
 
APPLICATION NO: 16/01790/FUL OFFICER: Mrs Emma Pickernell 

DATE REGISTERED: 4th October 2016 DATE OF EXPIRY : 29th November 2016 

WARD: Lansdown PARISH:  

APPLICANT: Cheltenham Ladies' College 

LOCATION: Cheltenham Ladies College, Malvern Road, Cheltenham 

PROPOSAL: Erection of 6no. retractable lighting columns to provide illumination of the 'old astro 
pitch' at Cheltenham Ladies' College Playing Field. 

 

 
REPRESENTATIONS 

 
Number of contributors  11 
Number of objections  11 
Number of representations 0 
Number of supporting  0 

 
   

Wyvols Court 
Swallowfield 
Reading 
RG7 1WY 

 

 
Comments: 23rd November 2016 
Letter on behalf of 17 Christ Church Road attached. 
 
   

Apartment 19 
Winchester House 
Malvern Road Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL50 2NN 
 

 

Comments: 15th October 2016 
I wholeheartedly endorse the objections to this scheme as regards its impact in terms of intrusive 
light, noise, and privacy degradation, not only on immediately adjacent properties, but on the 
whole surrounding area. 
 
   

The Coach House 
Well Place 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL50 2PJ 
 

 

Comments: 19th October 2016 
The floodlights are too tall affecting the privacy of neighbouring houses. The lighting is also 
inappropriate for a conservation area lowering the tone of the neighbourhood.  
 
The college tennis courts back on to our property. Are they going to be the next target? 
 
 
   



17 Christchurch Road 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL50 2NY 
 

 

Comments: 28th October 2016 
Letter available to view in documents tab 
 
Comments: 27th October 2016 
We would be grateful if the Planning Committee of Cheltenham Borough Council would consider 
our objections to the proposal (16/01790/FUL) by the Cheltenham Ladies' College (CLC) to 
floodlight the AstroTurf pitch immediately adjacent to our homes. 
 
We think it pertinent to locate our objections within the context of previous planning proposals by 
CLC. On previous occasions (11/01125/FUL AND 15/01171/FUL) we accepted a need for CLC to 
develop its facilities to meet its commercial goals as well as its aspirations for the recreational 
and sporting wishes of its pupils. As neighbours and part of a community, we concede the need 
to compromise and accommodate any such reasonable expansion. Indeed, we raised no 
objection to a prior application for floodlights and sports centre extension that was granted 
planning permission (11/01125/FUL) because, although obtrusive, it represented a practical 
compromise: lying at the greatest possible distance from residences, close to commercial 
buildings and partially obscured by screening vegetation. 
 
However, this development was not realised and in 2015 a substantially larger building with 
floodlighting immediately adjacent to our homes was proposed(15/01171/FUL). The new location 
of floodlights - on the school's old AstroTurf pitch surrounded by residential properties - could not 
be screened so visible and intrusive to road safety the ambience of the Lansdown Conservation 
Area. Despite attempts at constructive participation, we were driven to obtain an independent 
lighting report to 'officially' question the specification and location of the floodlighting. This brief 
statement demonstrated a failure to have fully assessed the detrimental environmental and 
residential impact of placing floodlights within 5 metres of our properties and 20 metres from our 
living rooms. As a consequence of this and the findings of a subsequent independent report 
commissioned by the council, the applicants withdrew the floodlighting proposal just before the 
final planning meeting with councillors. Although the sports centre was subsequently approved, 
significant concerns were also expressed about the floodlighting. 
 
We sadly note that even with the limited evidence presented in this latest application 
(16/01790/FUL), that, in comparison to 2015 (15/01171/FUL), there has been no material change 
in the specification of the proposed floodlighting. As residents, council-tax payers and lay-people 
with limited time and legislative knowledge, and no experience of tactical planning procedures we 
have been shocked and disillusioned by an apparent lack of transparency and equity in obtaining 
access to relevant documentation (such as the council's independent lighting report of 2015 and 
one that is currently supporting this planning application (16/01790/FUL)). It is from this 
disadvantaged position that we are forced to object again to raise legitimate environmental and 
social concerns. 
 
We believe that the latest bid for floodlights (16/01790/FUL) fails to be framed according to 
statutory and established sustainable development guidelines which include reference to: 
 
1.The National Planning Policy Framework 2012 (NPPF) introduced a 'presumption in favour of 
sustainable development' and makes clear that it is the purpose of planning to help achieve 
sustainable development, not development at any cost. To this end, the NPPF contains strong 
safeguards to conserve and enhance our valuable historic environment. 
 
2.The NPPF informed the Gloucestershire Joint Core Strategy 2013 (GJCS) that carried forward 
the promotion of sustainable natural and built environments. In the GJCS strategic objectives 5&6 
include: 



 

 ...development [that is] well integrated with existing communities with regard to transport, 
infrastructure and service links and their visual appearance. 

 ...development [has] created their own distinct sense of place, which was informed by high 
quality and inclusive design reflecting typical local settlement patters, landscape character, 
house types and materials from the GJCS area thereby producing a high-quality built 
environment that respects and enhances local distinctiveness. 

 ...making the best use of land by maximising the use of previously developed land 

 ...promoting the efficient use of natural resources, by re-use and recycling...  
 

And in Strategic Objective 9: 

 ...providing open spaces through the retention and development of aa comprehensive 
infrastructure network 

 ...ensuring the environmental quality...is protected 
 
3. The Cheltenham Plan 2013, which is part of the GJCS, has three principal themes, the third of 
which: Asserts that...the quality and sustainability of our cultural assets and the natural and built 
environment are valued and recognised locally, nationally and internationally... 
Seeks to conserve and enhance Cheltenham's architectural, townscape and landscape heritage, 
particularly within the town's Conservation Areas. 
Development... should also minimise any impact on the formal and informal green spaces and 
private gardens that contribute to local amenity and wildlife biodiversity.' 
 
We do recognise the need for reasonable compromise between the aspirations of the GJCS, the 
local residents and CLC. The acceptance of the CLC 2011 plan, our engagement in the CLC 
2015 sports centre/floodlight plan and now this current 2016 CLC floodlight proposal evidences 
an understanding for CLC to develop its recreational facilities and a shared commitment and 
responsibility to promote sustainable community development. 
 
Our objections can be categorised in two principal themes. First, that CLC have failed to provide 
the evidence to objectively assess the merits of their proposal. And, second, that CLC have not 
demonstrated willingness to compromise the impact of their proposal on the Conservation Area's 
environment or show regard for the wellbeing of residents and community spirit. 
 
To expand, firstly, we believe that CLC's agent failed to provide adequate documentation to allow 
assessment of the impact of the lighting in their previous application (15/01171/FUL). The latest 
application (16/01790/FUL)) compounds this as it contains even less information, which disguises 
that there appears to be no material difference between this application and the last. It was the 
failure to provide adequate information in 2015 that forced the withdrawal of the last application. 
In the Guidance Notes for the Reduction of Obtrusive Light GN01:2011 (Institute of Lighting 
Professionals) the means of reducing light spillage are outlined and British Standard best practice 
is detailed in Light and Lighting: Sports Lighting (BS EN 12193: 2007). This document describes 
the minimum and desirable documentation needed to describe and analyse any lighting proposal.  
 
The current proposal does not conform to even the minimum recommendations. Specifically, the 
following floodlight documentation is incomplete and lacks some basic and essential data: 
 
1. 16/01790/FUL – FLOODLIGHT ORIENTATIONS - 763467.pdf 
This document describes the location, beam and tilt angles. No information indicating the lighting 
contours, which is best practice, is given. 
 
2. 16/01790/FUL – FLOODLIGHTS - 763463.pdf 
The purpose of this illustration is unclear; it provides no interpretable data. 
 
3. 16/01790/FUL – SITE PLAN - 763462.pdf 
This document demonstrates the overall sports facilities site. Other than indicating the location of 
the light columns it provides no interpretable data. 



 
4. 16/01790/FUL – SOURCE INTENSITY ON BUILDINGS - 763466.pdf 
This document describes the 'source intensity' as perceived from adjacent buildings and the 
public highway. It is normal to provide such data in planning applications with values including all 
adjacent properties. The light zones apply to property including gardens not specifically to actual 
residential buildings, therefore, this document is incomplete and of no value in determining 
compliance with accepted standards. Furthermore, it is ambiguous because values have been 
omitted for significant parts of our homes nearest to the light sources; specifically, the living 
rooms, bedrooms and studies at the back of our houses. 
 
5. 16/01790/FUL – VERTICAL  SPILL ON BUILDINGS - 763465.pdf 
the same criticism of omission and error applies to this document. 
 
6. 16/01790/FUL – VIEWS OF PROPOSED FLOODLIGHTING - 763464.pdf 
This document includes photographic representations of the light columns when erect. The 
photographs show trees in full leaf. However, the lights will be used in the winter months when 
the trees, all of which are deciduous, will be leafless and afford minimal protection from the glare 
of the illuminated surface. 
 
Therefore, we object as the technical data to support this submission(16/01790/FUL), is 
inadequate and incomplete and it fails to follow the best practice (ILP) to assess the safety and 
the environmental and amenity impact of a lighting proposal. 
 
Secondly, this latest 2016 plan(16/01790/FUL), is presented as the culmination of a series of 
compromises informed by previous and ongoing public consultation. Our perception, however, is 
that these consultation takes the form of a series of speculative exercises to identify residents' 
concerns, followed over a period of 18 months, by rejoinders that are engineered either by 
omitting data or changing the specification of minor aspects of the proposal. Analysis of this 
current submission demonstrates this process and, specifically, that this latest 
proposal(16/01790/FUL) is not materially different to its predecessors. For example: 
 
1. - The duration of lighting: 
In previous applications, the curfew requested and rejected was as late as 22.30, and in the latest 
applications (16/01790/FUL; 15/01171/FUL) a time of 19.00 has been proposed. At the same 
time the applicant points out that the majority user- the CLC pupils - in the normal course of the 
day are scheduled to return to their boarding houses at 18.45, therefore, this cannot be viewed as 
a real compromise or concession. Additionally, there are sparse details to specify: if this old 
AstroTurf pitch will only be used if the new floodlit pitch is already in use; how many pupils would 
warrant the floodlighting to be switched on; will floodlighting restrictions be related to seasons or 
ambient daily light levels throughout the year; and whether use is restricted to term-time only or 
throughout the whole year. 
 
2. - The type of location: 
The CLC agents state that they have voluntarily planned the lighting according to the constraints 
suggested for an E2 (for example, village and darker suburban locations) lighting zone. This is 
not a concession on their part but a requirement according to British Standards (BS EN 12193, 
2007: Light and lighting: sports lighting) for lighting in an existing low light suburban area. The 
plans should therefore conform to the E2 criteria. Based on the light engineer's submissions, this 
can certainly not be determined with any degree of confidence. 
 
3. - The column height: 
A principal objection to the floodlight column height is that when lit they would loom large at 15 
meters, therefore the provision of erecting retractable floodlights will not address this issue. 
Although less objectionable in being 3.5 rather than 4.5 meters high when retracted, these six 
large metal columns will still be clearly visible and compromise outlooks and vistas. When erect 
the floodlights will tower above the trees and houses and there will be no shielding from the 
consequential light and noise pollution on our homes and the surrounding roads. 



 
4. - Light levels: 
The agents states: 
'It is notable that the light spillage referenced within the appeal decision confirmed that the appeal 
scheme proposed a lighting design scheme which had a light spillage level adjacent to the 
adjoining residential properties of 4.5 lux, in comparison the revised scheme now before you has 
achieved a reduction of 2.5 lux, bringing the light spillage immediately adjacent to the residential 
properties backing onto the site of no more than 2.0 lux.' 
 
In fact, the previous application (15/01171/FUL), gave a level of between 10 and 25 lux at the 
threshold of our property; significantly greater than the 5 lux curfew limit dictated for a designated 
E2 environment (BS EN 12193; 2007). In the latest application, (16/01790/FUL), a level of 1.6 lux 
has now been suggested as an indication of light falling on our homes. However, this level is a 
calculation of the light levels expected at a point some 30 meters away from the light sources, 
which is a point not only beyond the threshold of our property, but also beyond the rear facing 
windows of our house; critically a point that is actually 6 meters within our house! No data is given 
for the actual Vertical Spillage or Source Intensity at the living room, bedroom and study windows 
at the back of our houses which are closest to the light source. 
 
Therefore, we object as the proposal does not follow best practice as described by the Institute of 
Professional Lighting (IPL) and does not give a contour map of the proposed illumination. Without 
this it is impossible to determine the real impact on the Conservation Area and on residents' 
amenity. 
 
5. - Road safety: 
Of great concern to road safety is the failure to calculate the Vertical Spillage and Source 
Intensity provided by the floodlights on the roads surrounding the proposal. These values must be 
given by the applicant as they are used to determine the excess light falling on the junction 
between Douro and Christ Church Road. For these roads (presumably designated M4 or M5) the 
maximum value for threshold increment is 15% (adaption luminescence: 1-2 cd m-2) which 
means that the change in luminance at the junction must be within this limit to reduce the risk of 
physiological light adaption causing sight impairment in drivers' vision. Has this risk been 
adequately assessed? 
 
Therefore, we object as CLC is both a day and boarding school, so pupils will have to commute 
to and from sporting practice and events. Extending the use of the pitches during dark hours 
means an inevitably increase in traffic on difficult road junctions coupled with increased use of an 
already congested current car parking facilities. The proposal has not adequately acknowledged 
or accommodated these concerns. 
 
6. - The use of the playing surface: 
In the current documentation (16/01790/FUL), it is stated that the pitch is to be used only by 'CLC 
and/or pupils from other schools' so presumably there is intention is to hold competitive hockey 
matches or, at least, ball training. To do so requires safe illumination; lighting must be of an 
adequate level and must be uniform. The current application is based on the England Hockey 
requirement for Class III (300 lux with min/max variation > 0.5) however according to the 2009 
England Hockey recommendations class III is for non-competitive training, not match hockey 
(http://www.jumpingjackflash.co.uk/Hockey%20Lux%20Levels%20Link.pdf). To use a Class III 
pitch for Class II activities would place participants at significant risk of life-changing injury. 
 
We are concerned that, in the future, changes to the facility will become necessary that might 
increase the light intrusion. The current AstroTurf pitch is old and presumably close to the end of 
its functional life. If the pitch is replaced, the glare and light spillage will increase. Is there enough 
'reserve in the design of this scheme to accommodate a bright new surface? What are the 
implications for road safety and amenity? 
 



If this application is allowed, how long will it be before CLC requests more modifications or 
'improvements' to upgrade a clearly unsafe facility? 
Therefore, we object because it is still unclear as to the intended use for this second floodlit pitch, 
and this is a cause for immediate and ongoing concern. Is the pitch, as we are led to believe, for 
CLC hockey practice use only or is the clause 'CLC and/or pupils from other schools' ambiguous 
rhetoric to ensure access and opportunity to extend the development and use of the facility at a 
future date? 
 
7. - The real need for an additional floodlit pitch: 
CLC wishes to increase the participation of their pupils in sports and physical recreation and we 
do not wish to discourage that aspiration. Indeed, as recommended by Sports England 2014 
research, the new sports centre will provide the opportunity for CLC pupils to experience a 
greater variety of differing sporting activities to satisfy all sporting desires. However, the additional 
benefits for pupils who already have access to superb facilities should not come at the cost of 
depriving residents of the amenity of peace and quiet at the end of their working days. 
 
Focussing specifically on outdoor ball sports and the desire for two floodlit pitches, we note that 
the AstroTurf pitches are often not concurrently in use during winter daylight hours. We are told 
that the reason for leaving the pitches fallow is said to be due to 'timetabling issues'. Amending 
the school time-tables is said to be impossible, although the reasons have never been explained 
nor any evidence provided. It is notable that two similar sized local boarding schools who have 
the additional difficulty of co-educational sports time-tabling with a greater range of age groups, 
are both able to provide comprehensive curricula with just one sports hall and one flood lit pitch. 
 
CLC already has one floodlit pitch which was built with specific measures in place to reduce the 
detrimental effects of noise and light pollution. This pitch lies alongside industrial premises, is at a 
substantially increased distance from any residential properties and is sunken below a significant 
screening bank with mature vegetation. Residents, including a large CLC boarding house, are 
able to look out and in the distance see a vegetation covered screening bank. Although the 
floodlights are still visible from some angles and in inclement weather, there are screening 
measures in place. This newer pitch could be upgraded to provide safe all-weather year-round 
facilities for most activities with safe lighting. The impact on the Conservation Area and the 
residential environment would be minimised. This would also better reflect CLC's School 
Environmental Policy and Good Neighbourhood Policy that claim an aspiration to minimize 
environmental impact and maintain community ambience. Neither CLC nor its agents have ever 
made a cogent argument against this compromise. 
 
Therefore, we object. In referencing the precedence already set by the provision of specific 
measures deemed necessary to moderate the impact of floodlights on the established newer 
pitch, this current proposal (16/01790/FUL) is alarming. The old AstroTurf pitch is directly 
adjacent to our homes (within 5 meters of property boundaries and 20 meters from actual 
houses) and close to a major road and T-junction. Unlike CLC's already established floodlit site, 
there has been no suggestion - other than to retract floodlights when not in use - to mitigate the 
impact and minimize light pollution. Indeed, because of its proximity to properties there is 
absolutely no possibility of screening the intrusive effect of the floodlights that will a damaging 
impact on residents' lives and the established community ambience. The unusually natural and 
precious dark skies that can currently be enjoyed by everyone in an urban Conservation Area will 
permanently be lost. 
 
In summary, we object as this 2016 plan (16/01790/FUL) as it is not materially different to the 
proposal submitted last year that CLC had to withdraw. The documentation provided is 
inadequate to allow a proper assessment of the impact of their proposal on road safety, 
deterioration in the Conservation Area's environment and the amenity of residents. 
 
Comments: 23rd November 2016 
Letter attached.  
 



   
15 Christchurch Road 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL50 2NY 
 

 

Comments: 1st November 2016 
It is with dismay that we find ourselves in the same position of having to strongly object to the 
above planning application to create a second floodlit pitch at CLC involving the installation of 15 
metre floodlight to the old Astroturf hockey pitch located within the Lansdown Central 
Conservation area and within metres of our home. We are sure the Planning Committee 
remember the protracted events of last year culminating in the last minute withdrawal of the 
floodlight component of the combined sports hall and floodlight application (15/01171/FUL). This 
was the result of the arrival of a draft report commissioned by the Council instigated as a result of 
the inaccuracies, inconsistencies and inadequate detail provided by the applicants lighting 
assessment. 
 
We understand a full report did arrive and was disclosed to the CLC but residents despite 
repeatedly asking have still been denied access. CLC have now submitted a new application 11 
months later. However, nothing in this new application is presented to allay our fears. The 
floodlights when illuminated will still be completely out of character with the area and produce 
significant intrusive light detrimental to the surrounding environment.  
 
Lansdown Central Conservation Area 
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is clear in its objectives with regard to 
development in Conservation Areas. These Conservation Areas represent heritage assets to be 
conserved and enhanced. Any development should make a positive contribution to local 
character and distinctiveness. The floodlights would fail this completely, when extended and in 
use they will be taller than the adjacent 4 storey houses and the sports centre. Should this 
uncontained floodlighting be allowed the character of this area will be changed forever. The warm 
glow of the subtle lighting of Christ Church's facade (Grade II listed) and the soft street lighting 
will be lost and completely at odds with the overwhelming bright white rectangle immediately 
behind the houses. This light will be visible from a considerable distance and accentuated by the 
surrounding low level of lighting. The lights when on will be easily visible from Christ Church Rd, 
Douro Rd, Lansdown Crescent, Malvern Rd, Wendover Gardens and Eldorado Crescent. Their 
presence will dominate the evening winter landscape and severely and adversely affect the whole 
feel of this conservation area.  
 
The framework also states that heritage significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or 
destruction of the heritage asset or development within its setting and warns that when assessing 
any application which may affect this, local planning authorities need to consider the implication 
for cumulative change. We consider that this is of particular relevance in view of the planning 
narrative in this particular area and the evidence of developmental creep. It has been agreed that 
that the area is graded as E2 (even with existing lights on as stated in July 15). Clearly this would 
no longer be achievable if unscreened floodlights were allowed. Does this mean future calculation 
of this locality's environmental zone would be with the new floodlights illuminated placing it well in 
excess of the E4 environmental zone? 
 
Planning authorities are also told to consider future implications. Despite the school's avid 
declaration that floodlight use would only be for the pupils and a selected visiting guests we draw 
attention to the fact that use of the old astro pitch is greatest and most consistent on Sundays 
when used by others. The "new" pitch is preserved for pupils but the sports centre has a long and 
committed involvement with commercial enterprise (sports club membership and roller discos - 
certainly not in the original plans!), how long before floodlit hours are requested beyond those 
suggested for commercial benefit?  
 



The NPPF also recognizes that heritage assets are often in private hands, thus sustaining them 
in the long term often requires an incentive for their active conservation. Installation of floodlights 
at the rear of Victorian villas in this locality is the reverse of this. 
 
Light Levels 
The applicants state again that vertical illuminance will fall within acceptable levels but looking at 
the recent abridged lighting report of Neil Johnson (compare current lighting impact study 
document with original of 7th July 2015) now just a sample of the previous values are 
documented. Closer inspection demonstrates omission of the more than significant light spillage 
in the gardens reaching 50 lux. This is of specific relevance with respect to the concerns raised 
regarding the floodlights at Dean Close school causing possible light spillage levels of 2 lux at the 
boundary of an adjacent garden (ref 10/00144). Planning is about balance but also requires 
consistency. 
 
The sample values now shown are also a result of a difference in definition of "rear façade". 
Vertical sampling of those walls/rooms (kitchen, bedroom & study) closest to the floodlights at the 
rear are ignored in favour of a more removed dining room window. 
 
This application also does not take into account the new reflective nature of the buildings being 
erected and the additive effect this will have light spillage on the conservation area of Christ 
Church and Lansdown. 
 
Light levels values are useful for comparison but do not convey the impact of having a 15 metre 
floodlight adjacent to our garden boundary and the sense of loss of privacy this will bring. The 
Clean Neighbourhoods and Environment Act 2005 clearly defines light intrusion as a nuisance to 
be protected against, it does not require specific lux or luminance to be reached, merely that if 
normal living patterns or activities are altered or affected by light spillage it should be considered 
a nuisance.  
 
Public consultation 
The applicants give a detailed history of their public consultations. These actually relate to 
several different applications for varying sites and activities. The only discernable change from 
the abandoned Oct '15 application is a reduction in retracted floodlight height.  
 
Consultation on the current application involved one open meeting but was not a discussion (as 
required by the NPPF) but a statement of intent. At no point in the entire process, current or prior, 
have the applicants engaged in discussion. The reduced retracted height does not address the 
persistent major concern of illumination and intrusive light and its negative impact in a 
conservation area.  
 
At the consultation meeting the months of operation were also stipulated (outside of British 
summertime). This does not appear in the current application. It should also be noted that once 
floodlights are in place they could be used on any occasion between the allowed hours. Whilst 
hockey is documented as the main reason for extended pitch usage tennis has also been 
discussed at pre-planning meetings. It is therefore quite likely that it is not just winter months 
when the floodlights may be used but on many dull summer and spring days. It is therefore likely 
there will be many occasions when they are switched on at a time when curtains in our houses 
are open or we are using our gardens.  
 
Also previous residents suggestions ensuring use of the "old astro pitch" only if the existing flood 
lit pitch is already in use have not been taken up. Surely this would be simple to achieve and 
show willingness to mitigate the negative consequences on neighbouring properties? A required 
minimum number of pupils using the pitch to initiate floodlight illumination was also suggested by 
residents but does not appear in the notes. 
 
When directly questioned why the suggestions to move the pitch nearer the other floodlit pitch or 
at least where it could be screened, the head of CLC estates stated "they weren't being 



considered because he had be told they only wanted the old Astro turf pitch floodlit." Surely for an 
environmentally friendly and sustainable proposal optimisation of existing facilities and daylight is 
paramount. The existing floodlit pitch should be up-graded and its use maximised. Not only are 
the environmental benefits evident but this pitch is also further away and afforded some 
screening from adjacent houses.  
 
Justification 
The NPPF states development in Conservation Areas should be weighed against public benefit. 
(1.12.134). This proposal carries no public benefit.  
 
This a private school whose economic viability is not dependent on a second floodlit hockey pitch. 
These floodlights are a desire of the school's not a need. There is already a floodlit pitch, which 
as we have previously shown is under-utilised. The additional hours of use provided by 
floodlighting would be for extracurricular activity and allowing greater 'choice' for the girls, not as 
a necessity, this cannot justify the harm that floodlighting would do to the area. The continued 
lack of morning use of the pitches demonstrates no required need for additional access to 
curricular sport.  
 
The independent schools inspectorate gave a glowing report of the CLC, congratulating them on 
their sporting achievements and availability of extra- curricular activities (Oct 2014) predating the 
imminent increased indoor provision and with only the 1 current floodlit pitch. The school lay great 
claim as to the need of a second pitch by the girls "chosen physical activity', yet the prior CLC 
survey showed a move away from team sports (in keeping with similar findings by Sport England) 
to those that will be provided by the sports hall expansion, and was the argument used to justify 
the need for increased provision of indoor sports and the new large sports centre and should 
reduce demand on the pitches in the late afternoons and early evenings. Perhaps waiting to see 
the impact of the increased availability provided by the new large sports hall before pursuing 
additional floodlighting would be sensible? 
 
Whilst trying to extend pitch use it should also be remembered that poor light is only one reason 
and wind, snow, low temperatures and rain are also factors. The floodlights, therefore, that will be 
present throughout the year are likely to add significantly fewer playing hours than initial 
calculations may suggest. With the already accepted considerable sports hall expansion indoor 
training is suggested as a more predictable and practical solution. 
 
The CLC actually already have a floodlight pitch. Its introduction was also contentious. It is 
considerably further from any residential property than the new proposed site but still required 
screening with a large embankment and trees. It appears to have been built to a high 
specification with spectator seating but remains underused with or without lighting (timetabled 
use and "lights on" do not constitute actual usage). We have been led to believe that its 12 metre 
tall floodlights are insufficient and illumination of the central pitch is inadequate. Rather than 
correct this, new plans are to floodlight another pitch with even taller floodlights but one so close 
to residential properties that no screening to limit light spill or noise reduction will be possible. The 
floodlights when extended will be near children’s' bedroom windows. Although the lighting 
calculations imply light falling directly on the windows will be within permitted limits this 
completely understates the impact of a very brightly lit large area less than 20m from their 
windows.  
 
Rejection of Well Place Application 
We would like to draw attention to the documented reasons for rejection of the previous planning 
application for the erection of floodlights on the Well Place tennis courts by the same applicants. 
This was a smaller scheme with floodlights only 8m in height, on an enclosed site not visible from 
the surrounding public roads but only 300m away from the site of the current proposal. 
(APP/B1605/A/08/2082812)  
 
The stated reasons include:- 



- " I consider also that the appearance of a brightly lit space in close proximity to the private rear 
sides of the surrounding houses, where darkness would normally be expected, would in itself 
have a negative effect on the living conditions of local residents. I conclude that the proposal 
would harm the living conditions of nearby occupiers, contrary to local Plan CP4."  
 
- "There is a need for local amenity to be protected when considering applications for 
floodlighting. In this case it is necessary to balance the benefits of improving facilities against 
both the legal duty to preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the Central 
Conservation Area and the need to protect the living conditions of local residents.....and I 
conclude the appeal should fail." 
 
Light spillage levels are greater in the current proposal and the site is not contained, particularly 
with floodlights aligned with the large gap between houses 11 and 15 on Christ Church Road. 
These reasons make it even more applicable to reject this proposal. 
 
Road Safety 
We have major concerns about the road safety and regularly hear screeches of breaks and horns 
going as cars try to pull out of the junction with Douro Road. A motorist approaching Christ 
Church Road from Douro Road will be faced with bright floodlights interspersed by much darker 
house frontages making appreciation of other road users, particularly cyclists and pedestrians at 
night or in twilight far more difficult to appreciate when in the shadow of a building. The eye 
adapts preferentially and quickly to a bright light making shadow more intense. Thus, light 
produces glare which occurs when the relative overbrightness of a light source against a dark 
background interferes with a person's ability to view an area or object. i.e. glare can conceal 
rather than reveal. In damp/misty conditions this junction will be even more treacherous due to 
light dispersal. That fact that nobody has been seriously injured in recent times does not make it 
acceptable to ignore the potential risk.  
 
The coaches are often parked illegally close to junctions or blocking driveways, leave their 
engines running and several are often parked at a time. This poses significant danger at any time 
of day but on a dark evening would be an even more significant threat. Christ Church road has 
experienced and increase in traffic over the years and this will further compound the situation 
especially at peak rush hour time.  
 
Noise pollution 
Any use of a hockey pitch brings with it a considerable amount of noise. It is proposed that 
matches will be played which will create a significant increase in the noise levels of the usual 
hockey practice from players and supporters. This will be at a time when our family will be trying 
to eat, converse and relax after a busy day. Combine this with the glare of the floodlights because 
the kitchen blind is usually open until after sunset, and our pleasant evening is going to be 
shattered. 
 
CLC propose to put protection on the surrounding boards, but not the goals, to dampen the noise 
of the ball striking it. Only last Sunday 2 girls spent a significant time practicing shots, which 
sounded like shots being fired, and could be heard as far away as Lansdown Terrace. The 
protection to outside boards will not impact on this. Boards do not reduce the noise from 
screaming (stand in our garden when CLC score!), the whistles or more recently the horn used to 
help the officials. 
 
Conclusion 
We are privileged to live in such a location. The CLC are a valued local school and business 
which has done much to ensure the continued success of the town and have contributed to 
improving the local environment with refurbishment and improvement of several notable local 
buildings. However, it is a symbiotic relationship and the school is advantaged by its location in a 
pleasant residential area and this should be preserved. We cannot support the current proposals 
of floodlighting and conclude the above proposal is at odds with the NPPF and will lead to a 
significant further loss of local amenity (defined as "the pleasant or normally satisfactory aspects 



of the location"). We find it especially difficult to understand how it could be considered 
acceptable to floodlight a site with no containment, in a conservation area, within metres of 
residential properties and in clear view of many road at multiple points when a more sensible and 
economic approach would be to upgrade the lights for the existing floodlit pitch, which exists, and 
affords some protection from the light 
 
Comments: 1st November 2016 
Letter attached.  
 
Comments: 22nd November 2016 
Following the publication of additional information in respect of application 16/01790/FUL namely 
a lighting report, justification statement and agents response please find our additional comments 
below. 
 
Our original objections and concerns as detailed in our correspondence of  01/11/16 remain 
unchanged. 
 
With respect to the lighting report :- 
We are surprised by the absence of detail explaining how conclusions were reached. Clear 
explanations would aid understanding rather than the bland statements made particularly as 
many of the conclusions represent the complete opposite of those originally made with the only 
supporting evidence given being the "reassurances of the applicant". It also remains unclear 
whether the independent consultant actually visited the site or used information derived from the 
applicants lighting report. 
 
The consultant states the increased light and glare generated by the floodlights will be mitigated 
by the average Cheltenham nightglow but that this will only be " in a small way" and will only 
"offset some of the impacts of the proposed lighting". It must be remembered that this area (E2) 
is significantly darker than most areas in Cheltenham and the effects will be even greater here.  
No mention of the area's Conservation status is mentioned in the report. This is a significant 
omission and must be considered.  
 
Multiple references are made to keeping the "lighting level low". Whilst the applicants may have 
had to reduce the brilliance of the lights below the levels ideal for their proposed use in order for 
the computer generated diagrams of light spill to appear acceptable, we are under no illusion - 
these lights are going to be huge (15m) and bright 300 lux and their impact on their environment 
will be significant and intrusive. 
 
Weather conditions still appear to present a problem for formal reports as no formula exists to 
predict their effect. It has been repeatedly demonstrated by others and recognised by reputable 
professional bodies that mist etc result in significant increased light dispersion.  This directs it 
away from the proposed focus of illumination elsewhere (headlamps in fog). This is of great 
relevance. Lux levels of 3.1 on the rear facades of the abutting properties have been stated by 
the lighting consultant. With 6 x 300 lux light sources and light spill diagrams showing 50lux within 
20m and 25 lux within 10m it would require little additional scattered light to increase 3.1 lux to 5 
lux breaching the requirements for an E2 zone.  
 
If this report is extrapolated it implies these lights, which abut homes, are unscreened, are in an 
E2 zone and Conservation area, could be erected anywhere in Cheltenham!  
 
Principal's Justification Statement 
The size, success and dominance of any establishment do not confer any privilege with regard to 
planning law. After reviewing the Annual Report and Financial Statements for year ended 31 July 
2015 it is quite clear the school's obvious success, economic and otherwise does not rely on 
provision of a second floodlit hockey pitch. 
 



We note their continued achievements in sporting excellence with another national award (Gold 
Mark, March 2015) for their sporting provision, even before the new sports hall application was 
accepted and the only private boarding school in Cheltenham to hold this award.  Despite this 
and the repeated reference to the girls increasing preference for indoor pursuits, the principal 
remains convinced the girls could be considered "second class citizens" without a second floodlit 
pitch. There is no evidence to support this. 
 
Every school is subject to limits by way of its location. CLC have an enviable site which confers 
many advantages. The Conservation area in which much of the school is situated should not be 
harmed just because of the schools current desires. 
 
Justification for a second floodlit pitch on the basis of need is not proven. As previously 
demonstrated and as is still very evident on a weekly basis the current floodlit pitch remains 
under-utilised. There is also still no use of morning daylight hours on either pitch. Timetabling 
issues seem a poor excuse in the face of global warming and the ease with which other schools 
accommodate morning PE. 
 
Evans Jones Response 
This has 43 points which we do not feel abate or address the concerns we originally made. 
Rather than repeat everything we will limit this reply to a few particular points. 
 
Floodlights are out of keeping with this Conservation area. They will be clearly visible from a 
considerable distance and from many different roads and areas. They are of no public benefit and 
will harm the character of the area.  
 
The impact of the reflective quality of the large glass windows of the new sports hall extension 
cannot be dismissed. Light spill diagrams show lux levels of between 10 & 25 at these windows 
but it not just the spill light that will be reflected but the entire view, the floodlights and their light 
compounding the effect from the opposite side of the pitch. 
 
The presence of an existing floodlit pitch is used to suggest a second one should be expected 
and accepted by local residents. This fails to detail the large earth mound and hedging, in 
addition to the sinking of pitch level that was necessary to screen the lights appropriately. A 
second floodlit pitch even closer to homes should require even greater screening. The fact there 
is insufficient room does not justify floodlights with no screening.  There must be a consistent 
approach. No screen, no floodlights. 
 
Road safety on Christ Church and Douro Roads cannot be dismissed. Light spill patterns are not 
the prime concern in this location, it is the visual perspective of alternating bright and dark areas. 
The manner in which the eye adapts and adjusts far more quickly to the bright areas, deepening 
the shadow in the darker area would make perception of pedestrians and road users more 
difficult. This would be especially tricky in wet or misty weather where additional scatter would 
compound the difficulties and danger. Evening matches with multiple school coaches adding to 
commuter traffic represent a considerable escalation of this risk. 
 
Increased noise is of great concern as well. The agent suggests we should be used to noise but 
as the old astro pitch is not used in spring, summer, autumn or winter evenings this is untrue. 
New evening noise would represent a considerable detrimental change. Saturday match 
afternoons are very noisy and back board padding would make little difference. This level of noise 
would be a significant intrusion and pose difficulties for young children at bedtime. Curtains would 
be closed perhaps but this does not reduce the noise level. (Also, we feel bedtime is best 
determined by the children’s' parents rather than the agent or lighting consultant!)  
 
Thank you for reading all our comments. We are sure you will consider our points and hope you 
can agree with us to reject this planning application.  If you do not agree we would be grateful if 
you consider the conditions suggested in our previous submission. 
 



   
11 Christchurch Road 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL50 2NY 
 

 

Comments: 11th October 2016 
I am a supporter of the Ladies College and the significant investment that they make in the 
locality but I cannot support the current application for several reasons. 
 
I urge you to reject the proposed floodlighting scheme for the "old" astroturf pitch for the following 
reasons: 
 
1. Light disturbance - these lights will be within a few metres of family orientated residential 
property and will affect sleep patterns of young children 
 
2. Noise disturbance - sporting activity going on after darkness will have a similar detrimental 
effect for the families living within close proximity and significantly affect the amenities 
 
3. Traffic disturbance and congestion - there is already a shortage of parking for sports facilities 
users and this will affect local residential parking further into the evening 
 
4. Necessity (or lack of) - the College already have a perfectly good astroturf pitch with full 
lighting facilities and which is located much further away from residential property. Anecdotal 
evidence suggests that this facility is not used regularly and we therefore question the need for 
more floodlight pitches. If the College is in need of more floodlit pitches then they have plenty of 
other ground available, which is much further away from residential property, on which they could 
build a floodlit pitch. 
 
I also feel the need to share comments made on the previous application from an independent 
observer: 
 
"I have seen that there is a planning application to re-construct sports facilities at Cheltenham 
Ladies College, and in particular, there is a proposal for a flood-lighting the hockey-field.  
 
I do not live near the proposed facility and have no particular axe to grind. But there is a debate 
between objectors to the plan and the lighting consultants supporting it, about the effect of mist 
and rain on light spillage on to adjoining properties. This makes reference to the experience of 
Hatherley Road residents who are affected by the floodlights of the similar installation at Dean 
Close School. I am one of these residents, and have comments to make. 
 
There is no doubt that the presence of mist or fog increases light spillage on to our properties 
very considerably, and would presumably also do so also at the CLC installation, where the 
proposed lights seem to be closer to the houses than we suffer in Hatherley Rd. One of the 
objectors has taken measurements that quantify this. In response, the lighting consultant has 
raised a number of technical queries, but it is obvious that the general conclusion is true. In misty 
weather, when the floodlights go on, there is a wall of light on the hockey pitch opposite our 
house. 
 
One of the queries raised by the lighting consultant was to what extent the increased light comes 
from scattering of the street lighting by the mist, as opposed to the floodlights. I can't put a figure 
on this, and don't think anyone has taken measurements, but the reply is obvious to us -a lot of 
the extra light is coming from the floodlights. Actually living here, we see the effect of the 
floodlights coming on, and we see the reduction in spillage on to our property when the lights go 
off. It is very noticeable. 
 



The consultant says that in his experience light can be scattered by mist and rain, but there is not 
a significant increase in spill light, 'though there might be an increase in perceived spill light'. I'm 
afraid I don't understand the difference between scattered, spilled, and perceived spilled light. All 
I can say is that we get a lot more light on to our frontage from the floodlights opposite when the 
weather is misty than when it is dry. 
 
A curious comment made by the lighting consultant is that the increase in perceived spill light is 
caused by illumination of the water droplets around the lights, "however, light is dissipated in all 
directions." Of course it is is dissipated in all directions, that is exactly the problem. On a dry day, 
the floodlight design contains most of the light and directs it down on to the pitch; but in the mist, 
light is scattered in all directions, with an increased proportion of it landing on the surrounding 
house frontages.  
 
In summary, although the lighting consultant claims that in his experience, wet or misty weather 
does not greatly affect the amount of light that spills on to nearby buildings, the experience of 
those who actually live near such an installation is that it does indeed affect it, a lot." 
 
   

8 Drakes Place 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL50 2JF 
 

 

Comments: 15th November 2016 
Letter attached.  
 
   

17 Moorend Glade 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL53 9AT 
 

 

Comments: 16th November 2016 
Until December 2015 I lived at 9 Christchurch Road and objected to the previous application for 
floodlights 15/01171/FUL, which until the last minute officers were minded to permit. Since then I 
have moved away and consequently cannot object as a neighbour affected by the application. 
However I do now see in the current application statements by the applicants and the council's 
lighting consultants about the effect of mist and rain on spilled light levels which, if they were true, 
would imply that I and others have been misleading officers and councillors by purveying false 
information. I therefore wish to object. Essentially my message is that the light levels quoted by 
the applicants are for clear nights, and that on rainy or misty nights levels will be higher. 
Moreover the applicants and consultants wrongly state that the pitch lighting proposed meets 
England hockey class III requirements, since it fails to meet a key uniformity and safety 
requirement, and in any case England hockey class III is for non-competitive training and not 
sufficient for the match standard hockey which is clearly included in the application. 
 
The applicants lay great stress on their claim that the light levels spilling from the floodlights and 
falling on vertical facades of neighbouring properties will be acceptable, since they fall below the 
5 lux level for environmental zone E2.  
 
I certainly agree that E2 is the correct zone. In the previous application (15/01171/FUL) the 
applicants in their first lighting impact study dated 30/06/2015 stated "Due to the relatively low 
background illuminance" (which was at maximum 0.55lux) " it would be prudent to classify the 
site as a Zone E2 or low district brightness area." The 5lux limit was part of the decision notice for 
the existing floodlit pitch (CB/12205/17), was proposed by the applicants in the 2015 application 
and included in the officers' recommendations for conditions, so any change at this stage would 
be quite irrational. 



 
In the current application in the Planning Application Lighting Assessment (PALA) dated 
21/10/2016 from the Council's consultants it is stated "The lux levels on the facades have a 
maximum reading of 3.1 lux which is well below the 5lux limit." However Institution of Lighting 
Professionals guidelines in these matters make clear that any comparison with limits should be 
cumulative and include existing illumination, which as stated above was at maximum 0.55lux. So 
the comparison with 5lux should be 3.65lux, not 3.1lux. This is still less than 5lux but only 1.35lux 
away.  
 
The value of 3.1lux level from the floodlights is based on computer predictions which assume a 
crystal clear atmosphere and ignore any effects of scattering in the atmosphere or reflection from 
the pitch. In reality however during the winter in Cheltenham there is often rain and sometimes 
mist and fog and so the question must arise as to what impact these will have on spilled light and 
illumination of facades. 
 
In the applicant's lighting impact study dated 03/08/2016 it is stated "During discussions at public 
consultations the issue of light scatter due to climatic condidions (sic) such as rain or mist were 
raised. This was further discussed with the consulting engineer appointed by Cheltenham BC. 
Both parties agreed that there is no evidence that climatic conditions will lead to an increase in 
spill light or source intensity." 
 
The idea that there is "no evidence" is simply not true as far as spilled light is concerned. The 
objector from 11 Christ Church Road has drawn attention to the evidence from a resident of 
Hatherley Road, living close to the Dean Close floodlights, whose contribution includes "In 
summary, although the lighting consultant claims that in his experience, wet or misty weather 
does not greatly affect the amount of light that spills on to nearby buildings, the experience of 
those who actually live near such an installation is that it does indeed affect it, a lot." In addition I 
made measurements in Hatherley Road in various weather conditions and found that in the same 
location where vertical illumination was 0.2lux on a clear night with no lights and 1.3lux with 
lights, levels with lights increased to 1.8lux in rain and 5.4lux in mist (for full details go to 
15/01171/FUL, and page 12 of 04/08/2015 public comment under documents).  
 
I note that in the PALA the council's consultant states in grey text, which is the original 
18/11/2015 version, that "Weather conditions have not been covered in the proposed design for 
the effect of foggy or wet conditions. It is felt that this cannot be mitigated for as all lighting, no 
matter how controlled, will have more inter-reflection in the atmosphere when the weather is wet." 
In other words in 2015 the consultants believed that weather does affect the distribution of light. 
In orange they have now added "Addressed and mitigated by the recently supplied information." 
There is no hint as to what this recent information is. The applicant's lighting impact study noted 
above suggests that the consultants have moved from believing that the weather does affect light 
distribution and cannot be mitigated, to believing there is no evidence about the effect of weather.  
 
In fact it should be well known to them that weather has an effect. As long ago as 1994 the 
Sports Council (which I believe was the name then for Sport England) stated in its Guidance 
Notes for Floodlighting, which can be found at 
www.rbwm.gov.uk/pam/docservlet?docId=21632278&filename=11062343 that "Weather 
variations can substantially affect noise, light and pollution coming from a facility. For instance, 
rain or mist causes lights to diffuse to a greater extent because of reflectance from water 
droplets, and wind may carry sound a long way" A lot has changed since 1994 but not the 
physics of light interacting with droplets.  
 
Thus in 1994 the Sports Council stated weather affected floodlight spillage substantially, in 2015 
the council's consultants believed it did, and in 2015 two residents wrote into the council to report 
direct observations of significant increases in spillage during rain and mist. Surely it is now time 
for officers to accept that the applicant's "no evidence" stance is totally without foundation and 
recognise that the applicant's clear night data underestimate what will occur during rain and mist 
in a real winter. As I have stated in earlier objections my conclusion is that light levels on facades 



will exceed 5lux by a modest amount in rain and by a large amount in mist and I once again urge 
officers to take this into account.  
 
In terms of pitch illumination I once again note that the applicants state England Hockey 
requirements are key. Now the International Hockey Federation (FIH) has produced a series of 
"Guide to Artificial Lighting of Hockey Pitches". The 5th edition of 2007 was adopted by England 
Hockey and they stayed with those guidelines even when the FIH produced the 6th edition in 
2011. In both editions non-televised matches are classed as I, II or III, with III in both editions 
being for non-competitive training. Both editions, and thus England Hockey as well, call for 
uniformity of illumination across the whole pitch, which is both a playability and safety issue. In 
both editions the same two measures of uniformity are specified for all three classes, including 
class III training, namely, Emin/Emax>0.5 and Emin/Eave>0.7. The spill contour plan in the 
current application quotes a uniformity of Emin/Eave=0.7 but there is no mention of Emin/Emax. 
However inspection of the pitch data shows a maximum of 717lux and many instances of levels 
less than half of this i.e. 358lux,and a minimum of 304lux giving Emin/Emax=0.42. Thus this pitch 
illumination does not meet England Hockey or FIH recommendations.  
 
In earlier 2015 discussions with officers it was put to me that pitch lighting and safety was not a 
planning issue and thus of no concern to the officers. I was shocked by this approach since I 
consider it wrong knowingly to approve a scheme where safety is in doubt. Moreover I suspect 
the problem arises because the applicants are shoehorning in a scheme which is just too close to 
neighbouring houses.  
 
I would ask that on this occasion officers ask the applicants to acknowledge that Emin/Emax fails 
to meet safety requirements, to confirm that the school is happy with this, and to ensure that were 
the application to be permitted no liability would attach to the council or tax payers in the case of 
subsequent accidents or injuries which might be put down to poor uniformity of illumination.  
 
Needless to say, in the interests of my ex-neighbours, I would very much rather that the 
application be refused, and I again urge officers and councillors to do just that. 
 
 
   

Fairwinds 
6 Christchurch Road 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL50 2PB 
 

 

Comments: 26th October 2016 
Letter attached.  
 
   

28 Eldorado Crescent 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL50 2PY 
 

 

Comments: 26th October 2016 
We should like to add our comments to those already expressed online. Our house overlooks the 
playing field from Eldorado Crescent and whilst the lighting will not directly shine into our garden 
we are in agreement with those who feel the lighting would impact negatively on neighbouring 
gardens in Christchurch and Malvern Roads. We also agree that the considerable noise from 
matches (perfectly acceptable during the day) would be a nuisance after dark.  
 
Furthermore, we can see from our house the amount of lighting which already affects the streets 
on the far side of the field, and the very bright existing security lights on CLC buildings at night. 



The proposed lighting scheme would further encroach on the small but much-needed dark area 
over the fields. 
 
   

4 Drakes Place 
Cheltenham 
Gloucestershire 
GL50 2JF 
 

 

Comments: 18th November 2016 
Letter attached.   
 
  
 

 































































15, Christ Church Road, Cheltenham, GL50 2NY 
 

31st October 2016 
 
Ms Tracey Crews, 
Director of Planning, 
Cheltenham Borough Council, 
Municipal Offices, Promenade, 
Cheltenham, 
GL50 1PP 
 

16/01790/FUL - Erection of 6 No. retractable lighting columns to provide 
illumination of the 'old Astro pitch' at Cheltenham Ladies' College Playing Field 

 
Dear Ms Crews, 
It is with dismay that we find ourselves in the same position of having to strongly 
object to the above planning application to create a second floodlit pitch at CLC 
involving the installation of 15 metre floodlight to the old Astroturf hockey pitch 
located within the Lansdown Central Conservation area and within metres of our 
home. We are sure the Planning Committee remember the protracted events of last 
year culminating in the last minute withdrawal of the floodlight component of the 
combined sports hall and floodlight application (15/01171/FUL). This was the result 
of the arrival of a draft report commissioned by the Council instigated as a result of 
the inaccuracies, inconsistencies and inadequate detail provided by the applicants 
lighting assessment. 
 
We understand a full report did arrive and was disclosed to the CLC but residents 
despite repeatedly asking have still been denied access. CLC have now submitted a 
new application 11 months later. However, nothing in this new application is 
presented to allay our fears. The floodlights when illuminated will still be completely 
out of character with the area and produce significant intrusive light detrimental to 
the surrounding environment. 
 
Lansdown Central Conservation Area 

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is clear in its objectives with regard 
to development in Conservation Areas. These Conservation Areas represent heritage 
assets to be conserved and enhanced. Any development should make a positive 
contribution to local character and distinctiveness. The floodlights would fail this 
completely, when extended and in use they will be taller than the adjacent 4 storey 
houses and the sports centre. Should this uncontained floodlighting be allowed the 
character of this area will be changed forever. The warm glow of the subtle lighting 
of Christ Church's facade (Grade II listed) and the soft street lighting will be lost and 
completely at odds with the overwhelming bright white rectangle immediately 
behind the houses. This light will be visible from a considerable distance and 
accentuated by the surrounding low level of lighting. The lights when on will be 
easily visible from Christ Church Rd, Douro Rd, Lansdown Crescent, Malvern Rd, 
Wendover Gardens and Eldorado Crescent. Their presence will dominate the evening 



winter landscape and severely and adversely affect the whole feel of this 
conservation area. 
The framework also states that heritage significance can be harmed or lost through 
alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development within its setting and 
warns that when assessing any application which may affect this, local planning 
authorities need to consider the implication for cumulative change. We consider that 
this is of particular relevance in view of the planning narrative in this particular area 
and the evidence of developmental creep. It has been agreed that that the area is 
graded as E2 (even with existing lights on as stated in July 15). Clearly this would no 
longer be achievable if unscreened floodlights were allowed. Does this mean future 
calculation of this locality's environmental zone would be with the new floodlights 
illuminated placing it well in excess of the E4 environmental zone? 
 
Planning authorities are also told to consider future implications. Despite the 
school’s avid declaration that floodlight use would only be for the pupils and a 
selected visiting guests we draw attention to the fact that use of the old astro pitch 
is greatest and most consistent on Sundays when used by others. The “new“ pitch is 
preserved for pupils but the sports centre has a long and committed involvement 
with commercial enterprise (sports club membership and roller discos - certainly not 
in the original plans!), how long before floodlit hours are requested beyond those 
suggested for commercial benefit? 
 
The NPPF also recognizes that heritage assets are often in private hands, thus 
sustaining them in the long term often requires an incentive for their active 
conservation. Installation of floodlights at the rear of Victorian villas in this locality is 
the reverse of this. 
 
Light Levels 

The applicants state again that vertical illuminance will fall within acceptable levels 
but looking at the recent abridged lighting report of Neil Johnson (compare current 
lighting impact study document with original of 7th July 2015) now just a sample of 
the previous values are documented. Closer inspection demonstrates omission of 
the more than significant light spillage in the gardens reaching 50 lux. This is of 
specific relevance with respect to the concerns raised regarding the floodlights at 
Dean Close school causing possible light spillage levels of 2 lux at the boundary of an 
adjacent garden (ref 10/00144). Planning is about balance but also requires 
consistency. 
 
The sample values now shown are also a result of a difference in definition of “rear 
façade”. Vertical sampling of those walls/rooms (kitchen, bedroom & study) closest 
to the floodlights at the rear are ignored in favour of a more removed dining room 
window. 
 
This application also does not take into account the new reflective nature of the 
buildings being erected and the additive effect this will have light spillage on the 
conservation area of Christ Church and Lansdown. 
 



Light levels values are useful for comparison but do not convey the impact of having 
a 15 metre floodlight adjacent to our garden boundary and the sense of loss of 
privacy this will bring. The Clean Neighbourhoods and Environment Act 2005 clearly 
defines light intrusion as a nuisance to be protected against, it does not require 
specific lux or luminance to be reached, merely that if normal living patterns or 
activities are altered or affected by light spillage it should be considered a nuisance. 
 
Public consultation 

The applicants give a detailed history of their public consultations. These actually 
relate to several different applications for varying sites and activities. The only 
discernable change from the abandoned Oct ’15 application is a reduction in 
retracted floodlight height. 
 
Consultation on the current application involved one open meeting but was not a 
discussion (as required by the NPPF) but a statement of intent. At no point in the 
entire process, current or prior, have the applicants engaged in discussion. The 
reduced retracted height does not address the persistent major concern of 
illumination and intrusive light and its negative impact in a conservation area. 
At the consultation meeting the months of operation were also stipulated (outside of 
British summertime). This does not appear in the current application. It should also 
be noted that once floodlights are in place they could be used on any occasion 
between the allowed hours. Whilst hockey is documented as the main reason for 
extended pitch usage tennis has also been discussed at pre-planning meetings. It is 
therefore quite likely that it is not just winter months when the floodlights may be 
used but on many dull summer and spring days. It is therefore likely there will be 
many occasions when they are switched on at a time when curtains in our houses 
are open or we are using our gardens. 
 
Also previous residents suggestions ensuring use of the “old astro pitch” only if the 
existing flood lit pitch is already in use have not been taken up. Surely this would be 
simple to achieve and show willingness to mitigate the negative consequences on 
neighbouring properties? A required minimum number of pupils using the pitch to 
initiate floodlight illumination was also suggested by residents but does not appear 
in the notes. 
 
When directly questioned why the suggestions to move the pitch nearer the other 
floodlit pitch or at least where it could be screened, the head of CLC estates stated 
“they weren’t being considered because he had be told they only wanted the old 
Astro turf pitch floodlit.” Surely for an environmentally friendly and sustainable 
proposal optimisation of existing facilities and daylight is paramount. The existing 
floodlit pitch should be up-graded and its use maximised. Not only are the 
environmental benefits evident but this pitch is also further away and afforded some 
screening from adjacent houses. 
 
Justification 

The NPPF states development in Conservation Areas should be weighed against 
public benefit. (1.12.134). This proposal carries no public benefit. 



 
This a private school whose economic viability is not dependent on a second floodlit 
hockey pitch. These floodlights are a desire of the school’s not a need. There is 
already a floodlit pitch, which as we have previously shown is under-utilised. The 
additional hours of use provided by floodlighting would be for extracurricular activity 
and allowing greater ‘choice’ for the girls, not as a necessity, this cannot justify the 
harm that floodlighting would do to the area. The continued lack of morning use of 
the pitches demonstrates no required need for additional access to curricular sport. 
 
The independent schools inspectorate gave a glowing report of the CLC, 
congratulating them on their sporting achievements and availability of extracurricular 
activities (Oct 2014) predating the imminent increased indoor provision 
and with only the 1 current floodlit pitch. The school lay great claim as to the need 
of a second pitch by the girls “chosen physical activity’, yet the prior CLC survey 
showed a move away from team sports (in keeping with similar findings by Sport 
England) to those that will be provided by the sports hall expansion, and was the 
argument used to justify the need for increased provision of indoor sports and the 
new large sports centre and should reduce demand on the pitches in the late 
afternoons and early evenings. Perhaps waiting to see the impact of the increased 
availability provided by the new large sports hall before pursuing additional 
floodlighting would be sensible? 
 
Whilst trying to extend pitch use it should also be remembered that poor light is only 
one reason and wind, snow, low temperatures and rain are also factors. The 
floodlights, therefore, that will be present throughout the year are likely to add 
significantly fewer playing hours than initial calculations may suggest. With the 
already accepted considerable sports hall expansion indoor training is suggested as a 
more predictable and practical solution. 
 
The CLC actually already have a floodlight pitch. Its introduction was also 
contentious. It is considerably further from any residential property than the new 
proposed site but still required screening with a large embankment and trees. It 
appears to have been built to a high specification with spectator seating but remains 
underused with or without lighting (timetabled use and "lights on" do not constitute 
actual usage). We have been led to believe that its 12 metre tall floodlights are 
insufficient and illumination of the central pitch is inadequate. Rather than correct 
this, new plans are to floodlight another pitch with even taller floodlights but one so 
close to residential properties that no screening to limit light spill or noise reduction 
will be possible. The floodlights when extended will be near childrens' bedroom 
windows. Although the lighting engineers calculations imply light falling directly on 
the windows will be within permitted limits this completely understates the impact 
of a very brightly lit large area less than 20m from their windows. 
 
Rejection of Well Place Application 

We would like to draw attention to the documented reasons for rejection of the 
previous planning application for the erection of floodlights on the Well Place tennis 
courts by the same applicants. This was a smaller scheme with floodlights only 8m in 



height, on an enclosed site not visible from the surrounding public roads but only 
300m away from the site of the current proposal. (APP/B1605/A/08/2082812) 
The stated reasons include:- 
 

 “ I consider also that the appearance of a brightly lit space in close proximity 
to the private rear sides of the surrounding houses, where darkness would 
normally be expected, would in itself have a negative effect on the living 
conditions of local residents. I conclude that the proposal would harm the 
living conditions of nearby occupiers, contrary to local Plan CP4.” 

 “There is a need for local amenity to be protected when considering 
applications for floodlighting. In this case it is necessary to balance the 
benefits of improving facilities against both the legal duty to preserve or 
enhance the character or appearance of the Central Conservation Area and 
the need to protect the living conditions of local residents…..and I conclude 
the appeal should fail.” 

 
Light spillage levels are greater in the current proposal and the site is not contained, 
particularly with floodlights aligned with the large gap between houses 11 and 15 on 
Christ Church Road. These reasons make it even more applicable to reject this 
proposal. 
 
Road Safety 

We have major concerns about the road safety and regularly hear screeches of 
breaks and horns going as cars try to pull out of the junction with Douro Road. A 
motorist approaching Christ Church Road from Douro Road will be faced with bright 
floodlights interspersed by much darker house frontages making appreciation of 
other road users, particularly cyclists and pedestrians at night or in twilight far more 
difficult to appreciate when in the shadow of a building. The eye adapts 
preferentially and quickly to a bright light making shadow more intense. Thus, light 
produces glare which occurs when the relative overbrightness of a light source 
against a dark background interferes with a person’s ability to view an area or object. 
i.e. glare can conceal rather than reveal. In damp/misty conditions this junction will 
be even more treacherous due to light dispersal. That fact that nobody has been 
seriously injured in recent times does not make it acceptable to ignore the potential 
risk. 
 
The coaches are often parked illegally close to junctions or blocking driveways, leave 
their engines running and several are often parked at a time. This poses significant 
danger at any time of day but on a dark evening would be an even more significant 
threat. Christ Church road has experienced and increase in traffic over the years and 
this will further compound the situation especially at peak rush hour time. 
 
Noise pollution 

Any use of a hockey pitch brings with it a considerable amount of noise. It is 
proposed that matches will be played which will create a significant increase in the 
noise levels of the usual hockey practice from players and supporters. This will be at 
a time when our family will be trying to eat, converse and relax after a busy day. 



Combine this with the glare of the floodlights because the kitchen blind is usually 
open until after sunset, and our pleasant evening is going to be shattered. 
CLC propose to put protection on the surrounding boards, but not the goals, to 
dampen the noise of the ball striking it. Only last Sunday 2 girls spent a significant 
time practicing shots, which sounded like shots being fired, and could be heard as far 
away as Lansdown Terrace. The protection to outside boards will not impact on this. 
Boards do not reduce the noise from screaming (stand in our garden when CLC 
score!), the whistles or more recently the horn used to help the officials. 
 
Conclusion 

We are privileged to live in such a location. The CLC are a valued local school and 
business which has done much to ensure the continued success of the town and 
have contributed to improving the local environment with refurbishment and 
improvement of several notable local buildings. However, it is a symbiotic 
relationship and the school is advantaged by its location in a pleasant residential 
area and this should be preserved. We cannot support the current proposals of 
floodlighting and conclude the above proposal is at odds with the NPPF and will lead 
to a significant further loss of local amenity (defined as "the pleasant or normally 
satisfactory aspects of the location"). We find it especially difficult to understand 
how it could be considered acceptable to floodlight a site with no containment, in a 
conservation area, within metres of residential properties and in clear view of many 
road at multiple points when a more sensible and economic approach would be to 
upgrade the lights for the existing floodlit pitch, which exists, and affords some 
protection from the light 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Mark & Sally James 
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