for the changes as detailed.  Amended plans had been sought 
to address concerns regarding potential/perceived overlooking from the roof 

terrace, these were highlighted in paragraph 3.2 of the report. 
 
Public Representations 

 
There had been no one registered to speak on the application, however a local 

Ward Member Councillor Stephen addressed the Committee. 
 
Key Points of Debate 

 
 The local Ward Member in addressing the Committee outlined his and 

resident’s concerns with regard to the application, drawing attention to the 
fact that the original application did not include a roof top terrace, which 
would result in overlooking and loss of privacy, only a flat roof and 

rooflight. It was acknowledged that the applicant has offered to include a 
frosted glass balustrade on the top of the previously approved parapet wall, 

although he stated that residents would prefer not to have the balustrade 
at all.  This was already a tall building and this would add to the height. 

 
 He asked that Committee Members refuse the application, if not then 

consider conditions to support and mitigate the concerns of residents, in 

terms of removing the balustrade completely, introduce reasonable 
conditions on noise and light levels and remove permitted development 

rights to ensure no increase to the height of the wall. 
 

 Committee Members referred to the concerns raised by residents over the 

loss of privacy, slides on the powerpoint presentation were highlighted in 
reference to this.  It was considered that the overlooking resulted in a loss 

of amenity. 
 

 The Service Manager – Development Management agreed with the 

comments, which he stated would result in a significant loss of amenity.  He 
did however inform Committee Members that this application gives the 

opportunity to mitigate the harm, approved in the original application.  If 
refused then this opportunity would be lost. 
 

 It was asked if more protection could be provided to prevent he 
overlooking, the Service Manager - Development Management stated that 

the proposal would include an obscure glazed balustrade and privacy wall 
totalling to a 1.8m screen, only views across the city will be seen. 
 

 Clarification was sought over the previously approved planning permission 
and the current proposals with regard to the access to the roof space. 
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 Committee Members had sympathy with the residents issues with 

overlooking, but it was agreed that the measures being put in place would 
mitigate the harm that has already been approved. 

 
 It was asked if any restrictions on the use of the terrace could be put in 

place, such as washing lines for an example.  The Service Manager – 

Development Management in response stated that conditions were included 
in terms of lighting, with regard to Permitted Development Rights, there are 

none.  In terms of noise and disturbance, this would be a matter for 
Worcestershire Regulatory Services. 
 

 In considering noise and disturbance Committee Members agreed that a 
condition should be imposed in relation to this, as there could be a 

possibility of music being played on the terrace.  The Service Manager – 
Development Management referred to the 5 tests of reasonableness to 
consider, but if Members wished an additional condition in relation to no 

external music, live or amplified on the roof terrace could be imposed for 
the reason similar to condition 8 as set out in the report.  This was agreed. 

 
A proposal to approve the application had been made and this was seconded.  
There being no further points made the Chair requested the voting of each 

Member of the Committee who was eligible to vote.  Following the recording of 
the votes the proposal to approve was agreed as follows, subject to the conditions 

set out in section 9 of the report and to the additional condition relating to no 
external music, live or amplified on the roof terrace. 

 
For - 6 
Against - 2 

Abstentions – 0 
 

RESOLVED: That the Committee 
 
1. approve the variation of Condition 2 of planning permission 

19/00409/FUL and grants planning permission, subject to the 
conditions set out in section 9 of the report and to the additional 

condition relating to no external music, live or amplified on the roof 
terrace; and 

 

2. delegate authority to the Corporate Director – Planning and 
Governance, subject to consultation with the Chair and Vice Chair of 

the Planning Committee, to confirm the final wording of the additional 
condition and issue the Decision Notice.  

 

75 Any Other Business  
 

None. 
 
Duration of the meeting: 1.30p.m. to 4.06p.m.  

 
 

Chair at the meeting on 
15th December 2022 


