
SECTION D 
DEVELOPMENT TO BE CARRIED OUT BY THE COUNTY COUNCIL 

 
Background Documents: the deposited documents; views and representations received as 
referred to in the reports and included in the development proposals dossier for each case; 
and other documents as might be additionally indicated.  

Item D1 
Proposal for the construction of a two form entry primary 
school – Land at Tunstall Road, Tunstall, Sittingbourne –
SW/14/153 
 
 
A report by Head of Planning Applications Group to Planning Applications Committee on 14 
May 2014 
 
Application by Kent County Council for the construction of a two form entry primary school with 
associated external play areas and parking facilities – Land at Tunstall Road, Tunstall, 
Sittingbourne (Ref: KCC/SW/0025/2014 and SW/14/153) 
  
Recommendation: Planning permission to be granted, subject to conditions. 
 
Local Member: Mr L Burgess and Mr R Truelove Classification: Unrestricted 
 

 D1.1

Members’ Site Visit and Local Meeting  
 
1. A group of Planning Application Committee Members visited the application site on 25 

March 2014 to acquaint themselves with the site and the proposal.  Additionally a 
Planning Applications Committee Local Meeting was held on 9 April 2014 in Tunstall 
Village Hall.  This meeting was attended by Members of the Planning Applications 
Committee as well as local representatives, which included the Parish Council Tunstall 
Primary School, Protect Tunstall and Tunstall Mums.  Some 140 members of the public 
attended this meeting and the minutes of this meeting are appended to this report at 
Appendix A. 

 
Site 
 
2. The site for the proposed new Tunstall Church of England Primary School is located to 

the north of Tunstall village on the boundary with Sittingbourne.  The proposed site lies 
on the southern side of Tunstall Road, with this roadside boundary being edged with 
hedgerows, trees and a natural pond.  The eastern boundary of the site is formed by the 
Fulston Manor School playing fields and an informally formed path connecting Tunstall 
Road to the Public Right of Way to the south of the site.  This boundary is marked with a 
post and wire fence and a line of semi-mature field maples and holm oaks.  The 
southern and western edges of the proposed site are physically unmarked and form part 
of a continuous area of arable farmland extending south towards the M2 motorway and 
west towards Tunstall village.  The site itself forms part of this arable farmland, with no 
evidence of previous development.  The site has a change in levels, with the land 
sloping from the west down to the east and from the south down to the north. 
 

3. The area to the north of the proposed site is exclusively residential in character, and 
forms the southernmost part of the town of Sittingbourne.  The housing on the northern 
side of Tunstall Road, fronting the proposed school site, predominantly consists of 
detached properties in a ribbon layout, as well as a terrace of 6 Victorian farm cottages 
opposite the informal pond.  The Fulston Manor playing fields provide a rugby pitch and  
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Site Location Plan 
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Site Location Plan 
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Site Master plan 
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Proposed elevations 
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Proposed northern elevation 
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Proposed west and north elevation 
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Proposed southern elevation 
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Proposed site sections 
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two football pitches and a brick built pavilion is located in the north-eastern corner of the 
site adjoining Cromer’s Corner.  Along the eastern boundary of the playing fields lies 
another ribbon of housing development that fronts onto Ruins Barn Road. 

 
4. Tunstall Road in the locality of the site has a carriageway width of 6.5 metres.  

Kerbstones delineate the northern edge of the road, whilst the southern edge, adjacent 
to the proposed school site, remains as an unbound verge.  There is no continuous 
footway along this section of Tunstall Road on either side of the carriageway.  Tunstall 
Road is a 20mph restricted zone, with frequent traffic calming pinch points and speed 
cushions. 

 
5. The site area comprises 3.17 hectares, and lies outside the core of Tunstall village and 

outside the Tunstall Conservation Area, with the proposed new school building being 
about 180 metres from the Conservation Area and about 240 metres from the nearest 
buildings within it. 

 
Background 
 

6. There has been a series of planning applications at the existing Tunstall CE Primary 
School site over the last couple of decades, including several applications to retain and 
continue using temporary mobile classrooms, applications to provide parking facilities for 
school staff, and applications for various sheds and structures within the school site.  
Each of these proposals has been contentious for various reasons and has led to strong 
and repeated objections from various parties including the Borough Council, the Parish 
Council and neighbouring residents. The existing school premises occupy a cramped site 
within Tunstall Conservation Area and the main building is a Grade 2 Listed Building, so 
planning consents for retaining mobile classrooms, and the various sheds, have 
reluctantly been given in the hope that permanent teaching accommodation could be 
provided in due course. Similarly, the notion of providing car parking spaces within the 
existing school site has also attracted strong objections, and two separate schemes have 
been refused, following Members’ Site Meetings in June 2005 and January 2013 
respectively and objections from the Director of Highways and Transportation, the Parish 
Council and neighbouring residents. 

 
7. Faced with regular applications to renew temporary consents for mobile classrooms, the 

Planning Applications Committee, responded to continued local concerns by asking the 
County Council as Education Authority to seriously explore options for providing 
permanent new teaching accommodation for this school, but after some failed attempts to 
attract Government funding, the currently undesirable situation of reliance of mobile 
classrooms and the informal use of the school’s front garden area for staff vehicle 
parking continued in the meantime, with criticism from the Parish Council and local 
residents for no visible signs of progress.  In response to the last application to retain 
mobile classrooms, the Planning Applications Committee asked for a strategy to be 
worked up exploring realistic options for addressing the accommodation needs (both 
teaching and storage space) and the school parking problems. A Strategy Document was 
produced on behalf of the Diocese and the Education Authority in  December 2012, and 
shortlisted three out of several options – two involving redeveloping on the existing and 
one relocating to another nearby site in County Council ownership. Those relating to the 
existing site are hampered by the lack of available land, the forthcoming termination of a 
lease with the landowner of the land to the rear of the main buildings, the continued 
impact on the Conservation Area and Listed Building and the limited scope for removing 
traffic and parking congestion in the Conservation Area. The last option was the one 
favoured following consideration by the Diocese and the Education Authority and local 
consultations, and is the now the subject of this current planning application, and whilst 
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overcoming most of the issues confronted by the other options, has given rise to different 
concerns. 

 
8. Nevertheless, developing new schools depends greatly on Government funding, since 

Education Authority funds and developer contributions are rarely sufficient. In recent 
years, the situation has persisted that Government will only fund new or expanded 
schools, rather than replacement accommodation for the likes of mobile classrooms. 
However, there is also a pressing need to provide more primary school places in the 
Sittingbourne area generally, and KCC is expanding accommodation at Westlands, 
Lansdowne, Iwade and Lower Halstow Primary Schools under the current Basic Needs 
programme (as well as across the whole of Kent). With contributions from both KCC and 
the Diocese, there is an opportunity at Tunstall to top up the Government’s Basic Needs 
funding to achieve two objectives – absorbing some of the demand for new primary 
places, as well as providing a new primary school to replace the inadequate 
accommodation and undersized existing site. 

 
9. Even if the current application is successful, it could not be opened before September 

2015 at the earliest, so there would continue to be a need to occupy the existing site and 
buildings until at least that date, or beyond if the application is unsuccessful. The earlier 
planning consent for mobile classrooms at the existing site expires by May 2014, and so 
will need to be re-assessed. A separate planning application (ref. KCC/SW/0042/2014) 
has been received, but not yet determined, for the retention of the mobile classrooms, 
pending some alternative provision being made.  

 
Proposal 
 
10. The application seeks approval for a new two form entry primary school, including the 

associated vehicular access, parking, drop-off and manoeuvring areas, external sports 
provision, outdoor learning spaces and a comprehensive landscaping scheme 
incorporating hard surfacing, planting and surface water drainage provision.   

 
11. The proposed school would be a predominantly two storey building (of 2630 square 

metres), roughly rectangular in its footprint and located centrally within the site.  The 
building would have a pitched and tiled roof, with a maximum height to the ridge of 
9.5m.  There would be a flat roof section in the centre where the roof plant will be 
located.  The school is proposed to be of brick construction with areas of coloured 
render and black stained timber weather boarding to break up and highlight the facades.   

 
12. The main school hall would also be two storeys in height, but with the roof pitch oriented 

at right angles to the main building, which would again provide interest and break up the 
mass and scale of the elevations.  There would be an external canopy running along 
part of the northern elevation at single storey height, overhanging the reception 
classrooms, and a smaller canopy at the main entrance to the school, also on this 
elevation. 

 
13. There would be a central corridor running through the school, with the two reception, 

year 1 and year 2 classrooms provided on the ground floor, along with the main hall, 
small hall and kitchen, and staff offices.  At first floor level would be the two classrooms 
for each of years 3, 4, 5 and 6, a specialist ICT room and the staff room.  On each floor 
would be a library area, and additional group rooms. 

 
14. Vehicular access into the site would be provided from the north-eastern corner, with a 

row of car parking provided on this side of the site adjacent to the boundary with the 
Fulston playing fields.  In addition, a circulation area would be provided towards the 
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northern part of the site in this locality, which would enable cars to pull off the Tunstall 
Road into the site, drop off the children using the drop off/loading bay and exit the site 
from the same access point.  The carriageway would be of full width to ensure no 
conflict would arise between cars entering and leaving the site.  73 car parking spaces 
would be provided for the use of parents, plus an additional 6 spaces for mobility 
impaired users.  A further 40 spaces would be provided for the sole use of staff 
members, giving 119 spaces in total.  14 bicycle racks would be provided close to the 
main building entrance, 4 of which would be sheltered by the building canopy. 

 
15. The main pedestrian access point would be located just to the east of the existing pond, 

and Cranbrook Drive, leading south within the site to the main entrance to the school.  A 
crossing point would be provided in this location.  Pedestrian access would also be 
provided in the north-eastern corner, alongside the vehicular access, and this would run 
the full length of the eastern boundary (retaining the informal footpath already 
established here). 

 
16. The existing pond would be retained and created into an area of semi-public open 

space.  In addition along the northern boundary would be areas of landscaping, habitat 
areas, outdoor classrooms and attenuation areas.  A swale would also be provided in 
this area, just south of the pond.  

 
17. The external sports provision would comprise two multi use games areas (MUGA’s) and 

two grass football pitches.  The MUGA’s would be located to the south-west of the 
school and would be enclosed by 3m high fencing.  These would allow for sports such 
as five-a-side football, netball, basketball, tennis and mini tennis.  The under 7-8 grass 
sports pitch would be located to the south of the school, and the under 11-12 sports 
pitch located to the west.   

 
18. The perimeter of the whole school site would be enclosed by 2m high weld mesh 

fencing, separated from Tunstall Road on the northern side by the existing tree and 
hedging to be retained. 

 
Planning Policy Context 
 
19. The most relevant Government Guidance and Development Plan Policies summarised 

below are appropriate to the consideration of this application: 
 

(i) National Planning Policy and Guidance – the most relevant national planning 
policies and policy guidance are set out in:  

 
The National Planning Policy Framework (March 2012) and the National 
Planning Policy Guidance (March 2014) set out the Government’s planning policy 
and guidance for England, and is a material consideration for the determination of 
planning applications.  It does not change the statutory status of the development 
plan which remains the starting point for decision making.  The NPPF and its 
guidance replace the majority of the former Planning Policy Guidance Notes 
(PPG’s) and Planning Policy Statements (PPS’s). However the weight given to 
development plan policies will depend on their consistency with the NPPF (the 
closer the policies in the development plan to the policies in the NPPF, the greater 
the weight that may be given). 
In determining applications the NPPF states that local planning authorities should 
look for solutions rather than problems, and decision-takers at every level should 
seek to approve applications for sustainable development where possible. In terms 
of delivering sustainable development in relation to this development proposal, the 
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NPPF guidance and objectives covering the following matters are of particular 
relevance: 
 
- Supporting a prosperous rural economy by promoting the retention and 
development of local services and community facilities in villages 
 
- Promoting sustainable transport 
 
- Achieving the requirement for high quality design and a good standard of amenity 
 
- The promotion of healthy communities 
 
- Conserving and enhancing the natural environment, including protecting and 
enhancing valued landscapes 
 
- Conserving and enhancing the historic environment 

 
In addition, Paragraph 72 states that: The Government attaches great importance to 
ensuring that a sufficient choice of school places is available to meet the needs of 
existing and new communities. Local Planning Authorities should take a proactive, 
positive and collaborative approach to meeting this requirement, and to 
development that will widen choice in education. They should give great weight to 
the need to create, expand or alter schools, and works with schools promoters to 
identify and resolve key planning issues before applications are submitted.   
 
Policy Statement – Planning for Schools Development (August 2011) sets out 
the Government’s commitment to support the development of State-funded schools, 
and their delivery through the planning system. 

 
(ii)  Local Planning Policy 

 
(a) The adopted Swale Borough Local Plan (Saved Policies) 2008 constitutes the 
 current adopted development for the Borough and can be summarised as follows: 
 
 Policy SP1 Sustainable development: 

  Proposals should accord with the principles of sustainable 
 development, and ensure that proper and timely provision is made for 
social and community infrastructure. 

 
Policy SP2 Environment: 
 Development should avoid adverse environmental impact, and where 

development needs are greater, adverse impacts should be minimised 
and mitigated. 

 Policy SP5 Rural communities: 
       Development must meet high design standards that respond positively 

to the character and form of the location. 
 

Policy SP7 Community services and facilities: 
Planning policies and development proposals will promote safe 
environments and a sense of community by increasing social networks 
by providing new services and facilities, and safeguarding essential 
and viable services and facilities from harmful changes of use and 
development proposals. 
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   Policy TG1   Thames Gateway Planning Area: 
Development will be supported by adequate community and transport 
infrastructure, and land of importance to agriculture, landscape, 
biodiversity or settlement separation will be protected from 
unnecessary development. 
 

 Policy SH1 Settlement hierarchy: 
                                   Development proposals for settlements in the countryside will be 

considered in accordance with Policy E6. 
 

Policy C1 Existing and new community services and facilities: 
The Borough Council will grant planning permission for new or 
improved community services and facilities, and particularly those that 
include provision for wider public use. 
 

Policy E1 General development criteria: 
                     Development proposals should: accord with the Development Plan 

unless material considerations indicate otherwise; reflect positively 
characteristics and features of the site and surroundings; and protect 
and enhance the natural and built environments. 
 

Policy E6 The countryside: 
Development will only be permitted when providing a service that 
enables rural communities to meet their needs locally, or it provides for 
necessary community infrastructure. Development will not be 
permitted in Important Local Countryside Gaps which would result in 
the merging of settlements or erode rural, open and undeveloped 
character of the countryside. 
 

Policy E7 Separation of settlements: 
Within important local countryside gaps, the Borough Council will not 
permit development, which would either result in the merging of 
settlements or encroachment or piecemeal erosion of land or its rural 
open and undeveloped character. 
 

 Policy E8 Agricultural land: 
Development on agricultural land will only be permitted when there is 
an overriding need that cannot be met within the built-up boundaries, 
and on best and most versatile agricultural land where there is no 
alternative site on land of poorer quality, alternative sites have greater 
importance for other reasons, the land is more accessible to 
infrastructure than alternatives, and the remainder of the agricultural 
holding would not become unviable. 

 
 Policy E9 Landscape: 

Within the countryside and rural settlements development proposals 
should be sympathetic to local landscape character and quality, 
contribute to the restoration, creation, reinforcement and conservation 
of the landscape, safeguard or enhance the distinctive landscape 
elements of the locality, remove detracting features, and minimise 
adverse impacts upon landscape character. 

 
 Policy E10 Trees and hedges: 
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Development proposals should protect and retain trees as far as 
 possible and provide new tree planting to maintain and enhance the 
 character of the locality. 

 
 Policy E15 Conservation Areas: 

Development proposals within, affecting the setting of, or views into 
and out of conservation areas, should preserve or enhance all features 
contributing to its special character or appearance. 

 
Policy E19 Design quality and distinctiveness: 

Development proposals should be of high quality design and respond 
positively to design criteria. 

 
Policy T1  Safe access to new development: 

Where appropriate the Borough Council will require the submission of 
a comprehensive Transport Assessment and Travel Plan with 
planning applications. 

 
Policy T3  Vehicle parking for new development: 

Development will only be permitted if appropriate vehicle parking is 
provided, in accordance with the adopted KCC Parking Standards 

 
Policy T4  Cyclists and pedestrians: 

New development proposals should have regard to the needs and 
safety of cyclists and pedestrians, including the disabled, and cycle 
parking facilities should be provided in a convenient, secure and safe 
location. 
 

Policy T5 Public transport: 
Where appropriate the Borough Council will expect the submission of 
a Travel Plan as part of a Transport Assessment. 
 

(b)  The draft Swale Borough Local Plan ‘Bearing Fruits’ (August 2013): 
 

                                  Policy DM6    Managing transport demand and impact: 
Development generating a significant amount of transport movements 
will require a Transport Assessment (including a Travel Plan).  Priority 
is given to the needs of pedestrians and cyclists, including the 
disabled, through the provision of safe routes which minimise 
cyclist/pedestrian and traffic conflict within the site and which connect 
to local services and facilities, with safe and efficient delivery of goods 
and supplies and access for emergency and utility vehicles. 
 

 Policy DM7 Vehicle parking: 
Until a Supplementary Planning Document can be adopted, the 
Borough Council will continue to apply extant Kent County Council 
vehicle parking standards to new development proposals. 
 

 Policy DM13 General development criteria: 
All development proposals should accord with the policies and 
proposals of the Plan unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise, respond positively to meeting the challenge of climate 
change, reflect the positive characteristics and features of the site and 
locality, conserve and enhance the natural and/or built environments, 
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including the historic environment, be both well sited and of a scale, 
design, appearance and detail that is appropriate to the location, and 
cause no significant harm to amenity and other sensitive uses or 
areas.  Development proposals shall also meet a high standard of 
landscaping, and provide safe vehicular access, with convenient 
routes and facilities for pedestrians and cyclists and parking and 
servicing facilities in accordance with the County Council’s standards. 
 

 Policy DM15  Design quality and distinctiveness: 
Development proposals shall be of a high quality design appropriate to 
its surroundings and be designed to achieve  safe, accessible, 
comfortable, varied and attractive places, to enrich the qualities of the 
existing environment by promoting and reinforcing local 
distinctiveness, make efficient use of natural resources including 
sensitively utilising landscape features, landform, biodiversity and 
climate to maximise energy conservation, retain and enhance features 
which contribute to local character and distinctiveness, protect and 
retain trees that make an important contribution either to the amenity, 
historic, landscape or biodiversity value of the site or the surrounding 
area, provide a high standard of locally native plant species and trees 
for soft landscaping, and provide hard landscaping, surface and 
boundary treatments that are locally distinct and that respond 
positively to the character of the locality, provide features and 
management intended to encourage biodiversity, be appropriate to 
context in respect of scale, height and massing, make best use of 
texture, colour, pattern, and durability of materials, ensure the long-
term maintenance and management of buildings and spaces, 
maximise opportunities for sustainable design and construction, 
sustainable drainage systems, carbon reduction and minimising 
waste, and adhere to the guidance in Kent Design.  All development 
proposals shall include measures to address climate change, using 
materials and construction techniques which increase energy 
efficiency, reduce waste and reduce carbon emission, and make 
efficient use of water resources.  All new non-residential 
developments shall aim to achieve BREEAM ‘good’ standard or 
equivalent, and all new non-residential developments over 1,000 sq m 
gross floor area should aim to achieve the BREEAM “Very Good” 
standard or equivalent. 

Policy DM21 Water, flooding and drainage: 
 Site specific flood risk assessments must be carried out to the 
satisfaction the Environment Agency and include details of new flood 
alleviation and flood defence measures, and where possible 
Sustainable Drainage Systems to restrict runoff. 
  

 Policy DM24 Valued landscapes: 
The value, character, amenity and tranquillity of the Borough’s 
landscapes will be protected, enhanced and, where appropriate, 
managed.  Non-designated landscapes shall be protected and 
enhanced and planning permission will be granted subject to the 
minimisation and mitigation of adverse landscape impacts, and when 
significant adverse impacts remain, that the social and or economic 
benefits of the proposal significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 
landscape value of the area. 
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 Policy DM30   Agricultural land: 
                                Development on agricultural land will only be permitted when there is 

an overriding need that cannot be met on land within the built-up area 
boundaries. Development on best and most versatile agricultural land 
(specifically Grades 1, 2 and 3a) will not be permitted unless the site is 
allocated for development by the Local Plan, there is no alternative 
site on land of a lower grade, or use of land of a lower grade would 
significantly work against sustainable development, and the 
development would not result in the remainder of the agricultural 
holding becoming not viable. 

 
Consultations 
 
19. Swale Borough Council: raises no objection to the application subject to the County 

Council requiring the applicants to enter into a Section 106 Agreement in relation to 
funding of future local parking controls (if necessary) and to impose conditions relating 
to: 

 
 Materials 
 Landscaping  
 Parking * 
 Visibility splays 
 New pavements and road crossings 
 Travel Plan 
 Drainage and flood prevention 
 Cross sections and site levels 
 Final design of the main entrance and the cladding on the sports halls, and 
 Phasing - to ensure that the existing school closes before the new school opens. 

 
 * Members of the Swale Borough Council Planning Committee, who met on 10 April 2014 

to consider this application, asked that the County Council ensures that staff parking 
and pupil drop-off and collection areas are off the public highway, and fully adequate 
and well designed for their purpose. 

 
Furthermore if flood lighting of sports pitches is proposed, that if it is that it is well 
controlled to avoid light pollution or adverse impacts on the amenities of local residents. 

Tunstall Parish Council: raises objection for the following reasons: 
 
 “Highway Issues  
 

There are grave concerns regarding the highway safety implications of the proposal.  A 
traffic survey carried out by Amey on behalf of the Parish Council on the stretch of road 
between Coffin Pond and Cranbrook Drive shows an average of 592.6 cars travelling on 
Tunstall Road between the hours of 8.00 to 9.00 a.m. over a five day period in January 
2014; that’s nearly 10 cars per minute.  This does not take into account those vehicles 
accessing the existing school using Hearts Delight Road.  At present we understand 
only 48 (out of 210) pupils who attend the school reside in Tunstall.  When the school is 
increased in size it will cater for 420 pupils, mostly from outside the Parish, who will 
significantly increase the number of vehicles travelling to and from the school. 
 
There will be only be a single vehicular entrance/exit into the school with allocated car 
parking for 73 vehicles for parents dropping off/collecting their children and for visitors, 
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which the Parish Council feels is insufficient on full complement of 420 pupils.  Parents 
will not drive in and then drive out; they will want to park, escort their child(ren) into 
school and then drive away, however some will stop to talk to members of staff or other 
parents.  This process will result in a queue in Tunstall Road and on site due to vehicles 
trying to access the parking area.   
 
With the possible problems with parents trying to park onsite this will eventually lead to 
parking in other areas; Tunstall Road does not lend itself to parking on the highway due 
to its narrowness, traffic calming and lack of footpaths, this then leaves Cranbrook Drive 
and Chegworth Gardens, along which many residents already park. 
 
The access/exit point is close to a bend in the road.  One of the pedestrian accesses is 
adjacent to a pond which has a danger sign warning of deep water, the other will cross 
a raised walled verge which forms part of the character of the highway. 
 
Due to the narrowness of Tunstall Road and the traffic calming it is not an ideal or safe 
route for children to use to cycle to school, which is put forward in the planning 
documents.  The amount of current traffic using this road, plus the additional vehicles 
generated by the proposal will make this even more unviable.  Walking busses have 
been mentioned.  The onus for this will fall on parents; the Parish Council would like to 
be informed as to how many successful Walking Busses operate all year round within 
the Swale area?  Both cycling and Walking Busses are put forward in the planning 
documents as ways of reducing traffic.  Of equal concern is that the School Travel Plan 
is only in draft format and will not be formalised until after planning consent. The Parish 
Council is concerned that the claimed reduction of transport of pupils by car from 84% to 
52% is not realistic. 
 
Local Plan 
 
This area of land/proposal is not contained within the existing Swale Local Plan nor in 
the recent draft Local Plan, the consultation for which was published on the 19th August 
2013 and has now closed. 
 
Pluvial Flooding 
 
Whilst the comments contained in the Geo-Environmental Site Assessment are noted; 
local knowledge of the site and surrounds is often of equal importance.  There are 
flooding issues in Cranbrook Drive and Chegworth Gardens and surface water problems 
in Tunstall Road; the pond referred to above acts as an attenuation pond taking some of 
this run off, as does Coffin Pond located further up the same road. Although it appears 
measures are being looked at any surface water run-off from the site could exacerbate 
flooding to the area below, land which eventually abuts the busy Ruins Barn Road.  
There are two areas of land that abut the proposed site which are shown on the 
Environment Agency’s flood maps as being prone to pluvial flooding and parts of which 
are described as “high means that each year, this area has a chance of flooding of 
greater than 1 in 30 (3.3%). 
 
Tunstall Parish Council fully recognizes the need to find a solution to the problems 
associated with Tunstall School’s existing site, but in light of the above objections and 
expressed concerns would urge Members of Kent County Council’s Planning Committee 
to refuse this application and seek a suitable alternative site.” 
 
Highways and Transportation Manager: raises no objection to the proposal and has 
the following comments to make with respect to highway matters: 
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“Site access – sightlines, capacity, impact upon Tunstall Road 
The sightlines are suitable for the nature of the road and are acceptable in highway 
terms.  The access road width and junction with Tunstall Road are acceptable.  The 
swept path analyses of the various larger vehicles that may need to use the access are 
acceptable.  There is insufficient width within the highway to provide a right turn lane, 
and therefore there would be times when right turning traffic into the site causes delays 
to eastbound traffic on Tunstall Road.  This is the same as the existing situation with 
right turning traffic into Cranbrook Drive or into the village hall car park.   
 
Using traffic counts that were sent to me by the Parish Council I have concluded that 
median speeds are 21 or 22mph and 85th percentile speeds are 25 to 26mph.  This 
accords with my observations.  Traffic speeds are kept low by the traffic calming. 
 
Pedestrian access – crossing points and routes to the Church 
The drawing shows pedestrian visibility splays of 0.5m back from the kerb edge, but I 
consider that they should be 2.0m back from the kerb edge so that pedestrians waiting 
to cross can be seen by approaching motorists.  This would mean further vegetation 
clearance than has been shown on the drawing, but is within the limits of the highway. 
 
If this improved visibility can be achieved, then I consider that the pedestrian routes 
would be suitable.  The ideal route to the Church would be across the field but there is 
no public footpath and pedestrians will be required to walk on the road for part of the 
journey unless they choose the longer route via Cranbrook Drive, Park Drive and the 
public footpath back to Tunstall Road. 
 
Additionally a new footpath is proposed on the south side of Tunstall Road, just east of 
the proposed access.  This is currently shown to narrow to 1.5m.  I consider that this 
should be widened to 2.0m as there is likely to be groups of pedestrians using this path. 
 
Traffic flows on Tunstall Road – impacts on neighbouring junction 
The Transport Assessment demonstrates that the school would add 73 traffic 
movements in the am peak.  This is based on improved pedestrian facilities leading to a 
mode shift towards walking.  The postcode plot of pupils in the Travel Plan shows a 
significant proportion of children live within 1.5 miles of the proposed site and therefore I 
consider that the walking/cycling mode share would be better than the current situation.  
I agree with the conclusions from the Transport Assessment that this would result in 
fewer cars passing the current site of the school. 
 
The modelling of the junction of Woodstock Road/Tunstall Road/Ruins Barn Road and 
Cromer Road demonstrates that the Tunstall Road arm of the junction to be over 
capacity by the time the school is filled, taking into account also committed development 
of Kent Science Park.  However I accept that the majority of the additional traffic would 
not be sufficient to be considered to be a severe impact. 
 
Parking provision – operational, parents/visitors/drop-off 
The parking is considerably in excess of the maximum standards that we would usually 
ask for a school.  Parking provision has to be a balance between providing sufficient 
operational parking and not providing so much that there is no encouragement to walk 
to school.  I am aware that there are great concerns about the staff parking at the 
existing site and this site should not result in any staff needing to park off site.” 
 

 School Travel Planner: recommends reviewing the number of pupils travelling to the 
school, and if the school is relocated, then for the School to update the Travel Plan 
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themselves within a set period of time after occupation, in order to update the actions as 
required. 

 
 Public Rights of Way Manager: raises no objection for the following reasons: 
 

“As the applicant is aware, there is a claimed footpath adjacent to the site, passing 
along the eastern boundary.  The Rights of Way officer would not wish to see this 
potential public right of way becoming a narrowed unwelcoming alleyway.  It should be 
seen as an asset to encourage a sustainable and safe route to school from Tunstall 
village and Ruins Barn Road, and an alternative to using Tunstall Road which according 
to the Travel Plan encourages sustainable methods of access to the existing school.” 

 
 The Public Rights of Way Officer recommends that any fencing between the informal 

path and the proposed school grounds should not be solid and be set back so as not to 
be obtrusive to path users.  Any shrub or tree planting in the vicinity of the proposed 
fence should be at least 1 metre from the boundary to allow for growth without 
obstructing the proposed right of way. 

 
Biodiversity Officer: has the following comments: 

 
“The Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey and Great Crested Newt Survey report has been 
submitted and I am satisfied with the quality of the survey work and conclusions 
reached.  The potential impacts to reptiles, and breeding birds has been identified.  The 
areas of the site with the highest ecological value are the field margins, particularly 
along the northern boundary and the north-eastern corner of the site.  I advise that the 
approach within the report is acceptable as the justification for a likely low population of 
reptiles has been provided and in addition the proposed development includes areas of 
landscaping which have potential to provide a long-term improvement in opportunities 
for reptiles and other biodiversity.   
 
I advise that there is potential for the landscaping to make a good contribution to 
biodiversity and the ecological enhancement of an area that does not currently support 
significant biodiversity interest.  As such, I advise that ecological enhancement 
measures within the landscaping strategy and their appropriate management are 
secured by condition, should planning permission be granted.” 

 
 Landscape Officer: acknowledges the innovative ideas for the new school in terms of 

outdoor learning space, but recommends that the landscaping proposals should be 
developed with an understanding of the landscape in which the site sits.  The 
importance of landscape character is further underlined in Swale’s adopted Landscape 
Character SPD, and whilst a ‘woodland school’ is a commendable aspiration, woodland 
is not a characteristic of this particular area.  The mitigation proposed for this 
development is tree planting but if reserved for the edges of the site it acts as a visual 
screen, and once mature it would hide the development, but at the same time make it 
stand out more, given the lack of tree cover and the propensity for long views in this 
part.  Whilst planting trees can sometimes improve a site’s appearance and if 
appropriate support wildlife, they also can affect landscape character, so it is important 
that the right species for the right location are selected. 
The inclusion of ‘urban species’ within a new school on the rural fringe and in a 
greenfield location is questioned, if the school is to have a woodland feel and rural 
character, so the design and planting should be reflecting these qualities, with 
appropriate native species used for tree planting.  The inclusion of orchards, reflecting 
landscape character in this part of Swale, is supported since it can offer a wide range of 
positive learning activities, in particular for children to understand their local area.  
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Limiting cut and fill activity is also supported, as changing topography can negatively 
impact on landscape character.  Additionally, integrating vegetative SuDS (Sustainable 
Urban Drainage System) into the development is also supported, providing an 
opportunity to ensure SuDS and new landscape features within the scheme are 
integrated. 

 
 The Landscape Officer has highlighted aspects that could be covered by conditions, 

subject to the application being granted planning permission: 
 
 The detailed landscape strategy must reflect the Landscape Character SPD; 
 A dimensioned tree protection plan and arboricultural method statement to assess 

the impact of development on trees; 
 Ash trees to be removed be removed from the species list; given the uncertainty 

surrounding Ash Die Back in Kent and further afield; 
 The detailed planting scheme to include native species, rather than specimen trees 

uncharacteristic of the ‘rural’ and countryside feel the school aspires to have; 
 Boundary treatments chosen to reflect this local inherited character being close to 

the Conservation Area. 
 
 Conservation Officer: has no adverse comments to make on the design of the building 

and notes that the setting on the edge of the Conservation Area would have minimal 
impact if appropriate indigenous planting is introduced to soften this edge of village 
location.  The proposed materials appear to be appropriate and reference has been 
taken from local vernacular, adopting the black weatherboarding of historic barns and 
soft red bricks of many historic buildings in the area.  The slate roof is appropriate for 
the adopted roof pitch and the composition and design is contemporary, whilst 
incorporating references to local materials. 

 
 Environment Agency: raises no objection subject to the imposition of standard 

planning conditions covering: 
 

 A remediation strategy to deal with the risks associated with any potential 
contamination of the site; 

 A remediation strategy to be submitted, if any not previously identified contamination 
is found to be present; 

 No infiltration of surface water drainage.  
 
 The County’s Sustainable Drainage System Engineer: has the following comments: 
 
 “Surface water drainage design approach 
 The Flood Risk Assessment (FRA, 20 January 2014) submitted for this planning 

application indicates a drainage scheme which incorporates: two surface detention 
basins, one cellular below grade storage, deep bore soakaways at various locations 
across the site and permeable pavement.  This proposal demonstrates a suitable 
sustainable drainage approach with incorporation of infiltration and vegetated measures 
and consideration of the treatment train for surface water flows.  Discussions were 
undertaken with designers in relation to the drainage proposals.  It was agreed that it is 
preferable for collection of surface water flows from the parking areas via surface 
drainage systems rather than a piped below grade system.  This design is reflected 
within the Landscape Stage 2 Report (31 January 2014) which includes an open 
vegetated swale. 
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Sustainable drainage measures landscaping 
Sustainable drainage measures are to be landscaped as large meadow areas with small 
trees suitable for wet conditions.  Landscape proposals should ensure that the drainage 
measures operate for the main function in drainage provisions.  Regular maintenance 
would be required to ensure adequate capacity is provided within the detention basins 
and swales. 

 
Water quality considerations 
Environment Agency (EA) correspondence in relation to this application makes 
reference to the provision of appropriate pollution prevention methods to ensure 
protection of underlying groundwater resources.  The treatment train approach with flow 
across vegetated surface systems provides a visible path for surface flows and 
treatment with interaction of vegetation and filtration through top soil layers.  The 
conditions as required by the EA ensure that adequate protection is provided for 
groundwater resources. 

 
Local flooding 
The Swale Surface Water Management Plan prepared for KCC in November 2012 
includes reference to local flooding hotspot in Chegworth Gardens.  This flooding was 
attributed to ineffective highway drainage and would require appropriate highway 
drainage improvements to be resolved.  These improvements are to be undertaken in 
priority with other improvements required across the county-wide area.  As the drainage 
strategy proposes management of surface water onsite, development of the site has the 
potential to provide a positive benefit by interception of flows which may have occurred 
across the site to the road.” 

 
 The SUDS officer has recommended the inclusion of conditions covering a detailed 

drainage design and a maintenance plan for the sustainable drainage features to be 
supplied and approved prior to commencement of the development; in the event of the 
application being granted planning permission. 

 
Local Members 
 
21. The Local County Members, Mr. L Burgess and Mr. R Truelove, were notified of the 

planning application on 6 February 2014. 
 
22. Mr Truelove made the following comments in an email received on 23 February 2014: 
 
 “Officers and members of the Planning Committee will be aware that this application has 

stirred strong emotions, with two strong lobbies of opinion on either side of the 
argument.  The majority of residents in the parish of Tunstall are opposed to permission 
being granted.  Those associated with the school, and especially a strong lobby of 
parents, are equally passionate in their support for this development.  

 
 The planning issues appear to revolve around development in the countryside gap, as 

designated by the Swale Borough Council, and a range of Highways concerns, 
particularly expressed by residents in Tunstall Road. 

 
 My understanding is that under the existing Swale Local Plan, a primary school would 

be an exception to local plan controls over rural development.  On the subject of the 
highways concerns, the opinions of the Kent Highway Services are crucial.  However, I 
do think it is important that the Planning Committee visits the site and sees for itself the 
nature of the road structure in the vicinity.  I would also hope the education Directorate 
can give some details of where the anticipated increase in school numbers will come 
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from.  In particular is it expected that a substantial proportion will come from the growing 
south Sittingbourne population and in walking distance of the new school, if it is 
allowed?” 

 
23. The Local MP, Mr. G Henderson has commented that “my personal view is that if the 

current proposed site becomes the preferred option then I have real concerns about 
access to the site which, as currently suggested, would be dangerous”. 

 
24. The local Swale Borough Council Member, Cllr Alan Willicombe has commented: 

 
“Over the years I have been a great supporter of Tunstall School, fighting many battles 
on their behalf.  Alas, I can not support them this time, I believe that the school is sited 
in the wrong place and will by the sheer size be an eyesore and that the entrance to the 
school will cause nothing but trouble for all the residents who have to use the Tunstall 
Road.  I believe that contrary to Highways assurances, flooding will actually increase in 
the area of lower Tunstall Road and round to Chegworth Gardens, the work previously 
carried out to stop flooding did not work and I believe that will still be the case after bore 
holes are drilled. I would have loved to give my full support to the school, but I must look 
at the bigger picture of how it will affect other residents in Woodstock Ward.” 

 
Publicity 
 
25. The application has been publicised by the posting of 4 site notices, the notification of 

89 neighbouring properties and an advertisement in Kent on Sunday on 16 February 
2014.  The notices and press advertisement referred to the proposed development as of 
major scale (over one hectare site), potentially affecting the setting of a designated 
conservation area, and potentially constituting a departure from the approved 
development plan for the area. 

 
Representations 
 
26. Letters of representation have been received both in opposition of the application and in 

support.  A total of 228 representations have been received objecting to the application 
and a total of 246 in support (however it must be noted that a number of supporting 
representations gave no reason for supporting the application).  Furthermore precise 
numbers are skewed by the receipt of multiple letters and/or emails from some same 
addresses or correspondents.   

 
27. In addition an e-petition objecting to the application has been received containing 391 

signatures.  The petition which was generated by the Protect Tunstall Community and 
requested for support in keeping the village school, which has been serving the 
community since 1846 and to keep the school, to educate local children, not to relocate 
it, nor expand it and not to use Grade 2 agricultural land to do so.  A copy of this petition 
can be viewed in Appendix B.  An accompanying and additional petition containing 85 
individually signed sheets (presumably for those that were unable to sign the e-petition) 
has also been submitted.  A copy of this petition can be viewed in Appendix C.  A 
document has also been received by the Protect Tunstall Community objecting to this 
application and which an updated copy was handed to the Chairman during the local 
meeting that was held on 9 April 2014.  A copy of this document is reproduced in its 
entirety and is attached to the end of this committee report in Appendix D. 

 
28. A petition supporting the application has been received containing 108 signatures.  This 

petition was signed by residents in Tunstall Parish that are in favour of the proposed new 
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school.  A copy of this petition can also be viewed in Appendix E.  Additionally, a 
document has also been received which was prepared by Tunstall Mums, a group of 
parents at the existing school and in support of this application, and which was 
presented and read out at the local meeting.  A copy of this document is also attached to 
the end of this committee report in Appendix F. 

 
29. The main points raised in relation to this application can be summarised as follows: 
 
Objection 
 

Need 
 The County Council is not putting this school where it is needed. Children will be 

coming from all over Sittingbourne and not in easy walking distance. 
 This was originally a rural school for predominantly rural based children.  Its recent 

growth has seen the majority of the intake come from within Sittingbourne town. 
 This is a small village and it doesn’t need a city sized school built here. 
 There is a requirement for another school in Sittingbourne but this needs to be built 

at a more central location, where there is good road access and does not impact so 
much on the area where it is built. 

 The proposed new school would be more suitable nearer to larger 
communities/housing estates, not ferried in daily to a small village with no suitable 
infrastructure.  There are many other schools nearby and children should go to their 
own catchment area. 

 It is remiss of the authorities to consider placing a school in an area where there is 
not the need or demand for school places when there is an alternative site which 
would have more overall benefit and less detrimental impact.  The school should be 
built elsewhere, either at Eden Park, the Meads Estate, Senora Fields or in the two 
quarries in Cromer Road.   There is also adequate land and space for a new school 
in the Great East Hall estate area where the increase in children for school is 
happening. 

 Policy E6 of the Swale Borough Local Plan indicates development in the countryside 
should only be considered in exceptional circumstances and where it serves the local 
communities.  Clearly with children coming from far and wide this proposal goes 
against this policy. 

 Where is the demand for school places coming from?  There is no significant 
increase in housing in or around Tunstall in the last 10 years. 

 KCC predicts that the demand for primary school places will increase over the next 
few years.  However it doesn’t predict where the demand will come from and it 
seems unlikely it will come from the area around Tunstall and so the size of the new 
school suggests that many people will have to travel long distances to reach the 
school. 

 The increase in the number of school children in Tunstall School is not because of a 
local need but by the Local Education Authority’s failure to adequate exercise its duty 
of care. 

 Part of the reason for the increase in demand for school places is the birth rate 
growth following a considerable dip in early 2000.  What evidence is there that birth 
rates will continue to grow or that there won’t be a dip again and Tunstall is left with a 
large school in a field which is under subscribed? 

 This is not a relocation of Tunstall Village School but a completely new school large 
enough to cope with the shortfall caused by incompetent planning in the past. 

 The average age of Tunstall residents is 60 years.  Very few if any, have children of 
primary school age. 
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Design 
 The proposed building is not in keeping with the rural landscape, being 2 storeys the 

design is for an urban situation, not the countryside. 
 The school is out of proportion to the area that it serves. 
 The design is out of keeping with the village’s strong historic character and is 

unacceptable in terms of its size and its impact in a green field location. 
 The coloured panels on the plans are completely out of keeping with the area and 

their visual impact is not acceptable. 
 The proposed development, by reason of its bulk and scale would be out of keeping 

with the design and character of the area. 
 The design of the proposed school is of poor quality, it is very unlikely to have any 

positive impact on the quality of life and it is likely to have a negative impact on how 
people perceive Tunstall and a negative impact on residents’ quality of life. 

 The new school would result in the urbanisation of this quaint village, removing all 
tradition and feel of village life. 

 The plan for the proposed new primary school is a surprisingly impractical two storey 
building.  The bland outdated design lacks imagination and flair. 

 
Highway and Access 

 
Congestion  
 The relocation and expansion on a site with limited country road access will cause 

serious traffic problems and pedestrian problems.  Tunstall Road is already used as 
a rat run to the A249/M2/M20. 

 The increased traffic numbers at peak time will create gridlock, in an already 
congested area; Tunstall Road is already in places a narrow one lane country road 
with traffic calming areas that will make the road dangerous during school hours. 

 Access and parking will be inadequate because Tunstall Road is too narrow.  The 
current restrictive village road has a number of pinch points which currently makes 
driving through the village difficult at times causing considerable congestion in the 
morning and mid afternoon. 

 Tunstall Road is not fit to support this increase in traffic flow and adjacent roads will 
not be able to accommodate the escalating parking difficulties which will ensure. 

 Kent Science Park also draws a significant volume of traffic and is set to expand, 
only adding to the problem.  The traffic infrastructure is already suffering with the 
capacity going to the Kent Science Park. 

 Chronic congestion problems suffered in Sittingbourne are largely due to the number 
of children travelling to school by car because of the failure to provide school places 
close to the significant housing development constructed over several decades. 

 If the school is built, it would cause increased traffic congestion to a dangerous level 
that would ruin the village environment. 

 Congestion will not be eased in the village as the problem will be moved away from 
the village centre and down the road, where potentially it could be in a more 
dangerous position. 

 Whilst under construction there will be traffic congestion causing disruption to road 
users and pedestrians, with danger of injury in particular to pedestrians. 

 Turning right across traffic on an ‘S’ bend position will cause congestion and danger 
 Entrance and exit will increase the congestion, on what is a blind corner; a single in 

and out entrance sited on a bend and a short distance from a T-junction is not good 
practice. 

 Cars cannot enter the site and exit onto Tunstall Road in between two crossings, a 
width restriction and the junction of Cranbrook Drive. 
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 There is an implication that the relocation of the school to a site 500m south of the 
existing site and doubling the school intake is not going to create an unacceptable 
increase in traffic.  This is a misleading conclusion and traffic levels will increase 
unacceptably to the point that it will be dangerous for children to access the school 
site safely. 

 Health and safety of pupils, cyclists, pedestrians and car/van drivers will be 
compromised as the chaos which will occur around the junctions of Cromer 
Road/Ruins Barn Road/Tunstall Road. 

 Adding pedestrian crossings on this lane and another 400 cars twice a day will not 
only cause severe delay for everyone in the area but will be unsafe for all concerned. 

 The Transport Survey Report is inaccurate and based on pure supposition, and the 
Design & Access Statement is not really accurate.  The traffic congestion especially 
in the morning will be ridiculous, the environmental impact will be harsh with 
stationary traffic polluting as they ‘tick over’ waiting to access and egress the site. 

 The School Travel Plan is a joke and seems to have been based on children raising 
hands in class in response to questions.  

 The School Travel Plan stated that currently 84% of pupils at the school arrive by car.  
This would be in excess of 350 pupils that would travel to the new school by car and 
with only 79 parking spaces available it is inconceivable how this could be 
sustainable. 

 The School cannot impose car sharing as parents either live too far away from each 
other or parental work commitments will not allow car sharing. 

 Increase in traffic and accompanying fumes will have an adverse effect on those 
living on and pedestrians using Tunstall Road. 

 The full traffic survey that the Parish Council undertook recorded an average speed 
of 32.7mph (in a 20 mph zone). 

 
Parking 
 The proposed car parking is inadequate - parents at the school will overflow into the 

few local roads that are at present in quiet neighbourhoods; that will hinder and stop 
through traffic and emergency vehicles. 

 The school will be doubling in size to 420 pupils but the provision for parking is only 
13 more spaces than the school currently has at its present location; 90 spaces for 
‘dropping off’ will not work.  The proposal to use a drop off system on this road will 
not work.  It does not work at the existing school even though parents can drive off 
road to collect their children. 

 Concern about the ‘park early and wait’ school drop off and pick ups that we see at 
other schools. This is a primary school and parents do not drop off, they have to park 
and walk the child to a point of collection. 

 73 parking spaces are insufficient for the number of cars that will use the site 
everyday. The current school cannot cope with 56 parking spaces at the Tunstall 
Village Memorial Hall and 15 spaces in the Tunstall Church car park.  This is now 71 
spaces for 210 pupils.  In the site plan there are 91 spaces proposed for 420 pupils. 

 There doesn’t seem to be enough parking for such events as the summer fete, 
concerts or parents evenings etc. 

 
Pedestrian Impact 
 Grave reservations in respect of safety of pedestrians walking from the village.  The 

volume of traffic makes walking to school dangerous not the narrowness of 
pavements. 

 There is no continuous pavement from any adjoining roads to the proposed entrance 
and no obvious crossing points. 
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 The traffic coming into and out of the site access would be in conflict with the groups 
of walkers and their dogs, further reducing visibility on the corner. 

 The track next to the proposed school site is subject to an application for recognition 
as a Public Right of Way.  This is yet to be determined. 

 
Landscape and Biodiversity  
 Environmental impact on wildlife. 
 Site is a sloping field, so the landscape will change dramatically from semi-rural to an 

extended town. 
 The potential loss of countryside and green fields will spoil an outstanding area and 

be detrimental to the countryside. 
 The site is a Grade 2 agricultural field, so there will be loss of valuable agricultural 

land. 
 The proposal is contrary to Policy E7 of Swale Borough Council which clearly states 

no development will be allowed in the ‘countryside gap’. Any development would 
clearly set a precedent for future development. 

 Planning should be about protecting the countryside and protecting green field sites.  
It should protect the character and history of places like Tunstall. 

 Using farmland to build a school on is wasting our countryside where there are plenty 
of brownfield sites that can be used instead. 

 A child’s school is transient – destruction of the countryside is permanent.  
 
Flooding and Drainage 
 The site is in a Flood Risk Zone 1. 
 There are only 5 drains on Tunstall Road between Coffin Pond and the pond 

opposite Cranbrook Drive, so when it rains these drains cannot cope. 
 If a large area is going to be covered in concrete and tarmac, it will increase the run 

off which will add to the risk of flooding. 
 The pond at the end of Cranbrook Road floods on occasions of heavy rain, so much 

so that it covers part of the road. 
 Removing large areas of topsoil to create flat play areas will leave the area seriously 

depleted to be able to absorb the rainfall. 
 Concern about the effect the school would have on flooding in Chegworth Gardens. 

 
Amenity Impacts 
 Pollution of all kinds, environmental, noise and aesthetic will all be increased, which 

is simply unreasonable to put on people that live here. 
 Concerned about the substantial increase of noise that will result from this proposed 

build – playground and playing fields with their attendant noises will impact greatly 
upon quality of life. 

 The road noise and the extra C02 emissions will not only damage people but the 
local wildlife would be disturbed. 

 As schools are now open for longer hours, light pollution is a major concern with 
security lighting required to deter vandals the area will be illuminated day and night. 

 Proposal is detrimental to the local area, including house prices. 
 Loss of privacy to consider for the majority of houses on Tunstall Road, and also loss 

of sunlight and view. 
 A report has been produced by Sustrans highlighting the effect on the planet and the 

estimated average CO2 produced per vehicle in the execution of school trips with 
their children. 
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Local Plan Issues 
 The planning application not only represents a departure from the adopted Local 

Plan but it is also premature given the development of policies and proposals for 
Swale in the emergent Local Plan. 

 To approve this application in advance of considering all of the suitable alternatives, 
through the Local Plan process, would render that process worthless and will create 
a precedent for development to come forward without due regard to the process. 

 Education need for a new school in Sittingbourne may have been successfully 
argued, but for this school, on this site, the planning application must be refused 
because it breaks the most important rule that development should be within the 
framework of the Local Plan.  

 An Important Local Countryside Gap is identified around Tunstall in the Local Plan, 
and. the proposal fails to follow the adopted Swale Borough Local Plan 2008 
(current) which under Policy E7 amongst others, identify this part of Tunstall as a 
‘strategic gap’. 

 There is no mention within the current Adopted Local Plan of a development such as 
a school on this site.  Nor is there any evidence of such a development in the 
emerging Local Plan, Bearing Fruits.  By making this application now, KCC are being 
optimistic. 

 The plans for the Tunstall School did not appear in the approved plan for Swale 
2013-31. 

 Given that this proposal is not in the Local Plan there is much anger about it. 
 
Other Issues 
 A Church of England faith school would cater for that faith and feel that children of 

different religions or beliefs would not be treated equally. 
 Leaving the school as it is in its current location and extending on the grounds of 

which it sits would be far more beneficial to all local residents. 
 Current site is only proposed as KCC own the land.  This site would never be 

considered if the land were not already owned by KCC, who should be reviewing all 
possible sites for potential educational facilities and not only those which it owns. 

 Refuse bins are left out on the kerb where it is proposed to cross school children. 
 Tunstall is a village and should stay a village with countryside. 
 There has been insufficient public consultation. An advertisement in the local paper 

that most of us do not buy does not constitute adequate planning consultation. 
 This application could open the way for even further development of this agricultural 

area i.e. housing.  There is a fear that after the initial development of the school the 
remainder of the land will be sold off for development of more housing. 

 The planned new school will have an effect upon property values in the immediate 
vicinity. 

 Why is tax payer’s money being used to fund a Church of England school? 
 The Localism Act indicates that councils should represent the views of the local 

residents in their decisions and there is overwhelming opposition from local residents 
to building on the proposed site. 

 Tunstall School is at the heart of the village and if the village hall car park could be 
used for teacher parking this could solve many problems. 

 Applying for Government funding in advance of any notification of intent implies that 
there is a pre-determined decision. 

 Every morning I look out over fields and countryside opposite my property and this 
would be replaced by a school and so I would need compensating for this. 

 80% of residents are retired and choose to live in Tunstall for the rural quiet location, 
not to have 450 children screaming all day. 
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Support 

 
Need 
 New school buildings would be a great asset to the children of the community and 

enhance the learning experience. Modernised facilities would further enhance this 
fantastic nurturing learning environment that is currently offered. 

 New school is much needed to provide a better school and facilities to its children.  
The current facilities within the school are appalling and would greatly benefit from a 
new site and two form entry. 

 The school at present lacks adequate room and facilities for the children. 
 No child should be taught in old huts which are not water tight. 
 Concerns about the current building and long standing issues with the local residents 

which at times makes it uncomfortable and difficult. 
 The mobile classrooms were a temporary fix almost 15 years ago. 
 So much time is spent on logistical organisation due to the current lack of space; lack 

of working areas and storage space for resources in the present school are hindering 
teachers’ lessons. 

 Special needs children not having adequate space to receive help with their learning.  
There is no space to listen to children read or receive extra help.  Children have to 
eat lunch at their desks as the size of the hall is inadequate. 

 Playground is very crowded and the toilets are unsuitable for the amount of children 
using them. 

 The Church aided school is needed in the Sittingbourne area. Tunstall is a church 
school and so any new site has to be within close proximity of St John the Baptist 
Church, Tunstall. 

 The proposal has been on the cards for years and would allow the pupils to flourish 
in surroundings that they and the staff deserve. 

 The new site is more accessible for the houses on Woodstock and the Fulston Manor 
estates, where many pupils live. 

 The existing school buildings and the site are currently beyond capacity for the 
children from this area. 

 It is a school in a village, not a village school and so not solely for the Village’s use. 
 The proposed school remains in the parish and within walking distance of Tunstall 

Church, providing every opportunity for it to continue to install the values and ethos it 
always has. 

 Could not think of a better location for the school. 
 The existing school is no longer suitable for modern teaching  
 The current classroom arrangements are not acceptable.  Portakabins are too hot in 

the summer and too cold in the winter.  They are taking up valuable space which 
could be playground space and they have reached their shelf life. 

 Options to redevelop the current site are not only deemed problematic in terms of the 
protection of the Listed Building, the Conservation Area and the highways situation, 
but also in the standards of accommodation which would remain deficient and 
therefore would be no realistic prospect of funding. 

 The current school was built when Tunstall was a very different place and the 
facilities that a school was expected to provide were very different and whilst times 
have changed, Tunstall School has struggled to maintain the same pace. 

 Extensive research with a solution has concluded that changes to the current site are 
not cost effective or feasible. 

 
Design  
 The design reflects the Kent farming aspect that this area was previously used for. 
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 Proposed development seems to be designed to have the least impact on the 
surrounding built environment. 

 Many of the houses along Tunstall Road are modern in appearance and to say that 
the new design is not in keeping is erroneous. 

 The plans demonstrate a modern well planned school that fits well into the local area 
taking up a very small amount of land. 

 The landscaping will allow the school to be screened from the road and houses over 
a period of time which will lessen the impact on the views that the houses will have of 
the school. 

 
Highways and Access 
 Aware of the parking issues the school site has and the effect it has on children, 

parents and teachers. 
 Much safer access for everyone and in my view, the ideal location. 
 Any school in any location suffers congestion for two relatively short periods, 195 

days out of 365.  The school is no different whether built here or in someone else’s 
village. 

 For my family and others, the proposed site will make it easier to walk rather than 
drive.  The new site will be nearer to the new Eden Village estate and would enable 
more children from Woodstock Road, Ruins Barn Road and the Park Drive area to 
walk to school safety than at present. 

 The proposed access to the site is situated in a 20mph zone and will make it a safer 
area for the pick up and drop off. 

 Do not think that the increase in traffic would be that substantial as more people 
would be able to walk to the new school should it go ahead. 

 No one disputes that there are traffic concerns, but these are by no means all caused 
by the school. 

 Tunstall Road is an established rat run to and from the A249 and M2.  This has been 
the case for many years and will continue, irrespective of size and locations of 
schools, whether existing, planned or indeed no school at all. 

 Any current congestion in Tunstall is caused by HGV lorries which have nothing to do 
with the school. 

 The recent traffic survey (carried out by the Parish Council) is invalid since the 
closure of traffic through Borden village has distorted usual travel patterns. 

 Traffic flow is only twice a day but would be staggered in any case because with the 
increased capacity in the new school, after school clubs would be possible.  Not all 
cars will be arriving at the same time due to breakfast club drop off before school, a 
staggered finish time for KS1 and KS2 and later pick up times from after school 
clubs. 

 It seems logical that the traffic flow will increase at the school start and finish times, 
although most likely after and before commuter traffic times respectively, not at the 
same time. 

 The proposed site includes more than adequate parking spaces and additional 
designated drop off and pick up areas which actually exceed the standards stipulated 
by Kent Vehicle Parking Standards. 

 It is the HGV’s that are the problem in Tunstall Road and maybe a lorry ban should 
be considered. 

 It will take 7 years for the school to reach capacity numbers for what it has been 
planned and by then the School will have a suitable School Travel Plan, walking 
buses, etc. in place. 

 I note that this school apparently would have sufficient parking.  Indeed it is the only 
school in the area that would have provision for parent parking as part of the site, as 
well as an effective drop off system on site. 
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 The traffic build up will be eased because the School would be in control of opening 
the gates to the car park as opposed to the Village Hall (who are in control at the 
moment) who on a number of occasions do not open the gates early enough causing 
enormous traffic issues through the village. 

 
Flooding and Drainage 
 Have lived here for over 28 years and have never seen any flooding by the new 

school site. 
 The site is on chalk and will not therefore flood or cause other flooding.  The school 

will be on mains drainage. 
 Water in the road is more likely to have been related to blocked drains in the vicinity 

of the pond. 
 Blocked drains in the vicinity cause overflow on the road. 

 
Other  
 The school is amazing despite the current lack of facilities, children are thriving in a 

stimulating and caring environment. 
 Concern that those opposing the development are misinforming local residents. 
 Local residents have wanted for years for the school to be moved but now seem in 

favour of keeping the school where it is.  However they have been instrumental in 
causing the school to look for an alternative location. 

 We will keep our village school and gain much improved facilities. 
 Proposal to locate the school to the east of the ‘village’ may well be driven by 

reasons of available land, but does offer a unique opportunity to shift the balance of 
the settlement more around the Church and Coffin Pond area. 

 The planned site is KCC owned and has always been earmarked for educational 
purposes. 

 Decision must be made on the basis that this is the best site for the relocation and 
not one being made with time/budget constraints. 

 The two form entry would happen gradually; only in 2022 would the full school be two 
form entry. 

 
Discussion 
 
30. In considering this proposal regard must be had to Development Plan Policies outlined 

in paragraph (19) above.  Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 
(2004) states that applications must be determined in accordance with the Development 
Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  Therefore, this proposal needs 
to be considered in the context of Development Plan Policies, Government Guidance, 
including the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), Planning Policy Statement 
for Schools Development and other material planning considerations arising from 
consultation and publicity. 

 
31. This application has been reported for determination by the Planning Applications 

Committee following the receipt of objections from local residents and the Parish 
Council.  There is range of issues to consider in determining this application but the key 
determining factors concern planning policy aspects; community development needs, 
building design and layout/landscaping, transport and access arrangements, landscape 
and agriculture impact, ground conditions (including flood risk), heritage and biodiversity 
aspects and residential amenity impacts. 
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Policy Context 
 
32. National planning policy and guidance is set out in the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF) and its accompanying National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG), 
and the relevant key policy objectives are cited above under the Planning Policy 
Context.  Chief amongst these is the great emphasis on the development of local 
services and community facilities in villages, and the great weight to be given by 
Planning Authorities to the development of new or expanded schools.  In addition, the 
Government issued a Policy Statement in advance of the NPPF in 2011 specifically 
supporting the development of State funded schools.  Together, these documents afford 
significant planning policy support for developments such as proposed in this planning 
application.  In particular, it is both a State funded school and primarily concerned with 
developing community services and expanding the provision of school places.  I 
therefore consider that the proposed development fully accords with the key aims and 
objectives of the NPPF, subject to its general compatibility with other more site specific 
policies in the Development Plan, given that the NPPF requires development proposals 
to be determined in accordance with the Development Plan. 

 
33. The relevant Development Plan policies are those within the Swale Borough Local Plan, 

and in particular those which have been saved by the Secretary of State as persisting 
until 2016.  These policies are summarised section above.  In addition, the Borough 
Council has been consulting on a suite of new and revised policies as part of its Local 
Plan Review, and these draft policies are also summarised above, but since they remain 
to be approved and subsequently adopted they can only be apportioned very little 
weight in the balancing of material considerations. 

 
34. The proposed development relates to a site that is not specifically allocated for built 

development in the Borough Local Plan, but there are various generic policies 
(summarised above) which are applicable to either the proposed development and/or 
the proposed site.  Whilst there are typically policies that support the proposed 
development and other policies that presume against permission, there are actually very 
few that the application potentially conflicts with.  In particular, the proposals generally 
accord with many of the approved policies relating to sustaining community 
infrastructure, mitigation of environmental impacts, high design standards, new 
community facilities for wider public use, protection of trees and hedges, provision of 
Transport Assessment/Travel Plan, and accordance with vehicle and cycle parking 
standards.  Similarly, there are several draft Local Plan policies that the proposals 
accord with, including those that cover general development criteria, high quality design 
and environmental performance, Transport Assessment and parking standards, plus site 
specific Flood Risk Assessments and Sustainable Drainage.  Policies that might pose 
potential conflict are those covering the protection of Important Countryside Local Gaps, 
protection of the most versatile agricultural land, maintenance of landscape character 
and preservation or enhancement of conservation areas. 

 
35. Policies E6 and E7 presume against development in the countryside unless it is 

necessary community infrastructure, and seeks to resist development proposals that 
would result in the merging of settlements in, or eroding the open character of, Important 
Local Countryside Gaps.  The application site is outside the existing built settlement 
confines of Sittingbourne and Tunstall, and within a wider area that wraps around the 
south side of Sittingbourne as an Important Countryside Gap.  The purpose of the Local 
Plan’s identified countryside gaps is essentially to provide physical space between 
existing built-up settlements, rather than protecting the countryside for its own sake, and 
the aims are defined as follows:  
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 maintain the separate identities and character of settlements by preventing their 
merging; 

 safeguard the open and undeveloped character of the areas; 

 prevent encroachment and piecemeal erosion by built development or changes to the 
rural open character; 

 influence decisions on the longer-term development of settlements; and 

 reinforce the Council's preference toward urban regeneration sites. 

 
36. The currently adopted Local Plan exempts community infrastructure from the policy 

presumption against new development in the Important Local Countryside Gaps, and I 
consider that a primary school clearly comes within that category.  Moreover, the 
proposed site layout would be relatively low density in terms of site occupancy, with 
much of the site remaining free of buildings, so the proposed development would partly 
maintain the open and undeveloped character of the locality.  Given the density and 
layout of the proposed development, it would be difficult to argue that it would lead to 
the merging of existing settlements, and I do not consider that the development would 
set a precedent for non-exempted development on any neighbouring land within the 
Important Local Countryside Gap, that typically would be at a higher density and more 
harmful to the open character.  I am aware that there has been a recent move to remove 
schools as an exempted development in response to the Draft Review of the Borough 
Local Plan, but would advise that planning applications have to be assessed in the light 
of the currently adopted Development Plan policies, unless or until those policies are 
formally superseded.  I am therefore of the view that the proposed development does 
not materially conflict with these policies. 

 
37. Although national protection of agricultural land has been significantly reduced in recent 

decades, Local Plan Policy E8 presumes against new development on agricultural land, 
unless there is an overriding need for the development there, and presumes against the 
loss of high grade farmland, unless there is no alternative site on lesser grade land. 
Farm land on the south side of Swale Borough comprises part of the North Kent 
horticultural belt, with a reputation for fruit growing that stems from its high grade soils. 
The Ministry of Agriculture gradings reflect the depth and quality of the topsoil, and all of 
the farm land therefore tends to fall within the top grades, with the application site being 
largely Grade 2.  It follows therefore that any alternative undeveloped site in this locality 
would involve the loss of high grade land, even if it is not currently in agricultural use, 
and any replacement Tunstall School would need to be within Tunstall Ecclesiastical 
Parish.  Notwithstanding the question as to an overriding need for the proposed 
development, I consider that the Policy E8 is complied with on the basis that there can 
be no alternative site on lower grade land.  Whilst the loss of productive farmland would 
be regrettable, it needs to be borne in mind that the rest of the neighbouring farmland 
would remain in viable use, plus the land taken by recent housing development in 
Tunstall also resulted in the loss of high grade land, since the whole of South 
Sittingbourne is surrounded by Grade 1 or Grade 2 agricultural land. 

 
38. Policy E9 requires development proposals to respect the sensitivities and opportunities 

of the particular Landscape Character Area that the site falls within.  Note that all of 
Kent is divided up into Landscape Character Areas, so every site falls in one site or 
another, and Landscape Character Assessment is not about ranking or prizing one 
landscape over another, but more about identifying the particular characteristics, 
condition and sensitivities of each area and taking those into consideration in managing 
change in those areas.  In this case, the site is included within the Tunstall Farmlands 
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Character Area, where the landscape is deemed to be in moderate condition but with 
high sensitivity to change.  As discussed further under Landscape and Agriculture 
below, I consider that the proposed development generally respects the sensitivities of 
the landscape setting, restores and reinforces some of the distinctive characteristics, but 
inevitably would introduce some changes that would conflict with elements of Policy E9 
relating to the conservation of the landscape.  However, since the proposed 
development seeks to minimise the adverse impacts on the landscape by sensitive 
landscape planting, I do not consider that the proposed development significantly 
conflicts with Policy E9. 

 
39. Policy E15 seeks to protect the setting of conservation areas and maintain their special 

character or appearance.  In this particular case the site is well outside the Tunstall 
Conservation Area, and separated physically by open farmland and separated visually 
by a mature tree belt on the western fringe of the Conservation Area.  The setting of the 
Conservation Area would not be compromised by the proposed development because 
of its distance between them and the fact that views into and out from the Conservation 
Area are already impeded by evergreen tree cover.  Whilst the approaches to 
conservation areas are also important, the Tunstall Road approach has dense tree and 
hedgerow on the southern side shielding views of the proposed site as the Conservation 
Area is approached, plus both modern houses and older cottages on the northern side, 
which already impart a mixed character to this approach.  As discussed further under 
Heritage and Biodiversity below, the proposed development also involves the removal of 
temporary buildings and parked cars from the heart of the Conservation Area, so I am 
firmly of the view that the proposed development does not conflict with Policy E15.  

 
40. The planning application was advertised on receipt as a potential departure from the 

Development Plan, pending completion of the planning consultation exercise and further 
assessment, and given that the site is not allocated for the proposed use. However, in 
the light of the proposal’s general compliance with most of the adopted Development 
Plan policies, and the marginality of the potential conflicts with the policies presuming 
against the proposed development, I have now come to the view that the application 
does not constitute a material departure from the Development Plan and would not need 
to be referred to the Secretary of State.  In particular, the Town and Country Planning 
(Consultation) (England) Direction 2009 only requires departure applications to be 
referred to the Secretary of State where the proposed development affects World 
Heritage Sites, is inappropriate development (of a certain scale) in the Green Belt, is 
retail development outside town centres, is development where Sport England has 
objected to loss of playing fields, or is development where the Environment Agency has 
objected on flood risk grounds, and none of these apply in this instance. 

 
Need Aspects 
 
41. The need for a proposed development is not normally a material planning consideration, 

but since the proposed development is a new community facility and a school in 
particular, the educational need becomes a material consideration because of the 
strong Government policy support for new school developments.  Nevertheless, it is a 
matter for the Planning Authority to decide how much weight to attach any material 
consideration.  The National Planning Policy Framework places great emphasis on the 
development of local services and community facilities in villages, and specifically 
attaches great importance to a sufficient choice of school places, and requires Planning 
Authorities to give great weight to new or expanded schools.  This does not mean that 
this policy presumption automatically overrides all other material considerations, but 
clearly any material adverse impacts would have to be significant and demonstrable in 
order to outweigh the strong policy presumption in favour.  The potential contrary 
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indications to this policy are addressed and assessed under the different sub-headings 
within this section. 

 
42. As chronicled above, the recent site history at the existing school site clearly 

demonstrates a need for improved accommodation and facilities for this primary school. 
Such a need stems from the outdated accommodation, sub-standard teaching facilities 
and historic lack of on-site parking space, meaning that the school currently operates 
from cramped and inefficient premises.  Since these problems are exacerbated to a 
certain extent by the success and popularity of the school, thereby increasing the 
demand for places, there is a strong feeling from some local residents that the school 
ought to be downsized to its optimum operating level (as asked for in one of the 
petitions).  However, it is not possible to turn the clock back several decades to a time 
when the school operated as small village school, in isolation from the wider network of 
school provision.  Times have changed and all schools need to operate differently in 
order to survive and deliver a wider and more demanding curriculum than before.  In 
addition, lifestyles and aspirations are much different, with people no longer living, 
working, shopping, recreating and schooling all in the same neighbourhood and with the 
advent of parental selection in Education since 1988, schools can no longer only serve 
their immediate locality. 

 
43. The continued reliance on temporary teaching accommodation in the Conservation 

Area, the ongoing complaints about staff parking within the school front garden, and the 
plethora of unsightly sheds and shelters within the grounds of the Listed Building, have 
previously prompted the Planning Applications Committee to ask for alternative options 
to be considered.  Initially, this provoked the Education Authority to bid in the regular 
Government school funding allocations for replacement buildings, but each time Tunstall 
failed to be shortlisted by Government, principally due to the fact that when money is 
scarce the preference is to divert it towards providing new school places rather than 
improving accommodation that already exists.  Rather than see Tunstall School languish 
at the bottom of the priority lists, a more concerted effort was called for, involving 
combining funding from various sources, with a funding package negotiated with 
contributions from the County Education Authority, the Church of England Diocese and 
the Government’s Department for Education.  Whilst this strategy has a far greater 
likelihood of proceeding, subject to obtaining all other necessary consents including 
planning permission, it is a dual proposal insofar as it would not only provide new and 
improved replacement accommodation, but also contribute to the current demand for 
new school places under Kent’s Basic Need programme. 

 
44. Until the results of the 2011 Census became available, it was not known that the birth 

rate had risen (by 25%) to a level not predicted following the 2001 Census, and under 
the circumstances there is now an acknowledged shortage of primary level school 
places across the country.  In Kent there is now expected to be a 10% increase in the 
demand for primary places over the next 5 years, and many primary schools across the 
county are being expanded or supplemented by new schools.  In the Sittingbourne area, 
there are expansions planned at Westlands, Lansdowne, Iwade and Lower Halstow, 
together with a new school proposed on the north side of the town.  The proposed 
incorporation of Basic Need places at Tunstall is not, as suggested by objectors, a 
means of addressing demand from elsewhere in the town, but a way of ensuring that the 
best performing schools in the area all share in the future pattern of school place 
provision.  Complaints about schools not being provided earlier in other parts of the 
town, as new housing developments have come forward, overlook the fact that it was 
not possible to build new schools at that time because the general demand for places 
was not great enough, and the Government at that time was not providing the essential 
capital funding to deliver them.  Consequently, developer funds were previously used to 
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expand accommodation at existing primary schools such as Grove Park and Bobbing 
Village School.  Even so, the prime reason for finding a new site in the Tunstall vicinity 
is because of the need to replace the existing Tunstall CE School, and clearly a site 
located elsewhere in the town, and distant from Tunstall Church and village, would not 
be a replacement Tunstall CE School. 

 
45. Under the circumstances, if the proposed development was to proceed it would not only 

solve the problems over lack of space and outdated facilities for teaching, and 
overcome the issues over parking and temporary buildings in the Conservation Area, 
but enable some of the Basic Need requirements to be addressed as well.  However, 
planning consent is not the only hurdle to cross, and there is a separate but related 
education consultation also underway by the Education Authority, relating to the 
expansion of the school to 2 Forms of Entry.  Overall, I am satisfied that there is a 
significant case of need to justify the replacement of the existing school premises, and if 
the school is also to be extended under the Basic Need programme, then that reinforces 
the need argument to my mind.  

 
Site Aspects 
 
Ground conditions 
 
46. The planning application was accompanied by a Phase 1 Geo-Environmental 

Assessment which identifies the site as on bedrock geology (Seaford Chalk) that forms 
part of a Principal Aquifer, which is potentially a high risk receptor for any contaminants, 
although the risks of contamination here are identified as low to moderate (i.e. unlikely 
to be significant).  The Assessment also identifies the overall Geotechnical Risk Rating 
as low to moderate, since there is a low hazard rating for the likelihood of ground 
dissolution of soluble rocks and a moderate risk of collapsible deposits within the 
geology overlying the chalk bedrock.  The application site occupies an area of arable 
farmland on the lower dip slope of the North Downs chalk escarpment.  The underlying 
geology is generally stable and free of contaminants, but like other parts of the locality 
including much of the existing residential development to the north, it is overlain by a 
large depth of more recently composed material.  Whilst the site has been 
independently assessed as suitable for supporting built development in structural terms, 
it is customary for professional surveyors to itemise a moderate risk of ‘collapsible 
deposits’ in such circumstances, since it can never be completely ruled out with regard 
to the non-solid (Drift) components of the geology.  The implications of ‘moderate’ 
categorisation for new built development are that the safe bearing capacity of 
foundations should not be exceeded and all drainage should be maintained to avoid any 
increased ground saturation, and there is no reason to assume that this would not 
happen.  Nor does the risk of collapsible deposits preclude the use of deep bore 
soakaways, and without which ground saturation would occur and actually increase the 
risk of sub-soil subsidence. 

 
47. The likelihood of sink holes is a separate matter and relates more to voids (natural or 

mining related) or fissures in the solid geology, and whilst they can never be completely 
ruled out with soluble geology such as chalk, there is no evidence to indicate that this 
particular field is any more susceptible than any other part of Tunstall Parish, most of 
which lies within the same zone identified in the Geo-Environmental Report.  In 
particular, there is no known history of mining in this locality and there is no evidence of 
natural cavities identified within or close to the site in the consultant’s report 
(categorised as ‘highly unlikely’).  The closest evidence of a natural cavity occurring is 
290 metres to the south west of the site (beyond the southern end of Tunstall village).  
Under the circumstances, the same level of risk of sinkholes must equally apply to any 
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other site in this locality where the school might be relocated, and therefore it cannot be 
used as a means to presume against the development of this site, which clearly borders 
other developed (housing) sites with no such problems experienced.  Nevertheless, the 
prospective developers expect to use pile foundations for the proposed school buildings, 
because of the depth of drift material, which would significantly reduce the risk of any 
subsidence as a result of either collapsible deposits or soluble rocks.  Furthermore, the 
installation of a positive drainage system to collect surface water would reduce ground 
saturation and thereby reduce the risk of any collapsible ground that may be present.  

 
48. Since the application site is currently actively worked farmland, it has not been possible 

to carry out any intrusive below ground level investigations, but the applicants expect to 
undertake intrusive geo-environmental ground investigation, in the event that planning 
consent is obtained, in order to gauge the most appropriate engineering solution for the 
proposed development, and have advised that if any soluble rock or collapsible ground 
is present, then appropriate engineering measures would be incorporated into the 
design of the works.  For example, the design of the pile foundations would incorporate 
appropriate measures such as temporary or permanent sleeves to the pile shafts to 
appropriate depths to facilitate their installation, geotextile reinforcement would be 
incorporated into the external works to provide robustness to cater for any differential 
settlement, and falls to the below ground drainage systems could be designed in excess 
of minimum values to allow for settlement to occur without any adverse effects.  
Similarly, should either soluble rocks or collapsible ground be shown to be present then 
the infiltration drainage system would need to be designed to discharge water beneath 
such strata and at a rate to minimise any potential impact.  This could be achieved by 
the use of deep soakaways, and if necessary with appropriate flow control devices. 

 
49. The key point is that if ground conditions are later found to be challenging because of 

any stability aspects, then the prospective developers would need to address that by the 
most appropriate engineering solution.  This is not a planning matter because any such 
problems are capable of being overcome by engineering, and how the developer 
delivers the proposed development is more a matter between the developers and the 
clients, bearing in mind also that there are strict requirements governing construction 
imposed by other consent regimes beyond the remit of land use planning control. 
However the Environment Agency has been consulted on the planning application and 
has raised no objections, subject to their standard requirements relating to remediation 
of any ground contamination and controls over surface water infiltration.  These are all 
routine requirements typically imposed on large scale development projects on 
previously undeveloped land, and involve further technical work being undertaken by the 
applicants once the principle of development has been established via the planning 
consent process.  I do not consider therefore that there is any substantive evidence to 
indicate that the site is unsuitable for built development because of its stability or 
likelihood of contaminants, bearing in mind that the much of the surrounding 
development has been constructed on the same geology, but if consent was to be given 
the standard Environment Agency site development requirements (summarised above) 
would need to be imposed by condition. 

 
 
Flood Risk and Drainage 
 
50. The size of the site is such that it requires the application to be accompanied by a Flood 

Risk Assessment, to ensure that proper consideration is given to not only the proposed 
development’s susceptibility to flooding, but also the likelihood of the development 
making flooding worse elsewhere.  The former relates to the safety of those occupying 
the site in the event of flooding and the latter relates to whether new buildings would 
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displace stored flood water in a floodplain area, and the extent to which the proposed 
development would accommodate its own surface water run-off.  The application site is 
not within a marine or fluvial floodplain, nor within any area identified by the 
Environment Agency as of high or medium flood risk, but is within the lowest category 
for flood risk (Zone 1).  Note that all land is included in one flood risk zone or another, 
and the fact that the site is within Zone 1 does not mean that it is particularly prone to 
flooding from marine or fluvial (sea or river).  A Flood Risk Assessment does 
accompany the planning application, but since it does not relate to development within 
Zone 2 or 3, there is no requirement to follow the additional Sequential Test for 
alternative sites, nor the Exceptions Test to assess extenuating circumstances. 

 
51. Nevertheless, nowhere is exempt from rainfall, and the eastern boundary line of the site 

(bordering the Fulston Manor School playing field) has been identified as at significant 
risk from pluvial (rainwater) flooding (i.e. currently likely to flood following extreme 
rainfall events).  It is expected that any new development such as this would manage all 
its own drainage and potential flood risk aspects, and ideally through adopting 
Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems where practicable.  The proposed development 
incorporates properly engineered (positive) drainage, together with some sustainable 
(natural) drainage applicable to the ground conditions and contours.  In particular, the 
rainwater run-off from the buildings and other hard surfaces would drain through 
conventional rainwater goods and drains to soakaways, to avoid water accumulating on 
the site off or running off to neighbouring land or highway.  The proposed soakaways 
would need to be deep bore ones (at least 15 metres) to reach the porous chalk 
bedrock below the site, and to penetrate the deep but less pervious sub-soil here.  
Generally, chalk landforms drain very well, but the overlain soils here have a high clay 
content and the current field can become saturated after prolonged rainfall.  Whilst 
some natural drainage is also incorporated, such as permeable car park surfacing and a 
swale within the proposed habitat area, this would also include below ground 
attenuation tanks, to ensure that water is discharged in a regulated way to the 
soakaways thereby preventing any flooding at ground level.  In the event that the 
proposed development proceeds, permits for the proposed soakaways would need to be 
sought from the Environment Agency, to ensure their satisfaction as to the prevention of 
contamination of groundwater, and this aspect could be covered by the imposition of 
conditions. 

 
52. Strong concerns have been raised about the increased risk of localised pluvial flooding 

if the proposed development was to proceed.  This perception is based on the regular 
accumulation of water on the highway and spreading onto neighbouring property in 
Tunstall Road, Cranbrook Drive and Chegworth Gardens.  Environment Agency maps 
show that this has always been a natural low point for water accumulation, but the 
problem is exacerbated by the inability of the highway drainage to cope with excessive 
rainwater at certain times.  The Swale Surface Water Management Plan identifies a 
flooding hotspot area at Cranbrook Drive and Chegworth Gardens, which whilst not 
affecting the proposed school site is affected by excess water run-off from the currently 
undeveloped farmland comprising the application site.  However, if that is the case then 
the fact that the proposed development would install an efficient drainage system to 
absorb all its own run-off must mean that this localised chronic drainage problem would 
be largely solved.  In particular, all the proposed buildings and hardened surfaces would 
be properly drained, including permeable surfacing of parking spaces, and a properly 
engineered attenuation system to eliminate any water run-off from the site.  However, 
since there is a separate highway drainage problem here, I do not expect that the 
localised flooding would be completely removed, but it would clearly be lessened if the 
development was to proceed.  Under the circumstances, I consider that full and proper 
consideration has been given to flood risk issues, including sustainable drainage 
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systems to control surface water run-off in  accordance with Draft Policy DM21, and that 
there is no rationale to presume against the proposed development on the basis of flood 
risk and drainage concerns. 

 
Public Rights of Way 
 
53. The application site is currently arable farmland with no public access other than by 

trespass.  There are no Public Rights of Way that cross or impact on the site, although 
there is an informal field edge path running along the eastern boundary of the 
application site that connects to a north west-south east Public Footpath some100 
metres to the south of the site.  This informal path is the subject of a current 
undetermined application for registration as Public Footpath, and I am informed it is 
regularly used on a day to day basis by dog walkers and retired people.  Whilst the 
school planning application has no direct bearing on that proposal, since the line of that 
path has been excluded from the planning application area, objectors have drawn 
attention to the fact that users of it would emerge at the same point on Tunstall Road as 
the school access.  However, the application drawings show the path ending some 12 
metres east of the school access, and benefitting from an improved and safer roadside 
footway than is available at present.  Kent Highways and Transportation has 
recommended that the roadside footway here be constructed to a 2 metre width, in the 
light of the likely levels of use, and I confirm that this could be stipulated by planning 
condition in the event that consent was given.  Under the circumstances, I consider that 
there are no Public Rights of Way issues presuming against the proposed development, 
but the prospective developers would need to be advised of the above 
recommendations of the Public Rights of Way Manager if the application was to be 
permitted. 

 
Design Issues 
 
54. Apart from Swale Borough Council, very few respondents have commented on the 

proposed building design and layout, although comment has been passed that the 
building would be visually intrusive in the landscape, obstruct views of the open 
countryside beyond and overshadow or dominate neighbouring properties.  Concern 
has also been expressed about the height and extent of fencing. 

 
55. The proposed design of new schools is now required to follow the Government’s 

template design, which is two storeys with a double height hall at one end of the 
classroom accommodation.  Whilst two storey buildings have the potential to obstruct 
views across the site and overshadow neighbouring properties, the advantage is that 
landtake is minimised by reducing the footprint occupied.  Given that building is 
proposed to be sited well into the centre of the site, and over 90 metres from the nearest 
neighbouring properties, there is no likelihood at all that shadow would be cast outside 
of the site by the building, or be overbearing by virtue of close proximity, and it needs to 
be borne in mind that most of the surrounding buildings are two storey in height as well, 
so there is no rationale to resisting the proposed design on such grounds.  Since the 
building would be compact and occupying an otherwise large open site, it is also difficult 
argue that the building would be visually intrusive in the wider landscape, when the 
higher density of surrounding residential development has a much greater impact on the 
open views of the locality.  Nevertheless, the proposals involve re-grading the site to 
provide a more level site, which would ensure that the building would be constructed at 
the lowest practicable ground level.  The proposed landscaping strategy also seeks to 
maintain open views across the site height, by avoiding dense planting along the site 
boundaries to the south and west. 
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56. The design of the building expresses itself through its use of external materials and 
features, and in this case there has been a conscious attempt to produce an inviting and 
visually stimulating building for the schoolchildren, whilst also trying to be more discreet 
in the landscape by deference to its rural character.  Clearly, it is not possible to 
convince all parties on the most appropriate design for any building, but in this case the 
design and layout was presented to the South East Design Panel for critical appraisal.  
As a result the design details and the site layout were revised prior to the submission of 
the planning application, with the main changes being the orientation of the building, the 
creation of separate pedestrian entrance and refinement of the external materials and 
roof form.  Initially the building design envisaged a rustic form and appearance, 
resembling a barn in its countryside setting, but the use of more modern materials has 
partly prevented that.  The proposed external materials now include a combination of 
glazed panelling and black barn timber weatherboarding, with solid stock brick and blue 
and green coloured render walling, with aluminium doors and windows, fibre cement 
slate split pitch roofing, and black rainwater goods.  I am aware that the Borough 
Planning Officer has some residual concerns about the disposition of the materials and 
use of colour and cladding, and I would advise that these are details which could be 
negotiated later, if the application was to be permitted.  In particular, the main interest in 
the proposals at this stage is more about the principle of the development, the choice of 
site and transport impacts, and details of the proposed building materials could be 
reserved by planning condition for later negotiation if the development was to proceed.  

 
57. Overall, I consider that the proposed design is of a high standard, and is entirely 

compatible with aspirations of Local Plan Policies E1 and E19, as well as draft Policy 
DM15.  The site is not within the Conservation Area, but adjacent to any area of mixed 
residential development of no common architectural style, so it cannot be argue that the 
building would be out of character or incompatible with neighbouring developments, 
especially since there is no distinctive style and no neighbouring non-residential 
development for it to harmonise with.  In terms of the building’s environmental 
performance, it has to be designed to achieve a BREEAM rating of Very Good, and part 
of the credits to attain that rating involve the use of sustainable construction (in terms of 
reducing solar gain but providing thermal mass for night time cooling), the use of 
sustainable materials (in terms of local sourcing and insulation values to minimise 
energy consumption), the use of efficient lighting and ventilation systems (to reduce 
energy consumption), and the incorporation of some sustainable drainage features (to 
improve natural drainage and prevent surface water run-off and contamination). 

 
58. The proposed site layout involves a generous amount of open space for visual amenity, 

landscaping and habitat creation, compared to many existing primary schools, in 
addition to the areas required for outdoor sports, parking and circulation.  The proposed 
layout of spaces for learning, recreation and visual amenity provides an appealing 
environment that is hard to fault in terms of the on-site ambience likely to be created. 
That attractive layout also has off-site implications in that this proposed development 
would not be that visually intrusive when viewed from outside the site.  The 
incorporation of landscape planting areas, school garden areas and habitat areas for 
nature study would produce a very attractive learning environment for the primary 
school experience, and better than most such schools can offer, and considerably better 
than at the existing Tunstall School site.  Swale Borough Council has queried the 
possibility of floodlighting of the sports pitches, but none is currently proposed as part of 
these proposals, and so cannot be used as a means of presuming against the 
development.  However, I agree that sports lighting has the potential to have adverse 
impacts, and so we would normally impose a condition on any planning consent for a 
new school to prevent the installation of sports lighting without recourse to a further 
planning application, which would then provide proper opportunity to assess the impacts 
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and adequacy of the specifications.  Nevertheless, I am not aware of any current 
aspirations on the part of the developers for external sports lighting at this particular site. 

 
59. All school sites need to be securely fenced, but in this particular case I do not regard the 

proposed fencing as being unduly intrusive or oppressive.  First, the boundary fencing 
would be 2 metre high welded mesh fencing, which is largely transparent from a 
distance and is precisely the specification we normally recommend to avoid more 
oppressive and visually intrusive palisade specifications.  Secondly, the perimeter 
fencing would be aligned inside the existing tree and hedgerow fronting Tunstall Road, 
thereby obscuring much of it from external view.  Thirdly, the 3 metre high fencing would 
only be used as ball-stop fencing around the games courts, which would be well inside 
the site towards the south side, and by no means creating a double boundary fence as 
feared by objectors.  Overall, I cannot support concerns about the visual impact of the 
proposed fencing arrangements. 

 
60. Notwithstanding issues about the wider landscape aspects and the Important 

Countryside Local Gap, I do not consider that there is any scope to presume against the 
proposed development on the basis of its design, layout, visual appearance or 
environmental credentials, which is corroborated by the lack of objections received on 
these aspects. 

 
Transport Issues 
 
61. The planning application proposes to relocate Tunstall School approximately 500 

metres north east of the school’s existing location.  The proposed vehicle access to the 
school is off a single entry/exit point on Tunstall Road, approximately 100 east of the 
junction with Cranbrook Drive and would be 11 metres wide at the bell mouth and would 
narrow down to approximately 5.6 metres in width.  This access is proposed to be used 
by both parents and staff members as the car park would accommodate both users.  It 
is proposed to have a total of 119 car parking spaces and 14 cycle racks.  Out of the 
119 proposed parking spaces, 73 spaces are for parents usage, 40 spaces are for staff 
parking and 6 spaces are for mobility impaired users.  A drop off facility for parents is 
also to be provided.  Furthermore the car park has been designed so that parking for 
parents is located closest to the site entrance and is in a one-way loop arrangement.  
That is proposed to provide greater safety for pedestrians crossing the car park, since 
they would only be required to look in a single direction, which should therefore 
minimise the risk of conflict.  Staff parking is proposed further within the site and to 
prevent parents from using this area accidentally for parking.  Dedicated areas are 
proposed within the car park for the use of emergency and delivery vehicles, which 
should not come into conflict with the other users of the car park. It is also proposed that 
footways along Tunstall Road will be extended in two locations and with corresponding 
uncontrolled pedestrian crossing facilities.  Additionally, the planning application was 
accompanied by a Transport Assessment and a draft School Travel Plan. 

 
Site access 
 
62. Concern has been raised about the suitability of the proposed location of the site access 

on Tunstall Road and the safety of this access.  This section of Tunstall Road has a 
20mph speed limit and the proposed visibility splays have been professionally assessed 
and are both suitable for the nature of the road and are fully acceptable in highway 
design terms.  Additionally the access road width and junction with Tunstall Road is also 
deemed suitable for the proposed use and location.  The proposed access is located on 
the inside of a bend where it can achieve the required visibility splays for both vehicles 
wishing to turn into or out of the access, or for those vehicles travelling along Tunstall 
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Road, which would be able to see a vehicle waiting at the exit.  Personal Injury Accident 
data (PIA) sourced for the Transport Assessment highlighted a slight PIA in the latest 
three year period and within the study area which covered Tunstall Road between the 
junctions with Cromer Road and Hearts Delight Road.   

 
63. Many residents wrote in expressing their concerns about this proposed location of the 

school access, but this location has been deemed both safe and appropriate by the 
Highways and Transportation Manager, and it fully complies with standard highway 
design requirements.  Furthermore the access has also been checked for swept path 
analyses of various larger vehicles that may need to access the site, and again it is 
deemed to be wholly acceptable.  It has been noted that Tunstall Road is not wide 
enough to provide a right turning lane into the proposed school site and therefore at 
times there is likely to be a delay turning right into the site, but this is no different to 
vehicles wishing to turn right into Cranbrook Drive or other residential roads and private 
driveways in the area. 

 
64. The speed check that was undertaken by the Parish Council was analysed by the 

Highways and Transportation Manager who concluded that median speeds along this 
section of road are 21 or 22mph and that the 85%ile speed (the speed at which 85 
vehicles out of 100 are travelling at or below) was 25 and 26mph.  The speed along 
Tunstall Road can therefore be concluded from this speed survey to be kept low due to 
the existing traffic calming.  Through the introduction of the proposed pedestrian 
crossing points in the vicinity of the access, and the new entrance into the proposed 
school, this would further introduce additional traffic calming measures along this 
section of road, and thus keep vehicle speeds low when needed as school children are 
arriving at or leaving the school site.  I am therefore fully satisfied that the proposed 
location for new access to the school is the most suitable location and I see no reason 
to presume against the proposed development on site access issues. 

 
Parking 
 
65. There has been a lot of concern raised about the proposed level of car parking and the 

fact that if the car park is full then parents would have to park in the surrounding 
residential roads.  However it must be noted that at this proposed school, the level of 
parking provision is considerably in excess of the maximum parking standards that is 
usually provided at a school site.  Indeed many schools do not have any on-site parking 
provision or drop-off facilities for parents at all.  However it has been noted by the 
Highways and Transportation Manager that the level of parking provision has to be a 
balance between providing sufficient operation parking and not providing so much that 
there is no encouragement to walk to school.  Representations received from school 
parents stated that many children would now be able to walk or cycle to the proposed 
new school site as this site would be closer to more residential properties and the new 
housing estates, than the current school site.  By contrast the proposed site is at the 
end of continuous footpaths through residential areas.  Two new crossing points are 
proposed across Tunstall Road to help pedestrians to cross the road safely by 
relocating a couple of road humps and making them pedestrian friendly. A small section 
of new footway is also proposed.  These proposed pedestrian improvements would 
make walking and cycling a more realistic option. 

 
66. Additionally, a separate new footpath into the school is proposed near the existing pond 

and thus separating the pedestrian flow from the vehicular traffic.  The speed limit along 
this section of Tunstall Road is 20mph and is within the existing traffic calmed area.  
Walking to the school would also be encouraged through the implementation and 
continued monitoring of the School’s School Travel Plan.  Additionally through the 
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Travel Plan, staff would also be monitored and encouraged to car share when possible.  
Concern have long been raised about the current level of staff parking at the existing 
school site, but this should not be an issue at the proposed new site, with no members 
of staff needing to park off site. 

 
67. Another point of concern raised was regarding the fact the parents would not just be 

dropping off their child(ren) and then leaving the proposed car park but that they would 
be loitering around either to see the teacher or to chat to other parents.  This situation 
would be made worse in the afternoons, when parents turn up early to be able to park 
and then do not leave the car park promptly as they have to collect their child(ren).  This 
is a situation that happens at all schools and is not specific to this school.  Whilst it is 
acknowledged that the afternoon collection can cause some congestion within school 
sites, as car parking spaces are not freed up as quickly as they are during the morning 
drop-off, no school site can provide enough parking spaces to accommodate all parents 
and so there will often be some level of congestion experienced.  If the car park is full 
and not freeing up quickly enough, parents may realise that parking further away from 
the site and walking a short distance may be an option or decide to leave their car at 
home and walk to school instead.  A staggered leaving time at the end of the day due to 
after school clubs is also likely to help stagger the level of traffic arriving at the proposed 
school site. 

 
68. Nevertheless Swale Borough Council has raised concern about any possible overspill 

parking into the neighbouring residential roads and have recommended that a Section 
106 Agreement is entered into, so that if at a future date parking restrictions were to be 
deemed necessary after monitoring of parking situation around the school site, then 
money should be available to cover the cost of advertising and implementing a Traffic 
Regulation Order.  However it must be noted that the County Council cannot enter into a 
Section 106 Agreement with itself, so a Memorandum of Understanding would have to 
be agreed between the applicant and the County Council as Planning Authority.  In the 
event that planning consent is granted, I would propose to make a requirement that a 
Memorandum of Understanding is therefore entered into, if future parking restrictions 
are deemed to be necessary. 

 
69. I therefore see no reason to presume against the proposed development on parking 

issues, as the levels of proposed parking provision is well in excess of the level required 
for a school and a considerable amount of on-site parental parking is proposed.  
Additionally measures are to be put in place to address any future parking issues, once 
the school has relocated and it is possible to monitor traffic and parking patterns. 

 
Traffic flows on Tunstall Road 
 
70. It is understood that Tunstall Road is used as a ‘rat-run’ between the A249/M2/M20 and 

Sittingbourne and subsequently accommodates a lot of traffic particularly in the morning 
and evening peaks.  The proposal to double the school roll from 210 to 420 pupils would 
inevitably see an increase in car journeys to the school, especially in the morning peak, 
but it must be noted that some of these trips are already existing trips with parents 
driving to the existing school site.  The evening rush hour tends not to clash with 
School’s afternoon finishing times and so is not such an issue.  Therefore some of these 
trips may already drive past the proposed new school site in Tunstall Road and so may 
lead to a decrease in the number of car journeys beyond this new school site and 
continuing along Tunstall Road through the Conservation Area.   

 
71. The proposed increase in pupil number would also be a year on year increase in pupil 

numbers of an additional 30 pupils per year.  Therefore the school is not planned to be 
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at full capacity of 420 pupils until 2022 (if the school is granted planning permission and 
opens in September 2015).  So the likelihood of increased traffic would be absorbed 
within the existing traffic patterns.  Some parents may already have children at the 
school and are therefore already driving to school anyway so there would not be any 
additional traffic generated by these parents.  Parents may decide also to car share for 
the school run with neighbours and the School would probably have a more staggered 
morning and afternoon peak time for parents arriving and leaving in the mornings and 
afternoons if the School was to offer a Breakfast club or afternoon activities at the end of 
the school day.  Being a year on year increase can also allow the School to closely 
monitor the travel patterns to school and to encourage more walking or car sharing.  As 
the School Travel Plan is a constantly monitored document, then parents can be 
targeted to use alternatives means of getting to school rather than by driving. 

 
72. The accompanying Transport Assessment demonstrated that the school would increase 

the traffic movements in the am peak by 73 vehicles.  These results included improved 
pedestrian facilities leading to a mode shift towards walking as well as some of the other 
issues outlined in the paragraph above.  However much concern has also been raised 
about the amount of traffic currently using Tunstall Road as a short cut to the 
A249/M2/M20 as well as the amount of traffic travelling to the Kent Science Park, which 
is located further along Ruins Barn Road/Broadoak Road.  The modelling of the junction 
of Woodstock Road/Tunstall Road/Ruins Barn Road and Cromer Road demonstrated 
that the Tunstall Road arm of the junction to be over capacity by the time is fully 
occupied and taking into account the committed development of Kent Science Park.  
However the Highways and Transportation Manager accepted that the majority of the 
additional traffic would not be sufficient to be considered to be a severe impact.  As 
stated earlier, some of the traffic going to the new school site is already on the network 
and so the predicted growth in traffic going to the new school may not be as great as 
predicted.  Also due to the proposed location of the school nearer to more residential 
properties and being located at the end of a continuous footpath, more pupils may walk 
or cycle to school than presently do.  Furthermore, traffic patterns to the school may be 
altered by the introduction of a Breakfast Club or more afternoon clubs, with varying 
arrival and departure times, and therefore this traffic might not be in the network during 
the peak morning and afternoon ‘rush hours’.  

 
73.  I therefore see no reason to presume against the proposed development on traffic 

levels as there is already existing traffic flow along Tunstall Road associated with the 
existing school, and through the careful management of the School Travel and the 
incremental year on year increase of 30 pupils, the traffic flows can be monitored and 
alternative methods of travelling to school be applied in the event that any serious 
congestion occurring.   

 
Landscape and Agriculture 
 
74. The application site lies outside the built up area of Sittingbourne and Tunstall village, 

and occupies the northern extremity of the open countryside, with this part of the town 
being the southernmost extremity of the urban area.  Given the juxtaposition with 
neighbouring built development and the use of adjacent land here as school playing 
field, the countryside here is essentially rural fringe, rather than completely open 
countryside with uninterrupted views in all directions.  Under the circumstances, the land 
here is not accorded any particular qualitative designation, with the northern edge of the 
Kent Downs Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) being over a mile to the south.  
As referred to above, the rural fringe of Sittingbourne here does carry some protection 
as an Important Local Countryside Gap, due to its value in physical and locational terms 
in preventing the merging of existing settlements.  Moreover, the lack of designation for 
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its scenic value does not mean that it is unworthy of protection, just that it does not carry 
the same importance for protection as nationally and regionally recognised National 
Parks and AONBs. Clearly, this area of land is important to local residents for its visual 
amenity value and for local countryside access. 

 
75. The Swale Landscape Character and Biodiversity Appraisal (2011), adopted as a 

Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) for development management purposes, 
includes the application site within the Tunstall Farmlands Character Area.  This area is 
a localised sub-division of the wider Dry Valleys and Downs area encompassing most of 
the open land on the south side of Sittingbourne, which in turn is part of the wider Fruit 
Belt extending across the whole of the Borough to the south of Sittingbourne and 
Faversham.  This landscape is broadly characterised as a rural/agricultural landscape 
with fields divided by small woodlands and fragmented hedgerows, with small scattered 
villages and farms, but with some detracting features such as the M2 Motorway and 
overhead power lines.  The application site is adjacent to the urban area of 
Sittingbourne, and is bordered by neighbouring built development on one side, and with 
built development less close to the east and west sides.  Some of that neighbouring 
development creates a visually hard edge, where views from the countryside are not 
filtered by trees, so the proposed school development cannot totally be treated as a 
potential new isolated development sitting in the wider open landscape.  Nevertheless, it 
is important to consider how far the proposals have addressed the landscape character 
objectives and guidelines. 

 
76.  The SPD recommends that new development should promote landscape, biodiversity 

and cultural benefits and provide links between urban and rural areas, look to enclose 
certain landscapes and avoid opening up already enclosed landscapes.  In this case, 
the proposed development would be providing opportunities for biodiversity and 
community activities, but in a landscape that currently appears to be more open than 
enclosed; however that perception is created by the sharp contrast between the hard 
urban edge and the farmscape that it adjoins, when in reality there is a fair amount of 
enclosure in the local landscape from hedgerows and tree lined field boundaries, which 
the development proposals intend to retain and reinforce.  The SPD also recommends 
vernacular building designs and using materials in a traditional manner, positioning 
buildings where they have the least impact on the landscape and minimising the number 
of new vehicular accesses.  The proposed development seeks to mix traditional 
materials with modern building requirements and avoids occupying an exposed or 
prominent position in the wider landscape.  Overall, the proposed development would 
accord with aspects of the SPD guidelines, such as retaining key landscape features 
(trees, hedges, ponds, etc.) and extending wildlife habitats, but could be regarded as 
challenging other aspirations such as protecting the setting of settlements and the 
undeveloped openness between them, where there inevitably would be some impact, 
however marginal. 

 
77.  In terms of compliance with the SPD, the applicants have stated that the proposal has 

sought to minimise the building footprint and set it within a large plot, and that there are 
instances of perimeter screening in the local area, and a significant tree belt at Highsted 
Wood to the east.  The proposed perimeter planting / screening would blend it with the 
woodland setting, especially in longer views of the site.  Within the SPD it is 
acknowledged that buildings are commonplace within the Tunstall Farmlands character 
area, but since the site sits directly adjacent to the urban area of Sittingbourne, the 
addition of a school building in this transitional area of landscape is considered 
appropriate.  Moreover, the SPD recommends “major tree screening and sensitive earth 
modelling” at the Kent Science Park”, so the general principle of using trees to screen 
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development is recommended, and that approach is therefore considered appropriate 
for the school development. 

 
78.  Our Landscape Officer has identified some conflicts in their interpretation of the SPD 

insofar as the notion of a woodland school setting here is not really appropriate, and it is 
rather tenuous to justify it on the basis of woodland that is over half a mile away and the 
long established Kent Science Park that is over a mile away.  In particular, the 
immediate locality is characterised more by sporadic tree cover, copses and remnant 
hedgerows, and maintaining the general openness of the site would also accord with the 
principles set out in the SPD.  Kent Science Park differs from the application site 
because it was originally a deer park, and a mini-landscape within a wider landscape, 
and whilst the SPD recommends screening of that development by tree planting, the 
same rationale does not need to be applied with the proposed primary school because 
the building itself does not particularly need to be screened from view.  Nevertheless, 
the SPD guidelines are open to varying interpretations in that they do advocate restoring 
some of the historic tree and hedge growth lost through more recent farm mechanisation 
and field enlargement.  To this extent the proposed development would accord with the 
SPD’s aspirations of conserving the structure of hedgerows, shelterbelts, woodland and 
remnant orchards, but rather than reinforcing the proposed site boundaries with dense 
planting it might be preferable to achieve more of a balance of openness and enclosure 
by relying on more sporadic planting on the boundaries, and restricting the woodland 
creation to the northern fringes where there are some localised benefits in 
supplementing the existing tree and hedgeline along Tunstall Road. 

 
79. The development proposals do not envisage any significant removal of existing trees, 

shrubs or hedging, but rather proposes substantial new planting.  Therefore the 
planning application accords with Local Plan Policy E10, which seeks to retain trees as 
far as possible and provide new tree planting to enhance the locality.  However, the 
Landscape Officer has recommended greater use of indigenous tree and hedge species 
within the landscape planting proposals than currently envisaged, and the SPD provides 
a list of species of local provenance suitable to the soils and climate.  Since these are 
detailed specifications normally drawn up and determined at a later stage, the 
applicants have agreed to discuss the overall landscaping strategy, planting species 
and the boundary treatments further, should the planning application be successful, and 
I consider that these aspects could be covered by the imposition of detailed landscaping 
conditions on any planning consent.  At this stage, it is more the principle of the 
development and its impacts that are of most concern to commentators, and I do 
consider that the proposed development is fully capable of being accommodated into 
the landscape without significant harm to landscape interests, subject to further 
negotiations on the precise landscape planting details. 

 
80. As discussed under Policy Context above, all the land on the south side of Sittingbourne 

is of high grade soils, and therefore would come within the category of best and most 
versatile agricultural land.  Whilst alternative non-agricultural sites for the proposed 
school have been suggested, these are either of inadequate size, are currently 
unavailable, or are outside the Tunstall Ecclesiastical Parish, and therefore unsuitable 
for meeting the requirements.  There are exceptions to the presumption against 
development on best and most versatile land under Policy E8, which I consider that the 
proposals comply with on the basis that there are no suitable alternative sites of poorer 
agricultural quality, most of the of the alternative sites suggested have similar 
constraints relating to landscape, amenity or settlement separation, the proposed 
development site is well located in terms of its accessibility to the Ecclesiastical Parish it 
serves, and the rest of the agricultural land that the site currently forms a part of, could 
continue in productive agricultural use. 



Item D1 
Proposed two form entry primary school – Land at Tunstall Road, 
Tunstall (SW/14/153) 
 

 D1.47

 
Heritage and Biodiversity 
 
81. The application site is not within a Conservation Area and does not include Listed 

Buildings, Ancient Monuments or land designated as of any archaeological or historic 
interest.  However, the planning application was advertised on receipt as having the 
potential to affect the setting of the Tunstall Conservation Area. 

 
82. The application site is physically separated from the Tunstall Conservation Area by at 

least 80 metres intervening farmland, and the proposed school building would be 180 
metres away from the closest boundary of the Conservation Area, and over 240 metres 
from the nearest building within the Conservation Area.  This eastern edge of the 
Conservation Area is well screened by established evergreen trees, which significantly 
interrupt views between the site and the Conservation Area and vice versa.  The visual 
impact of the proposed development on the setting of the Conservation Area is therefore 
minimal, and whilst Tunstall Road is an important approach to the Conservation Area, 
the proposed position of the new school building within substantially landscaped 
grounds, together with the retention of established trees and hedging along the site 
frontage, means that the approach would not be harmed to any significant degree.  
Even so, the character of this approach to the Conservation Area is already impacted by 
the mixture of residential properties flanking the road. 

 
83. Since the proposed development would not be visible from the Church and other Listed 

Buildings, I also consider that there would be no adverse impacts on the settings of 
Listed Buildings.  The nearest Listed Buildings are on the sharp bend in Tunstall Road 
as it enters the Conservation Area, and these are over 150 metres away from the 
nearest point of the application site boundary.  Furthermore, there is no clear line of 
sight between these buildings and the application site, given the tree cover on the south 
side of Tunstall Road and the general fold of the land in between.  Moreover, the 
relocation of the school from its existing site in the Conservation Area would have a 
significant beneficial impact on both the Conservation Area and the setting of the Listed 
Building which the school currently occupies.  In the light of these facts, the Heritage 
Conservation Officer has raised no objections to the planning application. 

 
84. The application site does not include any recorded archaeological sites or finds, and has 

been categorised as having low to moderate archaeological potential on the basis of 
moderate prehistoric finds in the wider locality.  Under the circumstances, there is no 
justification for withholding consent on the basis of archaeological interest, but since the 
site has not been previously excavated, other than by farming activity, it would be 
appropriate to impose a planning condition relating to archaeological interests should 
planning consent be forthcoming for this proposed development. 

 
85. With regard to biodiversity aspects, the site is currently worked arable farmland and has 

less ecological interest than it otherwise might have.  The application was accompanied 
by an Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey (to incorporate a Great Crested Newt Survey). 
No newt presence was recorded and the site was identified as having only limited 
diversity of habitats, with some value for reptile habitat on the existing vegetated field 
margins.  The Biodiversity Officer has raised no objections to the proposals, and is 
satisfied with the proposed approach to wildlife and habitat mitigation, and 
acknowledges that the proposed site landscaping could provide valuable contributions 
to biodiversity through habitat creation, subject to proper management, that could be 
covered by planning conditions in the event that planning consent was to be obtained. 
Under these circumstances, I see no valid reasons to presume against the proposed 
development on the basis of either heritage or biodiversity issues.  
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Amenity Impacts 
 
86. Representations received in response to this planning application have also raised a 

range of residential amenity concerns.  Whilst the application site is surrounded by 
housing development on the northern and eastern sides, the proposed new school 
building is separated by wide spaces not occupied by buildings.  To the east there is a 
200 metre wide existing playing field beyond the application site boundary, lined by 
hedging and intermittent trees, whilst to the north there is about 65 metres of space 
between the proposed building and the edge of Tunstall Road, comprising landscaping 
and parking/circulation areas.  A large stretch of the Tunstall Road boundary is existing 
tree and hedging, which would remain and be supplemented, if the development 
proceeded.  Under these circumstances, the direct impacts on neighbouring properties 
are actually quite limited, since the distances involved are such that I consider that there 
is no likelihood of any demonstrable adverse impacts by virtue of noise nuisance, 
overshadowing or loss of privacy.  Whilst the Borough Council has drawn attention to 
potential lighting intrusion, I understand that there is no current intention to erect outdoor 
sports lighting on the site; nevertheless, that could be controlled by the imposition of a 
standard planning condition.  

 
87. Whilst the building itself would be designed to adhere to strict noise insulation 

requirements, noise from the outdoor activities and the movement of vehicles is likely to 
be discernible from the nearest properties.  However, these activities would not be 
continuous throughout the day, nor everyday, and since there is an existing road in 
between, the new pattern of noise is unlikely to be noticeable above the existing traffic 
movements.  In particular, the applicants have provided a Noise Survey Report, which 
has compared noise calculations for the development with the existing situation.  The 
study has measured the lowest existing background noise level as 39 decibels during 
the day, compared to a calculated averaged noise emission from the operation of the 
school site as 35 decibels (at 1 metre from the nearest neighbouring windows).  Only if 
the existing noise sources were eliminated, would any noise from the school 
development be discernible outside of the site, and even so, these decibel levels are 
relatively low compared to the likes of heavily used transport routes where levels 
typically exceed 70 decibels at neighbouring properties.  The Report concludes that the 
scheme design is compliant with policies on noise emissions, and I would agree that 
there is no justification for presuming against planning permission on the noise grounds 
alone. 

 
88. In terms of overlooking and potential invasion of privacy, the distances from 

neighbouring housing are considerably in excess of the guideline distances to protect 
privacy between the windows of adjacent buildings (21 metres), and it is not possible to 
sustain an objection on such grounds.  Neither, is the proposed development close 
enough to neighbouring properties to justify an objection on the grounds of visual 
intrusion, although there will be a perception of that because those properties with views 
across the application site would notice a change in their outlook.  The protection of 
privately obtainable views across neighbouring land (i.e. land in another ownership) is 
strictly not a material planning consideration, but there would be a change to views from 
parts of the local Public Rights of Way and a change to the streetscene and southern 
aspect from Tunstall Road.  In the main, the distances involved are such that the 
proposed development would not be unduly intrusive, even though it would be apparent 
in views.  The proposed extensive landscape planting within the site, together with 
bolstering of the existing tree screen along Tunstall Road towards the Conservation 
Area, would screen the development from some vantage points and filter views from 
other angles.  Nevertheless, the new school building itself is of an attractive design and 
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should be no more intrusive in publicly available views than the existing higher density 
housing development which would form the backdrop to such views if the school was 
developed in the proposed position.  

 
Conclusion  
 
89. In the light of the strong planning policy presumption in favour of new school 

development, contained in the National Planning Policy Framework and current 
Government policy guidance, there needs to be substantial evidence of harm arising 
from other material considerations in order to outweigh that presumption.  Similarly, 
educational need does weigh heavily in favour of granting planning consent, and whilst 
there is clear evidence supporting the need to both relocate this primary school and to 
share in the Basic Need programme by expansion, I have considered it important to 
assess the substance of the other material considerations in this case. 

 
90. Whilst there is a large number of relevant Development Plan policies applicable to this 

case, the proposed development potentially conflicts with very few of them, bearing in 
mind that it is important to assess planning applications in the light of the approved 
policies applying at the time.  The general presumption against new development in the 
countryside under Policies E6 and E7 does not apply to necessary community 
infrastructure, nor schools in particular, on the basis of the currently approved Swale 
Borough Local Plan.  The presumptions against development on high grade agricultural 
land and in the wider landscape, under Policies E8 and E9, similarly do not outweigh 
other policy and material considerations, since the proposed development generally 
complies with the policy exceptions.  The policies in the emerging draft Borough Local 
Plan (‘Bearing Fruits’) have not been progressed sufficiently to be accorded any 
significant weight for development management purposes. 

 
91. When investigating the other issues raised by objectors, it becomes apparent that 

neither individually nor cumulatively do they present evidence of substantial harm, 
sufficient to presume against planning consent.  Issues raised over ground conditions, 
including stability and drainage, are aspects that are capable of being addressed by 
appropriate engineering solutions outside the remit of planning land use control.  Flood 
risk is not a relevant issue other than in Zones 2 or 3, and although there are localised 
surface water run-off issues the proposed development of the site with its own drainage 
system would eradicate run-off from the site.  The proposed access point and use of 
Tunstall Road is entirely acceptable in highway safety terms, whilst the proposed level 
of on-site vehicle parking far exceeds the normal requirements for school developments 
applied elsewhere in the county.  The proposed building and site layout is of a high 
standard and would achieve a commendable standard of environmental performance, 
although further negotiation would be needed on the details of the proposed site 
landscaping if planning consent was forthcoming.  Whilst there would be some impact 
on the landscape setting, that would be capable of some mitigation by site landscaping, 
which is an area I would want to explore further with the applicants should they obtain 
planning consent, but there would be no significant impacts on any landscape 
designated for its scenic quality (eg. AONB).  Similarly, the impacts of the proposed 
development on heritage assets are insubstantial, given the distance and visual 
separation involved, plus the beneficial effects if the school relocated outside the 
Conservation Area and away from Listed Buildings.   The physical separation of the 
proposed building from neighbouring properties also precludes the likelihood of any 
adverse impacts by virtue of overshadowing, loss of privacy and noise or light intrusion. 

 
92. Therefore, whilst this application has attracted a considerable weight of objections from 

local residents, including the Parish Council, I consider that there are insufficient 
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grounds to outweigh the presumption in favour of development in this particular case, 
and accordingly must recommend that planning consent be given, subject to a range of 
conditions to mitigate impacts and control construction and operation of the proposed 
development. 

 
Recommendation 

 
93. I RECOMMEND, that SUBJECT TO a Memorandum of Undertaking by the applicant to 

address Swale Borough Council’s concerns regarding parking restrictions on residential 
roads around the school, should this be deemed necessary, PERMISSION BE 
GRANTED, SUBJECT TO the imposition of conditions covering (amongst other matters) 
the following: 

 
 the standard 5 year time limit; 
 the development to be carried out in accordance with the permitted details; 
 the submission of details of all materials to be used externally; 
 the submission of a scheme of native species landscaping to be submitted and 

approved, including hard surfacing, its implementation and maintenance; 
 the submission of a Tree Protection Plan and an Arboricultural Method Statement to 

be submitted; 
 the submission of measures to protect those trees that are to be retained; 
 no tree removal during the bird breeding season; 
 the inclusion of ecological enhancement measures and the appropriate management  

to be included within the landscape strategy; 
 development to accord with the recommendations of the ecology survey; 
 hours of working during construction to be restricted to between 0800 and 1800 

Monday to Friday and between the hours of 0900 and 1300 on Saturdays, with no 
operations of Sundays and Bank Holidays; 

 visibility splays at the pedestrian crossing points to measure 2.0m from the back of 
the footway; 

 the proposed new footway to the east of the access to be widened to 2.0m from the 
proposed 1.5m footway; 

 the submission of a Construction Management Plan, including access, parking and 
circulation within the site for contractors and other vehicles related to construction 
and demolition operations; 

 the submission of measures to prevent mud and debris being taken onto the public 
highway; 

 the completion and updating of the School Travel Plan once the school has been 
relocated; 

 any fencing between the informal path (to the east of the site) and proposed school 
grounds not to be solid and to be set back and any planting in the vicinity of the 
informal path to be at least 1m away from the boundary;  

 the submission of a maintenance plan for sustainable drainage features specifically 
be prepared and submitted for approval; 

 the submission of a remediation strategy to deal with the risks associated with any 
potential contamination of the site, including any previously unidentified 
contamination found to be present; 

 the submission of measures to ensure no infiltration of surface water drainage; 
 the submission of a detailed drainage design for approved prior to the 

commencement of the development; 
 only lighting approved as part of this application shall be permitted at the proposed 

school; 
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 no other lighting, including floodlighting of the MUGA’s to be installed on this site 
without recourse to a further planning application; 

 the School to be phased in terms of pupil’s numbers (one additional form entry of 
pupils over a 7 year period) as outlined in the planning application. 

 
I FURTHER RECOMMEND that the School BE ADVISED that the revised Travel Plan 
should be registered with the County Council’s new School Travel Plan website 
(‘Jambusters’) by accessing the following link www.jambusterstpms.co.uk, to assist with 
the updating, monitoring and future reviews of the Travel Plan. 
 

 
Case officer – Lidia Cook                           01622 221063                                      
 
Background documents - See section heading 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.jambusterstpms.co.uk/
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Appendix A 
 

 Minutes of the Local Meeting that took place on 9 April 2014. 
 
 
 APPLICATION SW/14/153 (KCC/SW/0025/2014) – TWO F.E. PRIMARY 
SCHOOL WITH ASSOCIATED EXTERNAL PLAY AREAS AND PARKING 
FACILITIES AT LAND AT TUNSTALL ROAD, TUNSTALL   
 
NOTES of a Planning Applications Committee Local Meeting at Tunstall Village Hall, 
Tunstall on Wednesday, 9 April 2014. 
 
MEMBERS PRESENT: Mr J A Davies (Chairman), Mr M J Angell, Mr M Baldock, Mr M A C 
Balfour, Mrs P Brivio, Mr T A Maddison, Mr S C Manion, Mrs E D Rowbotham, Mr T L Shonk 
and Mr C Simkins. Mr L Burgess and Mr R Truelove were also present as Local Members.     
 
OFFICERS: Mrs S Thompson, Mr J Crossley and Ms L Cook (Planning); Ms R Goudie 
(KHS) and Mr A Tait (Democratic Services). 
 
THE APPLICANTS: Mrs M White (KCC Education and Pupil Services), Mr S Foulkes 
(Canterbury Diocesan Board of Education), Mr R Stevenson, Mr D Gullick, Mr J Lewis, Mr A 
Poulton (John Bishop Associates).  
 
TUNSTALL PC: Mr P Mitchell (Vice-Chairman).  
 
TUNSTALL CEP SCHOOL: Mr J Horwood (Foundation Governor) and Mr Ingram (Deputy 
Head Teacher).  
 
PROTECT TUNSTALL: Mrs S Senior  
 
TUNSTALL MUMS: Mr S Harwood 
 
ALSO PRESENT were some 140 members of the public.   
 
(1)  The Chairman opened the visit by explaining that its main purpose was to enable 

Committee Members to listen to the views of local people, both for and against the 
planning application.  Members of the Committee had already visited the site and were 
familiar with its layout and surroundings.      
 

(2)  Mr Crossley introduced the application by explaining its background. Tunstall CEP 
School currently occupied a cramped site and was housed in a Listed Building in a 
Conservation Area.  Most of the pupils were being educated in temporary buildings.  
Over the previous ten years, as the school had become more successful, the Planning 
Applications Committee had needed to determine a number of applications for 
temporary buildings, which were needed by the school to cater for an increasing number 
of children.  During this time, a number of ideas had been considered to improve 
matters. These ideas had been thwarted as a consequence of the limited amount of 
space and because any potential improvements would affect the curtilage of the Listed 
Building.   
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(3)  Mr Crossley then said that as more children were admitted to the school, the number of 
teachers and other staff had also grown. As the school did not have its own parking 
facilities, they tended to park in the school garden at the front of the building.  The 
Village Hall Management Committee had been able to allow parents to use its car park 
as a drop-off zone for parents but had not been prepared to permit all day parking by 
school staff.  The Planning Applications Committee had twice visited the school during 
the previous nine years in order to familiarise themselves with possible parking 
solutions. However, none of these had proved satisfactory.   Local residents had 
complained about off-site parking as well as the parking on the garden area. 

 
(4)  In 2012, the Committee had granted permission for temporary accommodation and had 

also written to the Cabinet Portfolio Holder for Education to urge that a permanent 
strategy should be developed.  A Strategy Document had therefore been produced in 
December 2012 on behalf of the Diocese and Education Authority.  This had set out a 
number of options, eventually reduced to three. Two of these had involved redeveloping 
the existing site. The third, involving relocation to a new site, had been favoured by the 
Education Authority and had resulted in the current planning application.  

 
(5)  Mr Crossley moved on to a description of the application site. This comprised some 3 

hectares of Grade 2 farmland, south of Tunstall Road. The land in question was owned 
by KCC and had originally been used since the War years as an educational venue 
specialising in farm worker training. Since the demise of the Kent Farm Institute, it had 
been tenanted out to a farmer.  Part of the site was currently being used by Fulston 
Manor School as a playing field.  

 
(6)  Mr Crossley used a map to explain the main features of the application. The school 

building would be erected well into the site with its sports pitches to the rear (west). 
Access would be from Tunstall in the north east corner of the site, leading to a drop off/ 
parental parking zone. There would be 90 car parking spaces to the east, which was 
well above the County’s parking standards.  The existing pond in the northern part of the 
site would be retained and an area of public open space created around it.  The 
northern boundary would consist of large areas of landscaping, habitat areas, outdoor 
classrooms and attenuation areas.  There would also be localised surface water 
drainage provision.  

 
(7)  Mr Crossley then said that the application had attracted a considerable amount of local 

interest.  A large number of written comments had been received; roughly half of them 
had been in support and half in objection.  The main grounds for the latter were that the 
development would increase congestion along Tunstall Road;  that the parking provision 
on site was inadequate to cope with the number of parents who would be bringing their 
children to school; that the absence of footways along Tunstall Road made the site 
unsuitable for public access; that there was no need for an expanded school as it would 
cater for pupils from outside Tunstall; that there were other sites in the Sittingbourne 
area that were far more suitable; and that there had been a lack of consultation whilst 
the proposal was being developed.  

 
(8)  Mr Crossley concluded his presentation by explaining that there were a number of 

planning policies that gave support and opposition to the proposed development. These 
were informing the process of evaluation which were currently being undertaken by the 
Planners.  

 
(9)   Mr R Stevenson (John Bishop Associates) said that he was happy that Mr Crossley had 

given a comprehensive and relevant presentation on the application.   
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(10) Mr L Burgess (Local Member) said that he was opposed to the application for a number 
of reasons which he would explain to the Committee at the meeting when the 
application was to be determined.  He explained that he had recently become a Member 
of the Planning Applications Committee but would not be participating in the decision-
making for this particular application in a voting capacity.  He would be addressing that 
meeting as the Local Member.  

 
(11) Mr R Truelove (Local Member) said that he was not a Member of the Planning 

Applications Committee and that he had not attempted to influence its Members on this 
particular application.  He then said that there was a popular perception that the 
residents of Tunstall were unanimously opposed to the application and that the parents 
of children at the school were unanimously against. This was too great a generalisation 
as there were, for example, people from neighbouring areas who were passionately 
opposed as they saw it as an unacceptable intrusion on the Countryside Gap.  

 
(12) Mr Truelove then said that there were five aspects to the proposal that were of great 

significance. The first of these was that the school had a far larger catchment area than 
most village schools because it was a Church of England School, drawing its pupils 
from further afield.  The second aspect was the Countryside Gap identified in the Swale 
Local Plan 2008, which nevertheless allowed for development that was socially 
necessary. He therefore did not believe that the application drove a wedge through that 
particular policy.  

 
(13) Mr Truelove continued by saying that the key issue was the question of traffic impact on 

the Tunstall Road. The Committee would need to consider the question of traffic 
congestion.  He believed that the single factor that would have most influence on the 
decision would be the professional analysis of this matter.   

 
(14) The fourth significant aspect was, in Mr Truelove’s view, that there was a need to cater 

for growing pupil numbers in the Sittingbourne area.  Two local schools had recently 
expanded.  Even so, the pressure was far greater than it had been seven years earlier.   
He was very keen for the whole area to have improved primary school provision and if a 
school with the representation of Tunstall CEP School were able to expand, it would 
provide greater choice and be a corrective to the popularity of Minterne.  

 
(15) Mr Truelove concluded his remarks by saying that he was in complete disagreement 

with those who described the proposed development as a “monstrosity.”  Providing that 
the congestion problems were not prohibitive, it would add social value to the land and 
make the area generally more attractive. 

 
(16) The Chairman read out a letter from the local Borough Councillor, Mr A Willicombe.  

This letter opposed the application on the grounds that its proposed location was in the 
wrong place and that its sheer size would make it an eyesore.  It would also create 
traffic problems in Tunstall Road and increase the risk of flooding.   

 
(17) Mr P Mitchell (Vice-Chairman of Tunstall PC) said that the parish Council had 

undertaken a survey of the views of its population. The overwhelming response had 
been that the proposed development was located in the wrong place and that it should 
be sited nearer to those who actually attended the school.  The application had been 
rushed forward far too quickly, without due consideration of suitable alternatives.  

 
(18) Mr Mitchell then said that the proposed development would necessarily attract greater 

numbers of vehicles because the admission criteria were not geographically based, 
making it impossible for large numbers of children to walk. The effect on Tunstall Road 
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would be to increase congestion and cause major hazards, as it was already used as 
part of a rat run for all traffic heading to all parts of Sittingbourne.  The proposed new 
pelican crossings would not help the problem and would, in fact be dangerous and 
potentially cause accidents.  Furthermore, the proposal to just have a single entrance 
was unsafe in the event of fires or other emergencies.  

 
(19) Mr Mitchell continued by saying that the school’s intention to reduce car journeys from 

82 to 53 % over a three year period was both vague and unachievable.  As a 
consequence the proposed number of parking spaces would not solve the problems 
envisioned.  

 
(20) Mr Mitchell then turned to the issue of pluvial flooding.  This occurred in Chegworth 

Gardens and Cranbrook Drive as well as in Tunstall Road. The hard surfacing of land 
hitherto able to absorb rainwater would probably be the cause of a greater degree of 
flooding.  The planned soakaways and swale would have an impact on other parts of the 
village and this matter would require a thorough investigation.  

 
(21) Mr Mitchell continued by questioning the impact of the proposed new school on the 

local community.  The design of the buildings was unsuitable and out of keeping with 
the character of the area.  This, coupled with its size would diminish Tunstall’s spirit and 
cause the loss of its identity.  The loss of farmland would change its rural character.  

 
(22) Mr Mitchell said, in conclusion that the Parish Council was keen to work with the 

applicants to resolve the problems faced by the school in its current site.  
 
(23) Mr S Foulkes (Canterbury Diocesan Board of Education) said that the reason for the 

application was that 25% of Kent’s pupils attended Church of England Schools.  The 
Diocese believed that this option should be accessible for all.   

 
(24) Mr J Horwood (Governor of Tunstall CEP School) said that the governing body had 

explored a number of ways of raising the necessary funds to provide a permanent 
school.  Discussions had been held with MPs and business leaders over a 12 year 
period.  The Strategy Document had been developed by the Diocesan Board in October 
2012. It had contained three options, the best of which was being pursued in the form of 
the current planning application.  

 
(25) Mr Horwood continued by saying that the school’s ethos and values were the basis of 

its success and that more children would benefit if the application were to be permitted. 
The new school would represent an exciting opportunity for generations of children to be 
given a first class education. The Governing Body unanimously supported the 
application.  

 
(26) Mrs S Senior (Protect Tunstall) said that Protect Tunstall represented over 500 

residents. Its objections were also supported by the Sittingbourne Society, Swale 
Footpaths Society, and the National Council for the Protection of Rural England as well 
as residents from Rodmersham, Bredgar and Wormshill.  

 
(27) Mrs Senior said that Protect Tunstall considered that the Officer recommendation to 

Swale BC in support of the application was an example of something that had occurred 
throughout the planning process – namely, that the consideration of educational need 
and improved educational facilities had been wrongly allowed to take precedence over 
material planning considerations, the adopted and emerging Local Plan, the NPPF and 
Environment Agency requirements. This had led to inadequately researched surveys 
and assessments and conclusions unsupported by factual information.   She added that 
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an independent planner and researcher into the environmental impact of groundwater 
flooding had recommended that the application should be rejected on a multiplicity of 
grounds which she then moved on to summarise.  

 
(28) Mrs Senior said that the NPPF indicated that all developments should be plan led and 

determined in accordance with the Local Development Plan.  She quoted Policy E6 of 
the Local Plan (the Countryside) which identified Tunstall as being within the Proposals 
Map.  All land falling within this area was to be protected in terms of the quality, 
character and amenity value of the wider countryside. The only exception was if an 
application “provides a service that enables rural communities to meet their essential 
needs locally.”  It was also the case that the current application fell within the protected 
“Countryside Gap”.  She said that this demonstrated that the application was totally 
outside of the agreed Local Plan and was a “departure” from the approved development 
plan.  She added the application had been pursued “under the radar” since being 
brought forward in 2012 without being subject to public scrutiny and in a manner which 
ignored the NPPF principle.  

 
(29) Mrs Senior referred to other NPPF principles. She said that the NPPF indicated that 

schools should be sited within housing developments. There were none in Tunstall; nor 
were any planned.  The NPPF also said that there should be good transport links. 
However, although the applicants had referred to the 354 bus, there was no viable 
public transport service for arrival by 9am or departure after 2.30pm.  

 
(30) Mrs Senior then said that the NPPF said that the majority of pupils should be able to 

walk to school.  This would be impossible in this case, as evidenced by the KCC 
Highways Officer who had given his view that he anticipated that pupils would come 
from even further away than currently.  There was absolutely no possibility of walking to 
and from school for those pupils who lived north of the A2.  This was where most pupils 
would be coming from (as this was where houses were actually being built).  She noted 
that the birth rate in Tunstall was very low and that it was continuing to fall.  

 
(31) Mrs Senior continued by saying that those pupils who lived within walking distance 

would be walking along discontinuous and very narrow footpaths into a continuous 
traffic flow. Crossing the road would be very dangerous and within limited lines of sight.  
She said that inept traffic investigations had declared the crossings to be “safe” on the 
basis that the pupils would be crossing on a 20mph calmed area. However, the Parish 
Council’s traffic survey indicated that the average speed was 32.7mph and this would 
make a deal of difference to visibility.  

 
(32) Mrs Senior indicated that she was very critical of the traffic survey which had been 

carried out.  This had been pursued through desk top simulations based upon 2009 data 
for the Science Park.  She said that as a consequence, the traffic survey was neither 
accurate, nor evidence based.  It had not been the result of on-site investigations.  She 
noted that two of the reasons given for moving out of the school had been heavy traffic 
and unsatisfactory walking paths. In her view, it would actually be safer for pupils if the 
school stayed where it was.    

 
(33) Mrs Senior turned to the DES Decision Makers Guide which indicated that accessibility 

and travel sustainability were key criteria for new schools. Neither of these could be met. 
The school would only be sustainable through heavy reliance on car transport which 
would lead to increased traffic congestion on roads across the village and particularly on 
Tunstall Road which was already at capacity. The increased traffic fumes would have a 
detrimental effect on children’s and elderly residents’ health through pollution and 
constant traffic noise.  
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(34) Mrs Senior went on to say that the site would be using higher grade agricultural land 

rather than a brownfield site. This was contrary to NPPF recommendations and would 
reduce land available for food production and flood mitigation. She added that the area 
already suffered from flooding and was within Flood Zone 1.  If a school were to be 
placed on this site, it would exacerbate the situation and more homes would be placed 
at flood risk. This was contrary to the Draft Local Plan Policy DM21 on flooding.  

 
(35) Mrs Senior said that no alternative site had been fully explored. Protect Tunstall had 

suggested three potentially viable sites. These had not been seriously considered by 
KCC Education despite the volume of public objections on planning grounds.  

 
(36) Mrs Senior concluded by saying that Protect Tunstall had very carefully considered all 

the documents which were intended to support the application.  These, she said were 
inadequate, inaccurate and totally unconvincing. Protect Tunstall could not find any 
convincing planning reasons for supporting the application.  

 
(37) Mrs Senior provided a document setting out Protect Tunstall’s detailed grounds for 

objection. These would be made available to all Members of the Committee.   
 
(38) Mr Crossley asked the meeting to note (in respect of paragraph 34 above) that all land 

was categorised as according to flood risk and the description of an area as “Flood 
Zone 1” represented the lowest category of Flood Risk.  

 
(39) Mr Ingram (Deputy Head Teacher) said that the current school site was not fit for 

purpose.  Only a portion of it was actually owned by the Education Authority.  The size 
of the playgrounds and the halls was inadequate. Only two classrooms were of the 
required standard. Children had to transport weather-sensitive equipment such as 
laptops from class to class.  The School achieved its results despite the state of the 
buildings and grounds and there were only a limited number of patched repairs that 
could be carried out. The walls moved, windows were nailed shut and displays peeled 
off them.  Interventions needed to be carried out in classes that were already in use.  
The demand for rooms far exceeded the school’s capacity.  No solution had yet been 
found in respect of the staff car parking problem.  

 
(40) Mr Ingram then said that the construction of the new school would transform the pupils’ 

education opportunities. It would benefit both the pupils and the community.  He added 
that the school would be able to retain its identity including its close links with Tunstall 
Church.  He hoped that good relations and neighbourliness would re-emerge after the 
application had been determined.  

 
(41) Mr S Harwood (Tunstall Mums) said that his property was the 11th closest to the 

proposed development site.  He also had a child at the school and another one who was 
likely to begin in 2016.   

 
(42) Mr Harwood said that the Education consultation had identified a shortage of available 

school places in South Sittingbourne.  At the same time, there was insufficient space for 
Tunstall CEP to continue as a 1 f.e. school at its current location and would otherwise 
need to return to being 0.5 f.e.  The twin benefits of granting planning permission would 
be that the school would be able to modernise whilst reducing the deficit of places in the 
Sittingbourne area.  

 
(43) Mr Harwood provided a document to the Chairman and asked for its contents to be 

made available to the Planning Applications Committee Members.  He informed the 
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meeting that this was a case study he had undertaken in respect of the site location.  He 
had considered the venue afresh by setting out three key requirements. These were that 
it should be within the Ecclesiastical Parish, within walking distance from the Church 
and also accessible to residents of South Sittingbourne outside the Ecclesiastical 
Parish.  He had then drawn a circle 1/3 of a mile radius from Tunstall Church.  He had 
then added a 1/3 mile radius from the point that captured the significant majority of the 
residences within the area that had a significant majority within the Ecclesiastical Parish.  
This point was in the North of Tunstall.  The intersection of the two circles was mainly 
within the area of the proposed development site.   He had also added a ½ mile radius 
from the site entrance and had found that this took in the Fulston Manor Estate, parts of 
Eden Village and other heavily populated areas of South Sittingbourne.    

 
(44) Mr Harwood then said that objection had been made that the site was proposed to be 

built on Grade 2 Land.   Most of the land towards the centre of town was in fact Grade 1; 
i.e., better than that on the site.  He did not believe that the building would be an 
eyesore as it was only 2 f.e. and had been designed so as to be sympathetic to its 
environs. He felt that the parking, drop-off and pedestrian access facilities had all been 
well considered.  

 
(45) Mr Harwood concluded by saying that he recognised that planning decisions of this 

nature were always difficult to make.   It was, though, essential that the key social and 
community needs addressed by the application were considered and evaluated.  This 
would be a state-of-the-art facility which would provide continuity and benefits to the 
area of Tunstall Church and the Ecclesiastical Parish of South Sittingbourne.   

 
(46) The Chairman asked members of the public if they wished to contribute any comments.  

These are set out below.  
 

(a)  The proposed new exit onto Tunstall Road was dangerous as it would require 
people to turn right on an S Bend.  This would, in itself lead to congestion.  The traffic 
survey carried out by Tunstall PC had shown that 59 HGVs had travelled along Tunstall 
Road during school run times (0800 to 0900 and 1500 to 1600) during the week 14 
January to 21 January 2014.  This contrasted with the estimate set out in the DHA 
Transport Survey.   This same survey had also estimated that if the proposed 
development took place, there would be 920 vehicle movements per week in the morning 
and 970 in the afternoon.  These figures were contradicted by the Parish Council’s 
survey. The discrepancy was probably accounted for by the DHA Transport Survey not 
taking into account the large number of vehicles that used it as a rat run between the 
A249 and the Science Park.   The volume of traffic on Tunstall Road would make it 
impossible for emergency vehicles to get through. Furthermore, there was a legal 
requirement that spaces for vehicles dropping off and picking up pupils should be 
designed to avoid having to use reverse gear. This would be unavoidable.  

 
Mr Crossley commented that this provision only applied in Northern Ireland and was, anyway 

complied with in the design.  
   

(b)  The parents of children at Tunstall School had already discussed had considered 
the question of traffic safety and congestion. It was intended that there would be a greater 
degree of car sharing and that the Tunstall Mums Facebook page would be used as a 
message board for this purpose.  A lot of the parents would be in a position to walk from 
South Sittingbourne to the new school site.  Arrival times would be staggered as a 
consequence of the Breakfast Club.  Many working mothers had grown up in the 
Sittingbourne area before moving to London.  They were now moving back in increasing 
numbers.  It was therefore vital that the application should be permitted both for the 
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futures of all the children who needed good educational facilities and for the South 
Sittingbourne community as a whole.  

 
(c)  The site of the proposed development was within an area where there was a 
significant risk of flooding.  This problem was exacerbated by water flowing from the site 
and along Tunstall Road. The applicants intended to minimise this risk by creating deep 
bore soakaways. This would, however, bring about its own problems.  

 

(d)  The site was at medium risk of “collapsible deposits”  whereby natural deposits 
could collapse when a heavy building was placed on them, and become saturated with 
water.  The proposal was to mitigate surface water drainage by boring deep soakaways. 
However, the Environment Agency advised that this should not be done in such 
circumstances as sink holes might result.  

(e)    A Freedom of Information Request to the DFE concerning the Targeted Basic 
Needs programme had revealed that KCC had given assurances that the project was 
proceeding as planned and that its planning assumptions had been agreed.   

Mrs Thompson (Head of Planning Applications Group) responded to this point by stating that 
this did not refer to the land use planning aspects of the proposed school.  These were still 
in the process of being evaluated by the Planners, who had yet to decide what their 
recommendation to the Committee would be.   

    (f)  The size of the school intake was planned to more than double from 200 to 450 
pupils.  This would lead to some 350 cars arriving in the morning and in the afternoon.  
The latter was a particular concern because parents did not simply pick their children up. 
Rather, they tended to arrive early and talk to one another whilst waiting.  This would 
cause chaos because there was inadequate parking provision within the school grounds.  
Congestion would be caused if they parked in Tunstall Road, which had been built to 
cater for horse traffic.  The natural place to park and wait would be Cranbrook Drive.  
However, its exit onto Tunstall Road was complicated by a blind spot. Overall, the local 
highways would not be able to cater for the number of vehicles at this time.  This was the 
crucial reason for rejecting the application.  

     (g)  Tunstall was an area that did not have the pupil numbers that the school was aiming 
to provide for.  People living in Tunstall already found it took longer to drive to their 
place of work three miles from their homes than others who lived elsewhere took to 
travel twice the distance to the same place.  The answer to the school’s problems was 
to make improvements to the existing site.  This development should be rejected 
because the case of educational need was overridden by the material planning 
concerns. This was the wrong application in the wrong place.  

(h)   A secondary school teacher said that other schools suffered from inadequate 
buildings, coping with leaking roofs and inadequate space.  If she were offered a brand 
new school on Grade 2 agricultural land, she would refuse as it would be wrong to teach 
her pupils that environmental concerns were only important if they did not interfere with 
KCC’s plans.  

 
(i) A parent who lived in the Eden Village Estate said that the nearest school to her 
home address was the Oaks which was 0.7 miles away, and heavily over-subscribed.  
There had been plans to build a new school nearby, but KCC had not at that stage 
forecast a shortage of primary school places and the opportunity had passed by.  As 
regular attenders of Tunstall Church, her daughter had been offered a place at Tunstall 
School, some 1.2 miles away.  It was too dangerous to walk to the present site, but if the 
new school were to be built, walking would be possible as it was 500 metres closer to 
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where she lived.  Mr Harwood’s presentation had demonstrated that relocating the 
application site would make it possible for more children to walk to school, particularly if 
they lived in the Fulston Manor or Eden Village areas.  The one problem with walking 
was that the junction of Woodstock Road, Cromers Road and Tunstall Road appeared 
to be particularly busy during the morning rush hour. This problem might be resolvable 
by creating a pedestrian crossing there in order to improve safety for those walking to 
school and thereby minimise the impact of the school on the surrounding road network.  

 
(j)  Although there was a 20 mph limit in Tunstall Road, the average speed was 

32.7 mph. The fastest speed recorded in the Parish Council’s survey had been 41 mph.  
Cars exceeding the speed limit had overtaken those which did not.  The distance from 
the Woodstock junction to the proposed pelican crossing was 126 yards, equating to 21 
cars in the event of a queue forming. The survey had revealed that an average of 7.4 
Lorries per day had travelled along Tunstall Road between 0800 and 0900. The average 
figure per day between 1500 and 1600 had been 4.4 Lorries.  This was in sharp 
distinction to KCC Highways’ estimated figure of 1 in the morning and 1 in the afternoon.  

 
(k)  The site consisted of undulating land and was surrounded by mature trees, 

including oaks. It was set in the identified Countryside Gap in an area with a strong rural 
character.  The proposed development would not be in keeping with its surroundings. 
The design of the building was incompatible with that of the rest of the village.  The 
construction process would require the removal of the hedgerows and mature trees and 
their replacement with seedling elms and hawthorns.  The effect of this would be to 
cause loss of privacy for neighbouring residents, whilst the school would overlook their 
properties in a domineering manner.  This would be exacerbated by a 2 to 3 metre high 
fence which would be erected around the entire site.  Other problems would occur 
through the loss of green space, constant service delivery traffic, and light pollution 
(particularly whilst the new trees were growing into maturity).  In sum, the application 
represented an unacceptable detriment to the quality of life within a rural area.  

 
(l)  The provision of 90 car parking spaces was remarkably generous in 

comparison to other schools.  The solution to the problem of HGVs identified in the 
Parish Council’s survey would be to ban all such vehicles from travelling through the 
Village of Tunstall.  Meanwhile, the Committee should bear in mind that the increase in 
school intake would rise incrementally and would not reach the maximum figure of 450 
until 2022.  

 
(47) Mr Baldock asked for a definition of the “Countryside Gap” to be provided to the 

Committee Members when the application came forward to be determined.  He then 
commented that he was alarmed that people at the meeting were assuming that the 
decision had already been taken.  

 
(48) Mrs Thompson thanked the meeting on behalf of the Planners for all the contributions 

made.  These would be very helpful in informing their work on evaluating all the issues 
raised by the application.  As Head of the Planning Applications Group, it was ultimately 
her responsibility to decide whether or not to recommend to the Committee that the 
proposed development was appropriate. This recommendation would be founded upon 
all relevant Planning Law and Guidance, and there was absolutely no question of any 
such decision having been taken in advance of the application coming forward.  
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(49) The Chairman thanked everyone for attending.  He confirmed that the Committee would 

be considering the application purely on its planning merits and that the comments 
made (including the written information provided by Protect Tunstall and by Tunstall 
Mums) would all be taken into account. The notes of the meeting would also be 
appended to the Committee report.  
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Appendix B 

 
e-petition received from Protect Tunstall Community containing 391 signatures and 

an example of two comments posted on the Protect Tunstall website. 
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Appendix C. 

 
Hand written petition received from Protect Tunstall Community containing 85 

signatures 
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Appendix D 

 
Protect Tunstall Community document ‘Objection to Planning Application Ref 

KCC/SW/0025/2014’ handed to the Planning Applications Committee Chairman at the 
local meeting held on 9 April 2014. 
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Appendix E 
 

Petition signed by Tunstall residents ‘in favour of the proposed new school’ 
containing 108 signatures 
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Appendix F 
 

Document prepared by Tunstall Mums handed to the Planning Applications 
Committee Chairman at the local meeting held on 9 April 2014. 
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