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Rother District Council 
 

Report to   -  Planning Committee 

Date    - 11 March 2021 

Report of the  -  Head of Strategy and Planning 

Subject - Application RR/2019/1659/P 

Address - PGL, former Pestalozzi, Ladybird Lane, 

  SEDLESCOMBE 

Proposal - Change of use of site from a use comprising conference, 
dining, administration & education facilities with 
associated accommodation, to a use comprising a 
residential training and educational activity centre; 
together with operational development including kitchen 
extension to existing building, extension to existing 
accommodation block, new accommodation blocks, 
tenting area, car and coach park, site access 
improvements and new coach passing places, outdoor 
activities structures, new activity pond, living acoustic 
fencing and parkland tree planting. 

View application/correspondence 

 

 
RECOMMENDATION: It be RESOLVED to GRANT (FULL PLANNING) 
DELEGATED SUBJECT TO CONDITIONS AND COMPLETION OF A SECTION 
106 AGREEMENT  
 

 
Head of Service: Tim Hickling 
 

 
Applicant:   PGL Travel Limited 
Agent: Avison Young (Mr Oliver Collins) 
Case Officer: Mr M. Cathcart 
                            (Email: mark.cathcart@rother.gov.uk) 
Parish: SEDLESCOMBE 
Ward Members: Councillors C.R. Maynard and J. Vine-Hall 
 
Reason for Committee consideration: Head of Service referral:  Significant 
public interest. 
 
Statutory 13-week date: 25 October 2019 
Extension of time agreed to 13 November 2020 
 

 
1.0 UPDATE AND SUMMARY 
 
1.1 This planning application was previously reported to the Planning Committee 

in August 2020. Following late representations received the application was 
withdrawn from the agenda for further consideration and is now reported 
back to the Planning Committee for determination. 

http://planweb01.rother.gov.uk/OcellaWeb/planningDetails?reference=RR/2019/1659/P
http://planweb01.rother.gov.uk/OcellaWeb/planningDetails?reference=RR/2019/1659/P
mailto:mark.cathcart@rother.gov.uk
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1.2 The application as originally submitted has been amended and the 
description of the development being applied for has been changed to that 
referenced above. The key amendments relate principally to: 
 

 Reduction in the number of activity structures and repositioning. 

 Reduction in the size of the activity pond. 

 Reduction in the number of tents. 

 Erecting natural green willow acoustic fencing. 

 Deleting the proposed toilet and shower block. 

 Re-design to the proposed accommodation blocks. 

 Green (living) roofs to the accommodation blocks. 

 Widening of the entrance. 

 Reducing the size of the proposed car park. 

 Parkland tree planting. 
 
The revised scheme is reported here for determination. 
 

1.3 The application relates to a large site at the edge of the village of 
Sedlescombe that was formerly occupied as the Pestalozzi International 
Children’s Village but was recently acquired by the Applicants, PGL Travel 
Ltd. PGL operate several sites throughout the UK (and France) and 
specialise in educational activity courses, school trips, French language 
courses, children’s activity holidays, summer camps and ski trips.  
 

1.4 PGL are seeking to use the site and the application seeks planning 
permission for the proposed developments set out in the application 
description. 

 
1.5 In summary, the application site lies within the countryside at the edge of the 

village. Parts of the site are previously developed land having been used 
since the 1950s by the Pestalozzi to provide residential accommodation and 
training to young people from overseas. The scope of this use was 
expanded by the granting of an earlier  planning permission in 2008 
(application ref: RR/2007/397/P) to the Pestalozzi, which introduced 
conference and other facilities on the site, including further accommodation 
blocks, so that external individuals and groups could experience residential 
training courses on the site to run along-side the Pestalozzi business model. 
This permission has been partly implemented. 

 
1.6 In this regard: (i) development has commenced under the earlier planning 

permission for the purposes of s56 of the Town and country Planning Act 
1990 (“TCPA 1990”); (ii) because development has commenced, the earlier 
planning permission has not lapsed and is extant: (iii) the development 
permitted by the earlier planning permission has been partly undertaken, but 
not completed in its entirety. 

 
1.7 Also, at that time, the Council granted planning permission (RR/2007/378/P) 

for 6 dwellings within the Pestalozzi estate as enabling development to help 
fund the improvements to the Pestalozzi (full details approved under 
RR/2010/1671/P). This residential development has been fully implemented 
and is now known as Oaklands Park. However, the Pestalozzi’s occupation 
was not able to continue, and it has now vacated the site, having sold it to 
the current applicants. The site still contains some of the original Pestalozzi 
buildings – though others have been demolished. 
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1.8 The 2008 planning permission, being partly implemented, remains a live 
(extant) planning permission. Additional buildings approved under that 
planning permission that have not been built, can still be built. The 2008 
planning permission is a material consideration in the determination of the 
current planning application. 

 
1.9 There are some similarities between the proposed PGL use of the site and 

the format Pestalozzi use – as expanded by the 2008 planning permission – 
in that they aim to provide residential training courses for young people; 
however, in the case of PGL the use would be seasonal and the nature of 
the training experience based rather more on outside activity, including the 
use of specially constructed activity bases. The current application proposal 
has merit in that it utilises a vacant and partly previously developed site. 
Moreover, the application has been amended from that originally submitted 
to reduce the scale of the development and to introduce mitigation measures 
in respect of the main areas of concern. 

 
1.10 The main issues for consideration are the impact of the development on the 

character and appearance of the landscape, including the High Weald Area 
of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB); the impact of the development on 
the amenities of local residents; the highway implications; and any impacts 
on biodiversity. 

 
1.11 The application has generated a large volume of objections in response to 

the planning notice; however, the application must be judged on its individual 
planning merits and with due regard to planning policies and taking into 
account all material planning considerations (not the volume of objection). 

 
1.12 Consultations have been carried out with statutory and advisory bodies and 

having assessed the responses received it is considered that subject to a 
Section 106 Agreement and conditions, planning permission can be granted. 

 

 
2.0 SITE 
 
2.1 The application site (some 55 hectares) lies to the south of Sedlescombe 

village. For several years it was occupied by the Pestalozzi International 
Village Trust (the Pestalozzi), which was established in the 1950s; however, 
this occupation has now ceased, and the site has been acquired by the 
Applicants, PGL, a private company specialising in residential and day 
activity holidays for children. 

 
2.2 The site comprises an undulating rural landscape, containing pastureland 

and woodland areas, but also buildings and infrastructure remaining from the 
former occupation of the site by the Pestalozzi. The built development is 
within the central part of the application site scattered around the access 
road. The main complex of buildings comprises an assortment of individual 
blocks for accommodation, education and administration purposes. In 
addition to this there are a number of separate private residential properties 
surrounded by the redline site identified by the Applicants (Oaklands Manor, 
a converted stable block – four dwellings, and a cluster of 6 no detached 
dwellings (Oaklands Park).  
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2.3 Vehicular access into the site is via a single-track road ‘Ladybird Lane’. This 
has a northern entrance (adjacent to West Lodge) to the B2244, close to its 
junction with Chapel Hill, and a southern entrance to Cottage Lane (adjacent 
to South Lodge). Oaklands Manor, the adjacent former stable block 
properties,  and those within the more recent Oaklands Park development, 
share the Ladybird Lane access road. 

 
2.4 To the north of the site, between the northern access and the village are the 

Sedlescombe Sports Fields, the River Rother, and open fields. Chapel Hill 
follows the western boundary of the site; this continues to form Cottage 
Lane, which follows the southern boundaries of the site. To the east of the 
site lies woodland and semi-open countryside. Both Chapel Hill and Cottage 
Lane contain a loose scattering of properties, mainly in residential use. 

 
2.5 The site is outside the Development Boundary for Sedlescombe as identified 

in the Neighbourhood Plan. It is also within the designated High Weald Area 
of Outstanding Natural Beauty. There are three areas of ancient woodland 
with the site, with other areas being identified as a BAP (Biodiversity Action 
Plan) sites. 

 

 
3.0 PROPOSAL 
 
3.1 The application principally proposes the following operational development: 
 

 Kitchen extension – a new building (395sqm) forming a commercial 
kitchen and dining area attached to an existing building – the former 
‘conference centre’, which would be utilised as a dining hall. 

 Single storey extension to existing accommodation block (former 
Trisong Ngonga) to provide 4 no staff bedrooms (80sqm). 

 Two new accommodation blocks (two storey): Block 1 (1,125sqm) and 
Block 2 (480sqm). 

 Tenting area: permanent development would comprise 30 no. hard 
standings within the field south of the dining area to accommodate 
seasonal tented village (30 no. tents). 

 Car and coach park (85 car spaces overlapping 7 no coach spaces – 
(i.e. to be used by either) located in south part of village – next to Swiss 
Hall building. 

 Access improvements – widening of the northern entrance (adjacent to 
West Lodge) to the B2244 close to its junction with Chapel Hill, and the 
associated roadway ‘Ladybird Lane’ for about 35m into the site to allow 
two coaches (leaving and entering, to pass). Also, the creation of 
coach passing bays on Ladybird Lane. 

 Outdoor activity structures: a four-line ‘zip wire’ following the sloping 
ground levels (250m length) suspended on 3.5m high poles and a 
platform (about 1m high) at the start and finishing at ground level; 
climbing wall (13m tall); abseil tower (13.5m tall); linear courses x2 
(Jacob’s ladder) (about 12.8m tall); swings x2 (14m tall); activity 
shelters (4m x 2.4m). 

 The excavation of a pond (about 2300 sq. m) within the grassland 
pasture to the west of the proposed car park, to be used for activities 
such as canoeing and raft building (dimensions: 70m x 36m x 1m 
deep). 
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 Acoustic ‘green willow’ fencing to act as mitigation in respect of noise 
emanating from activity at pond, tenting area, and activity structures, as 
well as providing visual screening. 

 New planting and landscaping. 
 

[NB Figures given for the size of buildings relate to the ground floor external 
footprint]. 

 
3.2 In addition to the proposed new built development listed above PGL would 

utilise existing former Pestalozzi buildings (Sainsbury House, Swiss Hall, 
Education Centre, former Trisong Ngonga, former Songtsen Khang, former 
Chief Executives House, former VW (staff) Houses.  

 
3.3 In terms of capacity (numbers of people), overall, the application would 

provide a maximum summer capacity for about 749 people sleeping on site:  
 

 (609 guests (made up of 541 children and 68 teachers) and (between 115 
and 140 PGL staff) = up to 749). 

 
In terms of the number of guests, however, the Applicant states that no more 
than 90% of this accommodation capacity would ever be reached, as the 
need to keep schools and genders separate means that there would always 
be unfilled beds.  Moreover, it is said that this peak period of occupancy 
would only occur in mid-week during May and June which is the main time 
for school bookings.   

 
3.4 The staff and guests would be accommodated in the proposed two new 

accommodation blocks (480); the proposed tented area (129), and the 
residual (between 115 and 140), principally staff, would be accommodated in 
existing buildings.  

 
3.5 PGL provides organised activity holidays, mostly to school groups, for the full 

age range of 7-17 years, although PGL does also offer independent holidays 
for children who are not part of a larger group. 

 
3.6  Residential courses are aimed at enabling engagement in a variety of 

organised sporting and outdoor adventure activities, which test both physical 
and mental abilities while helping to improve a young person’s social skills 
by engendering teamwork.  

 
3.7 The timetabled use of activity bases would run from 9am until 5/5:30 pm with 

evening entertainment running no later than 9pm. 
 
3.8 Residential courses offered are typically three, five or seven days in length 

with the shorter stays more popular from March-June and September-
October and the longer weekly stays generally more popular over July and 
August. 

 
3.9 PGL sites are effectively closed during the winter months from the end of 

October into late February. 
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4.0 HISTORY  
 
4.1 Recent PGL application: 
  
 RR/2020/48/T Works to various trees – withdrawn. 
 
4.2 History: 
 
 Historically the site was part of the Oaklands Estate, which sat within a 

parkland setting with lodges to the north and south entrance gates. Oaklands 
was separated from the estate several years ago when Pestalozzi acquired 
the land and was established in the 1950s. 

 
 The site has an extensive planning history. The following applications are 

particularly relevant to the application.  
 
4.3 Housing development: 
 

RR/2007/378/P Outline: erection of 6 dwellings with alteration to an existing 
access – approved (with Section 106 planning obligation) as ‘enabling 
development’ in respect of improved facilities at Pestalozzi (as set out in 
application RR/2007/397/P) – Approved conditionally 

 
RR/2010/1671/P Proposed residential development comprising of 6 no. 
detached dwellings with detached garages; proposed access road and 
soft/hard landscaping proposals; full approval sought following granting of 
outline approval for 6 dwelling development. RR/2007/378/P – Approved 
conditionally and implemented.  

 
4.4 Pestalozzi: 
  

RR/2007/397/P Part demolition of existing and construction of replacement 
buildings including improved conference, dining, administration & education 
facilities, accommodation; associated works including parking and alteration 
to existing access – approved (with Section 106 planning obligation) – part 
implemented.   

 
RR/2007/397/MA Non-material amendment to RR/2007/397/P re. part 
demolition of existing and construction of replacement buildings including 
improved conference, dining, administration and education facilities, 
accommodation including roof lights and associated works including parking 
and alterations to an existing access – approved. 

 
RR/2010/1264/P Amendments involving proposed relocation of approved 
conference block to site of approved administration block necessitating 
relocation of administration block following planning permission 
RR/2007/397/P – approved. 

 
RR/2015/1557/MA Non-material amendments to approved applications 
RR/2007/397/P & RR/2010/1264/P. Make use of the void below part of the 
new building for storage and boiler plant to permit access without disturbing 
primary function of building. Change shape of the ventilation chimneys to 
function. To omit roof windows on the south roof slope. Incorporate opening 
lights in south facing windows for low level ventilation. Show timber cladding 
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to its correct size. Include fire escape path linking doors to south side. Adjust 
ground levels in north east corner. Bat roost areas shown – approved. 

 
4.5 Associated temporary permissions for children’s activity structures (with 

expiry date): 
 

RR/2008/893/P Temporary climbing and abseiling tower (to 31/10/2008) 
 

 RR/2008/3338/P Erection of a temporary climbing and abseiling tower (to 
31/10/2009) 

 
 RR/2009/370/P Construction of zip wire (to 31/10/2014) 
 
 RR/2009/3089/P Climbing & abseiling tower (to 31/10/2010) 
  
 RR/2010/2979/P Temporary abseiling tower (to 31/10/2011) 
 

(The above where granted to ‘Travel Class Ltd’). 
 

 
5.0 POLICIES 
 
5.1 The following policies of the Rother Local Plan Core Strategy 2014 (CS) are 

relevant to the proposal: 
 

 OSS2: Use of development boundaries 

 OSS3: Location of development 

 OSS4: General development considerations 

 RA2: General strategy for the countryside 

 RA3: Development in the countryside 

 EC6: Tourism activities and facilities 

 EN1: Landscape stewardship 

 EN3: Design quality 

 EN5: Biodiversity and green space 

 TR3: Access and new development 

 TR4: Car parking  
 

5.2 The Sedlescombe Neighbourhood Plan (NP) has now been made and is in 
force. The following policies are relevant to the proposal: 

 

 Policy 1: Sedlescombe development boundary 

 Policy 3: Land at Pestalozzi  
 
5.3 The following policies of the Development and Site Allocations Local Plan 

(DaSA) are relevant to the proposal: 
 

 DEC2: Holiday sites 

 DEN1: Maintaining landscape character 

 DEN2: The High Weald AONB 

 DEN4: Biodiversity and green space 

 DEN5 Sustainable drainage 
 

http://www.rother.gov.uk/CoreStrategy
http://www.rother.gov.uk/dasa
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5.4  The National Planning Policy Framework and National Planning Policy 
Guidance are also material considerations. The following parts of the 
National Planning Policy Framework are particularly relevant to the 
development proposal:    

 

 Paragraph 11: the presumption in favour of sustainable development  

 Paragraph 38: decision-making  

 Paragraph 83-84: supporting a prosperous rural economy 

 Paragraphs 47- 48: determining applications 

 Paragraph 172: development in the AONB 
  

 5.5   The High Weald AONB Unit Management Plan (2019-2024) is also relevant 
to the consideration of the application. The following are particularly relevant: 

 

 Objective S2: to protect the historic pattern and character of settlement 

 Objective S3: to enhance the architectural quality of the High weald and 
ensure development reflects the character of the High Weald in its 
scale, layout and design 

 Objective G2: to protect sandstone outcrops, soils and other important 
landform and geological features 

 Objective W1: to enhance the ecological quality and functioning of 
woodland at a landscape scale 

 Objective W2: to enhance the ecological quality and functioning of 
woodland at a landscape scale. 

 

 
6.0 CONSULTATIONS 
 
6.1 Highway Authority: NO OBJECTION subject to the imposition of conditions. 
 
6.1.1 Summary: ‘Following my objection to the development proposal additional 

information has been submitted to address my concerns regarding the site 
access layout, clarify the level of traffic which would be generated by the 
proposed use and the capacity of the proposed site access junction to 
accommodate said traffic. The submitted information has allayed my 
concerns and my objection is withdrawn; however, I recommend that any 
grant of consent includes appropriate highway conditions.’ 

 
6.2  Highways England:  NO OBJECTION: 
 
6.2.1 Summary: ‘On the basis that we are satisfied that the development will not 

materially affect the safety, reliability and/or operation of the strategic road 
network (the tests set out in DfT Circular 02/2013, particularly paragraphs 9 
& 10, and DCLG National Planning Policy Framework particularly paragraph 
109) in this location and its vicinity’ 

 
6.3 Environment Agency: GENERAL COMMENTS (summarised): 
 
6.3.1 Biodiversity: We note the ecological information has been updated and trust 

the recommendations within the Protected Species Survey report will be 
adhered to. 

 
  Groundwater protection: For this type and scale of development we would 

make no detailed comments.  
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Flood risk: We have no concerns relating to the risk of flooding from rivers or 
the sea. 

 
6.4 Southern Water Services: NO OBJECTION. 
 
6.5 Lead Local Flood Authority (ESCC - SuDS): NO OBJECTION: 
 
6.5.1 Summary: ‘The information provided is satisfactory and enables the LLFA to 

determine that the proposed development is capable of managing flood risk 
effectively. Although there will be a need for standard conditions which are 
outlined in this response’. 

 
6.6 Natural England: GENERAL COMMENT: (summarised): 
 
6.6.1 ‘The consultation document indicates that this development includes 

Deciduous Woodland and Wood Pasture and Parkland priority habitat, as 
listed on Section 41 of the Natural Environmental and Rural Communities 
(NERC) Act 2006. The National Planning Policy Framework states that 
‘when determining planning applications, local planning authorities should 
aim to conserve and enhance biodiversity. If significant harm resulting from 
development cannot be avoided (through locating on an alternative site with 
less harmful impacts), adequately mitigated, or, as a last resort, 
compensated for, then planning permission should be refused’. 

 
6.6.2 Separate comment received state that although the minimum size of a buffer 

zone with ancient woodland should be at least 15 metres, Natural England's 
standing advice would expect this to be significantly larger for a development 
of this nature and size. 

 
6.7 County Ecologist: NO OBJECTION: 
 
6.7.1 Summary: ‘The information provided is satisfactory and enables the LPA to 

determine that whilst the proposed development is likely to have an impact 
on biodiversity, those impacts can be mitigated through the application of 
planning conditions which are outlined in this response.’ 

 
6.8  County Landscape Architect: NO OBJECTION subject to conditions outlined 

below.  
 
6.8.1 Further to a site visit being undertaken and with regard to the revised 

drawings provided, revised comments have been received (summarised): 
 

1. The proposed green roofs to the accommodation blocks will help to 
integrate the buildings into the local landscape. Public views towards 
the site of these buildings are distant and the buildings would be 
partially screened by the intervening trees, some of which are 
evergreen. The buildings need to be considered in the context of the 
existing built development on the site and the extant planning 
permission.  

2. The proposed willow wall around the activity pond would be preferable 
to a timber fence. This would be an artificial feature and would need to 
be screened/softened by appropriate native tree and shrub planting. 

3. The proposed planting around the pond would help to integrate it into 
the surrounding landscape. 
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4. The development would need to demonstrate and overall enhancement 
to the AONB landscape and it is recommended that the Applicant is 
required to provide a detailed landscape management plan for the 
entire site area, and this would need to include: 
(a) Confirmation of proposed circulation routes around the site and 

in particular between activities. This would need to ensure that 
valuable areas of parkland habitat of wood pasture and 
woodland are not subjected to excessive trampling. If surfaced 
paths are to be introduced the location and materials used 
would need to be agreed. 

(b) A landscape and ecological management plan for all areas of 
the Pestalozzi estate and in particular parkland pasture, 
woodland and ponds. This would need to enhance and protect 
the historic character of the parkland. 

(c) Full implementation of the tree planting strategy submitted to 
support the application. 

  
6.9 AONB Unit: OBJECTION (summary): 
 
6.9.1 - The scale and bulk of the proposed guest accommodation conflicts with 

objective S3 of the High Weald AONB Management Plan (HWAONBMP).  
 

- The proposed creation of a new lake would result in significant change to 
the landform of this part of the AONB, which would conflict with objective G2 
of the HWAONBMP. 

 
- The development would be detrimental to the sense of naturalness, 
remoteness, tranquillity and dark skies contrary to objective OQ4 of the 
Management Plan. 
 
- It would result in a substantially greater pressure on the Ancient Woodland 
habitats within the site than the previous use resulting in damage from soil 
compression and disturbance to habitats and species, contrary to objectives 
W1 and W2 of the Management Plan. 
 
- Given the impacts of the proposed change of use and operational 
development on the purposes for which the AONB was designated (i.e. 
conserving and enhancing natural beauty) it is advised that this development 
should be considered ‘major’ in the terms of National Planning Policy 
Framework paragraph 172.  Planning permission should therefore be 
refused other than in exceptional circumstances and where it can be 
demonstrated that the development is in the public interest having regard to 
the tests set out in that paragraph. 

 
6.10 County Archaeologist: NO OBJECTION subject to conditions: 
 
6.10.1  The information provided is satisfactory and identifies that there is a risk that 

archaeological remains will be damaged. Nonetheless it is acceptable that 
the risk of damage to archaeology is mitigated by the application of planning 

 conditions (outlined in the response).  
      
6.11 Head of Environmental Services, Licensing & Community Safety - 

Environmental Health: NO OBJECTION (summary): 
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6.11.1  ‘In summary: The lack of guidance for this proposed use makes this 
application difficult to assess. However, even though residents will likely hear 
some children noise at times, Environmental Health has no justification to 
recommend refusal for this Planning application. It is in the interests of PGL 
to proactively manage noise from this site. This is because any future noise 
complaints made to Environmental Health will be investigated under 
Statutory Nuisance legislation and if a Statutory Nuisance is identified, 
formal action would be undertaken.  

 
However, the noise assessment indicates that this plan will not result in a 
Significant Adverse Impact and any potential adverse impacts have been 
mitigated by good design of the site and introduction of measures to 
minimise noise. As such, Environmental Health recommends approval with 
conditions.’ 

 
6.12 Sussex Police: NO OBJECTION. 
 
6.13 Parish Council: OBJECTION (summarised): 
 

 A major development in the AONB needs to demonstrate that it satisfies 
the criteria of ‘exceptional circumstances’ and being ‘in the public 
interest’. 

 It directly contravenes the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 
(CRoW) Part IV section 82 which specifically reaffirms the primary 
purpose of the AONB designation is to conserve the landscape and 
enhance scenic beauty. 

 PGL should not be able to rely on the extant permission in making this 
application which should be treated as a new application.  

 the proposed lake creates a permanent damaging change to this historic 
field and the AONB,  

 Noise from activity on the lake will be loud and will directly affect South 
Lodge and the adjacent dwellings in Chapel Lane and Chapel Hill 
(private dwellings). 

 The zip wires in their proposed locations will generate significant noise 7 
days a week directly adjacent to both residential properties and more 
distantly to but still materially affecting residences in Sedlescombe 
village itself. 

 The proposed accommodation blocks are significant in size and are 
presented as large singular structures with no subtlety in design. The 
buildings will be highly visible from across the Brede Valley and will 
generate significant light pollution in a rural area where dark skies are 
supported in the High Weald AONB. In addition, they incorporate 
materials which out of keeping. 

 This development would attract some 706 guests each week in addition 
to the 170 staff. The proposal is for 22,500 visitors over an 8-month 
period. The accommodation has a capacity for 706 guest and 170 staff, 
a total of 876 people. On the basis of an average dwelling having an 
average of 2.5 occupants, the proposal equates to the construction of 
dwellings for the equivalent of 350 dwellings which would increase the 
number of dwellings and permanent and semi-permanent population of 
Sedlescombe village by some 60%. This equates to the creation of a 
village comparable in size to Catsfield or Staplecross This can only ever 
be viewed as a large development and should be refused on that basis 
alone given the local plan.  



pl210311 - RR/2019/1659/P 

 Highways issues. Widening the access at Chapel Hill to allow two 
coaches to pass creates an increased risk of accident for other road 
users; these changes would fundamentally and negatively change the 
look of the entrance to both the historic parkland and Sedlescombe 
village. The site entrance is directly outside a private residence and 
would cause a significant loss of amenity for that property. 

 PGL states that they will ensure coaches are routed via the A21 and not 
through the village; however, this cannot be effectively conditioned or 
enforced. 

 The submitted Noise Impact Assessment does not satisfactorily address 
the impacts of noise and disturbance from activities on the site and the 
harm these will have on the amenities of local residents. 

 It should be noted that the High Weald AONB is celebrated for its 
tranquillity; the application is in conflict with this feature.  

 Contrary to the Applicant’s assertion that outdoor activity equipment has 
been “a regular feature in connection with the existing use of the site”, 
approval in the past was for the temporary use of a single climbing/abseil 
tower and a single zip wire, for use in the summer months by far fewer 
children than currently proposed (250 per month vs. 706 per day), and 
that this significantly lower level of outdoor activity ceased more than 8 
years ago. 

 Of concern noise from the tented area particular concern during the 
sensitive evening and night-time periods. There is no guarantee that an 
adult will always be present to supervise. 

 The proposed green willow acoustic barriers to reduce noise would take 
many years to reach a height and density to be effective. Additionally, 
this type of planting is inconsistent with the parkland environment. 

 30 large tents located on concrete bases in the High Weald AONB are 
contrary to local plan policy and neither enhance nor conserve the 
AONB landscape and scenic beauty. It should be noted that they are 
being sited on undeveloped land. The proposed camping is in direct 
conflict with policy RA2 para 12.63. The proposal neither improves an 
existing camping site nor is it of small scale and the permanent nature of 
the concrete bases is unacceptable in the AONB.  

 PGL’s legal advice seeks to support a view that each field can be treated 
as a planning unit and used as a camp site under the 28-day permitted 
development rights. This is simply not correct. It is well established that 
the 28-day permitted development rights apply to the whole of a single 
area of parkland use in one ownership. 

 The proposed development is in conflict with policy 1 of the 
Sedlescombe Neighbourhood Plan (SNP) which defines the 
development boundary and policy 3 which outlines the expected level of 
new development at Pestalozzi.  

 Regarding the three objectives of sustainable development set out in the 
National Planning Policy Framework; when considering the 
environmental objectives the development would cause significant and 
permanent damage to the landscape, scenic beauty and tranquillity of 
the High Weald AONB; It would provide positive social benefits for 
children; however, it cannot be said to provide local social benefits for 
Sedlescombe residents (as evidences by the high number of objections). 
It would deliver short term economic benefits in terms of the construction 
required, although this is unlikely to be locally sourced. Ongoing it would 
appear that the PGL centre would employ some local staff, but generally 
at the lowest pay levels. They confirm that the majority of their supplies 
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would not be locally sourced, with local sourcing only being used for 
‘last-minute items’. They do say that staff may use local taxis, which has 
some but a very modest local economic uplift. The economic benefit of 
this development is at best neutral.  

 Whilst Sedlescombe Parish Council and residents of Sedlescombe are 
clear that they support the type of fun-based activity centres that PGL 
supplies as a business, the fundamental issue is that whilst it is a good 
activity for children the proposed development is simply in the wrong 
location for this business. The issue for this application is about the 
location of the activity centre in the AONB, and the effect of those 
activities on both the amenity of neighbours and the impact on the 
landscape, scenic beauty and tranquillity of the AONB. 

 
6.14 Planning Notice: 
 
6.14.1 A petition containing 90 names has been received OBJECTING on the 

grounds of (i) significant change in the nature of activities from educational to 
leisure; (ii) impact on the AONB; (loss of residential amenity;(iii) impact on 
ancient woodland and biodiversity; and (iv) impact on parkland setting. 

 
6.14.2 Some 1,030 letters of OBJECTION have been received; this total includes 

letters received in response to the original planning application, letters 
received in response to the amended plans following re-publicising the 
application, 200+ based on a pro-forma, and multiple letters from the 
occupiers of the same properties. The standardised letter states objections 
to the development on the grounds of (i) overdevelopment and intensification 
of the site within the AONB; (ii) Impact on neighbouring residential amenity 
arising from noise, air and light pollution; (iii) significant increase in traffic, 
and (iv) the development will have no benefits to the local community but will 
impact on wildlife, ancient woodland, historic parkland, and dark skies. In 
addition to local residents this includes an objection on behalf of the 
Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE); (summarised): 
 

 General: 
 

 Comments to the original application remain unaltered. The revised 
application continues to be unacceptable. 

 The amended application comprises minor cosmetic changes to the 
previously deposited plans, together with post hoc justifications to the 
already submitted objections. 

 Out of all proportion to the size of Sedlescombe. 

 PGL already have another 12 sites in the UK, including one only ten 
miles away at Windmill Hill, so there is no need for another site in this 
unique location, especially one that will provide little or no 
environmental, social or economic benefit. 

 
Use of the site: 

 

 The existing permission from RDC does not allow for activity equipment 
or a lake or a permanent campsite.  

 RDC provided the existing planning permission with the intended use of 
the site primarily based on indoor education and conference facilities. 

 The PGL application is based on providing outdoor activity equipment 
for its guests. This is clearly a substantial change of use. 
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 The scale of the proposal is excessive in terms of guest numbers. 
Pestalozzi had a planning application approved for two accommodation 
blocks for 180 guests plus a refurbishment for 60 students plus 40 staff 
- a total of 280. In contrast the PGL application is for 480 guests in two 
accommodation blocks plus 226 (in 53 tents) plus 170 staff - a total of 
876. 

 This is a change of use from C2 to D2; Pestalozzi had at most 60 
children, who walked down Ladybird Lane to catch the bus to attend 
Sussex College. 

 Concerned that PGL seem to be suggesting that any planning approval 
should not include any restriction on the number of people on the site; 
this would be intolerable for a village of 1400 inhabitants which is 
already being subjected to an increase of up to 900 additional persons. 
 

Impact on countryside landscape including AONB: 
 

 Unacceptable use of a tranquil site located in an AONB area which 
must be protected. 

 The impact this development will have on the land, the watercourses 
and nearby ancient woodland could be devastating. 

 Sedlescombe is an area with exceptional night skies due to low light 
pollution which will be significantly affected by the proposal. 

 Development will result in loss of trees om Ladybird Lane. 
 

Biodiversity: 
 

 I have seen grass snakes, owls and badgers on the site.  

 Very negative impact on nature conservation, ancient woodland and 
fields and parkland of historical and archaeological importance. 

 
Amenity: 

 

 A number of objectors have criticised the technical noise assessment 
by the Council’s Environmental Health Service of the Applicant’s 
acoustics report 

 The proposed use is incompatible with the surrounding area. 

 Noise activity and disturbance would have an unacceptable impact on 
the residential amenity of those living in the locality. 

 The noise generated by 600 children on a daily basis including 
weekends from February until November would be relentless and 
intolerable. 

 The planned outdoor activities including a five wire Zip Line will create 
a noise pollution.  

 Exhaust fumes from coaches and extra staff/deliveries will adversely 
affect the well-being of local residents. 

 Noise from the campsite will impact on nearby houses. 

 Under the Human Rights Act, a person has the right to peaceful 
enjoyment of all their possessions, which includes the home and 
surrounding land, and protection of the countryside, unless it is in the 
public interest.  

 The times are apparently going to be from 7am until 9.30pm seven 
days a week. 
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 South Lodge purchased additional land from Pestalozzi some years 
ago after the original planning had been agreed; this means that the 
car/coach park (in the previously approved position) would now be 
closer to our boundary. 

 Concerned about noise from activities not requiring planning consent, 
disco’s, campfire activities, plant noise. 
 

Highways: 
 

 There would be substantially increased levels of traffic with additional 
coaches, cars and delivery vehicles on roads and junctions which are 
not able to accommodate this level of traffic. 

 The traffic movements both daily and weekly will have an adverse 
impact on the village which is already suffering from a high volume of 
non-local traffic with HGV's and coaches using it as a 'rat-run' to avoid 
the A21. 

 Of concern is the volume of traffic that will use Ladybird Lane, 
consisting of coaches and staff cars. The Lane is currently a safe place 
for families and children to safely walk and access the village. 

 Traffic problems will be compounded with predicted 60 coaches that 
could arrive and depart in one day, plus deliveries and staff travel. 

 Increase in traffic on what is already a dangerous junction; the Chapel 
Hill/B2244 junction already has notoriously bad sight lines and the 
increased number of vehicles turning into Ladybird Lane will only 
increase the likelihood of accidents. 
 

Policy: 
 

 The application conflicts with policies EN1, EN5, RA2, RA3, OSS3 and 
OSS4, of Rother Local Plan Core Strategy and HG8 and EM10 of the 
Rother Local Plan 2006. 

 The application conflicts with the National Planning Policy Framework 
clauses 170-177. 

 Conflicts with the High Weald AONB management plan Objectives W1, 
W2.  

 Conflicts with Sedlescombe Neighbourhood Plan Objectives 7-10 and 
12. Policy 3 of the Sedlescombe Neighbourhood Plan. 

 Development guidance states that major developments should not take 
place in AONBs apart from in exceptional circumstances; this is clearly 
a major development, and clearly not an exceptional circumstance. 

 
Infrastructure and Services: 

 

 No assessment has been made of the likely impact on local GP and 
NHS services nor the opinions of these services sought as to how they 
might be affected. 

 Sedlescombe and Westfield Surgery: No discussion or consultation has 
been held with this surgery over the ability of our small village surgery 
to cope with this unfunded additional workload or the local hospital 
which is already overstretched. The GPs at this Surgery therefore 
opposes the application from PGL in the strongest possible terms. Dr's 
Mirchandani, Pashley, Meilak, Di-Stefano and Davis. 
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6.14.3 In addition to the above, OBJECTIONS have been submitted on behalf of a 
group of local residents by: GRF Planning; Acoustic Associates Sussex Ltd 
(rebuttal to applicant’s acoustics reports); Dr John Feltwell - Wildlife Matters 
Consultancy (rebuttal to applicant’s biodiversity reports and comments by 
County Ecologist); Kingsley Smith Solicitors LLP (legal opinion); and Richard 
Buxton Solicitors (comments in relation to development and last summer’s 
committee agenda). 

 
The above reports and the individual letters of representation can be viewed 
in full on the website. 

 
6.14.4 Seven Letters of SUPPORT (summarised): 

 

 A well thought out scheme which will bring many benefits to the village 
and community. Well planned and screened development. I do over- 
look the site from my house and do not consider it to be a problem. 

 It will bring employment into the village and an area providing 
wholesome activities for children is surely much better than what could 
end up there! 

 PGL offers many activities for young people growing up in today’s 
challenging world. I would envisage this site as a perfect location for 
such a project. Surely this is a better option than it becomes a derelict 
ruin and the target for local vandalism. 

 Local residents did not have a problem buying property that was built 
from Pestalozzi in the past, when they required funding; this 
counteracts the AONB argument. 

 This facility will not only inject some life into the village, it will provide 
much needed local employment; engender further investment, which 
should result in a greater range of local facilities. In the event the 
application is refused, what will we get as a substitute - more housing? 

 I look forward to hearing children’s laughter. As long as it doesn't go on 
into the night. 

 
6.14.5  Letters of GENERAL COMMENT (summarised): 
 

 PGL should investigate whether improvements to the local bus routes 
(e.g. the Community Transport) could be affected, such that site users 
and local residents alike could benefit. 

 We are in general in support of this scheme but have our concerns as 
PGL wish to put a bay for coaches to pull into adjacent to our property 
(Old Orchard, Chapel Hill), which would allow people on said coaches 
to look directly into our home/bedrooms. The bay is also opposite the 
Lodge and would affect them severely too. 

 

 
7.0 APPRAISAL: 
  
7.1  Main issues: 
 
7.1.1  The main issues for consideration are (i) the use of the site; (ii) the impact of 

the development on the character and appearance of the landscape, 
including the High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB); (iii) 
the impact of the development on the amenities of local residents; (iv) the 
highway implications; and (v) any impacts on bio-diversity. In assessing 
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these issues, it is necessary to give consideration to the scale and nature of 
the use and the operational development involved. Before assessing each of 
these considerations, however, the planning policy background to the 
application is first set out below. 

 
7.2  Planning policy background: 
 
7.2.1 Paragraph 7-10 of the National Planning Policy Framework sets out the 

presumption in favour of sustainable development and sets out the three 
objectives of sustainable development (an economic objective, a social 
objective, and an environmental objective).  

  
7.2.2 Paragraph 83 of the National Planning Policy Framework (‘supporting a 

prosperous rural economy’) states that planning policies and decisions 
should enable: a) the sustainable growth and expansion of all types of 
business in rural areas, both through conversion of existing buildings and 
well-designed new buildings; b) the development and diversification of 
agricultural and other land-based rural businesses; and c) sustainable rural 
tourism and leisure developments which respect the character of the 
countryside.    

 
7.2.3 Paragraph 172 of the National Planning Policy Framework states that great 

weight should be given to conserving and enhancing the landscape of the 
AONB. This is reflected in development plan policies, specifically Policy EN1 
of the Core Strategy and DEN2 of the DaSA Local Plan. Additionally, 
Policies OSS4 (iii) of the Core Strategy and DEN1 of the DaSA require that 
development respects and does not detract from the character and 
appearance of the locality. Policy RA2 of the Core Strategy states that the 
overriding strategy for the countryside is to: (iii) strictly limit new development 
to that which supports local agricultural, economic or tourism needs and 
maintains or improves the rural character; (v) support rural employment 
opportunities in keeping with rural character and compatible with maintaining 
farming capacity; (vii) support tourism facilities, including touring caravan 
and camp sites, which respond to identified local needs and are of a scale 
and location in keeping with the rural character of the countryside; and, (viii) 
generally conserve the intrinsic value, locally distinctive rural character, 
landscape features, built heritage, and the natural and ecological resources 
of the countryside. Policy RA3 provides that proposals for development in 
the countryside will be determined on the basis of: (ii) supporting suitable 
employment and tourism opportunities in the countryside, including by the 
sensitive, normally small-scale growth of existing business sites and 
premises; and (v) ensuring that all development in the countryside is of an 
appropriate scale, will not adversely impact on the landscape character or 
natural resources of the countryside and, wherever practicable, supports 
sensitive land management.   

  
7.2.4 Policy EC6 of the CS:  sets out that proposals relating to tourism activities 

and facilities will be encouraged where they accord with the considerations 
listed, as appropriate: this includes where it provides for the enhancement of 
existing attractions or accommodation; increases the supply of quality 
serviced and self-catering accommodation; and is compatible with other 
Core Strategy policies (including those relating to the AONB).   
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7.2.5 Policy DEC2 (holiday sites) of the DaSA reflects this and includes the 
requirements that proposals for purpose-built holiday accommodation must 
safeguard landscape character and amenities, paying particular regard to 
the conservation of the AONB.     

  
7.2.6 Holiday accommodation is also included in the National Planning Policy 

Framework paragraph 83 (“Supporting a prosperous rural economy”), which 
states that planning policies should enable sustainable rural tourism and 
leisure developments which respect the character of the countryside.  

 
7.2.7 The High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty Management Plan 

2019-2024 (AONB Management Plan) is also a material consideration, 
particularly the policy objectives described in 5.5 above.  

 
7.2.8 The Sedlescombe Neighbourhood Plan has been made and is in force. This 

is discussed further in the section immediately below. 
 
7.3 Departure from the development plan: 
 
7.3.1 The TCPA 1990 at s70(2) states that in dealing with an application for 

planning permission or permission in principle the authority shall have regard 
to the provisions of the development plan, so far as material to the 
application. The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (“PCPA 
2004”) states at s38(6) that if regard is to be had to the development plan for 
the purpose of any determination to be made under the planning Acts the 
determination must be made in accordance with the plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise. In this regard, the development plan 
incorporates the Council’s Core Strategy, the Development and Site 
Allocations Local Plan, saved policies of the Rother Local Plan 2006 and the 
Sedlescombe Neighbourhood Plan (NP). The application in this case has 
been advertised as a departure from the development plan in so far as it 
departs from Policy 3 of the NP. 

 
7.3.2 NP Policy 3: ‘Land at Pestalozzi and Proposals Map: Inset B’ allocates land 

for residential development (anticipated to be in the order of 6-8 units). This 
land allocation is within the central part of the application site and is the 
location of the proposed accommodation Block 1. The Policy links the 
occupation of some of the proposed new dwellings - as well as cross-
subsidy received from the market dwellings - to the continued use of the site 
by Pestalozzi. The Policy was written with the Pestalozzi Trust in mind and 
at a time when they still occupied the site. Paragraph 71 of the NP states 
that, ‘The re-development is intended to facilitate the 
refurbishment/replacement of existing staff and volunteer accommodation as 
well as financially helping to secure Pestalozzi’s future operations. It will also 
help Pestalozzi to retain and recruit staff and volunteers.’ This clearly could 
not now happen as the Pestalozzi no longer occupy the site and have sold 
the land. As a further point, it is also the case that the current application 
proposal would not prejudice the NP’s ability to deliver Sedlescombe’s 
housing target as set out in the Core Strategy, as Policy 3 was to form 
additional provision for new homes, intended to secure long-term economic 
and social objectives. As is implicit in this assessment, NP Policy 3 is 
afforded less weight given that the Pestalozzi Trust have vacated the site. 
Furthermore, even if there is conflict with NP Policy 3, this does not mean 
that the proposed development does not comply with the development plan 
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read as a whole (see e.g. R (Corbett) v Cornwall Council [2020] EWCA Civ 
508, [2020] JPL 1277); and, even if there is conflict with the development 
plan read as a whole, material considerations may indicate that planning 
permission should be granted other than in accordance with the 
development plan. As stated, Policy 3 of the NP can be afforded less weight 
now that the Pestalozzi has vacated and sold the site and this is a material 
consideration that would allow an alternative form of development to be 
approved on this part of the site, where it is in accordance with the 
development plan as a whole. In this regard there is no conflict with the 
development plan as a whole. 

 
7.4 The 2008 permission (application RR/2007/397/P- approved in 2008 that 

was partly implemented and remains extant): 
 
7.4 1 Under application RR/2007/397/P planning permission was granted (8 

January 2008) for the construction of replacement buildings, including 
improved conference, dining, administration and education facilities, 
accommodation; associated works including parking and alteration to 
existing access. The application is referred to in the report as ‘the 2008 
permission’. While the Pestalozzi occupied the site at this time, the effect of 
this permission was to broaden the use of the site, by introducing conference 
and other facilities on the site, including further accommodation blocks, so 
that ‘external’ individuals and groups could experience residential training 
courses on the site to run along-side the Pestalozzi business model. The 
development permitted by the earlier planning permission has been partly 
undertaken, but not completed in its entirety (an existing building, Sainsbury 
House was refurbished, and one new freestanding building was constructed 
– the conference or learning centre). This means that development has 
commenced under the earlier planning permission for the purposes of s56 of 
the TCPA 1990. Because development has commenced, the earlier planning 
permission has not lapsed and is extant and the residual development 
permitted under that permission can still be carried out on the site.  

 
7.5 The use of the site: 
 
7.5.1 The description of development contained in the planning application has 

been changed at the request of the Council. The original description of 
development provided by the Applicant was only for the operational 
development proposed (i.e. the new buildings and structures etc.), and it did 
not include the change of use of the land. Supporting information with the 
application stated that the Pestalozzi use of the site and the proposed PGL 
use both fall within class C2 of the Town and Country Planning (Use 
Classes) Order 1987 (as amended). Any assessment in terms of material 
change of use is a matter of planning judgement; however it is considered 
that the Council’s amended description firstly, aligns the description of the 
former use as closely as possible to the 2007 description (the 2008 
permission) and secondly, introduces reference to the proposed use being 
(inter alia) an ‘educational activity centre’ (the term ‘activity’ being referenced 
frequently in the supporting planning statement). The extent of outdoor 
learning/experiences is a key factor which differentiates the proposal from 
the former use. 

 
7.5.2 The Applicant’s position remains that it is not agreed that there is any 

change of use that requires planning permission; however, the Applicant has 
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accepted the amended description and the application is determined on this 
basis.  

 
7.5.3 The Applicant’s case is supported by a legal opinion provided by the 

Applicant’s solicitors ‘Tozers’. This states that it is not necessary to apply for 
the change of use of the site because no change of use is involved. Their 
legal advice states: that the use of the site by Pestalozzi was a use falling 
within C2 of the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987; that 
the extant 2008 planning permission was for operational development in 
connection with the established C2 use; and that the nature of the use 
proposed by PGL would also be a C2 use (i.e. Pestalozzi, the 2008 planning 
permission, and PGL are C2 uses). 

 
7.5.4 The relevant provisions from the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) 

Order 1987 (as amended) are as follows: 
 
 C2 – Residential Institutions: 
 
 Use for the provision of residential accommodation and care to people in 

need of care (other than a use within class C3 (dwelling houses)).  
 
 Use as a hospital or nursing home.  
 
 Use as a residential school, college or training centre.  
 
 The Interpretation within the Order states that “care” also includes, ‘the 

personal care of children’.  
   
7.5.5 Whether a particular use of land will fall within a particular Use Class is a 

matter of fact and degree in each case. The supporting information with the 
application argues that the intended use is in accordance with the latter use - 
as a residential training centre.  

 
7.5.6 The supporting information with the application refers to appeal decisions 

elsewhere (relating to non-PGL sites) for use of land as a training centre that 
were considered by the respective appeal inspectors to fall into use class 
C2:  

 

 Badby Lodge Farm, Badby, Northamptonshire (appeal 
APP/Y2810/W15/3141251) for a proposed residential ‘Boot Camp’, 
where an Inspector considered a residential fitness training centre, 
most of which is undertaken out of doors, to be C2 use; and another: 

 Sir Ranulph Bacon House, Croydon (appeal APP/L5240/X/01/1079928) 
which involved a hostel where young adults were provided with on-site 
training to improve their prospects; where in the absence of 
Government guidance the Inspector turned to the ordinary dictionary 
definition of ‘training’ which included, ‘to instruct and discipline in or for 
some particular art, profession, occupation or practice; to exercise, 
practice drill’ and found the use to be within C2. 

 
7.5.7 Also provided with the application as supporting information are recent 

planning decisions for PGL sites elsewhere, in which the relevant Local 
Planning Authority expressed a view on the nature of the PGL use: 

 



pl210311 - RR/2019/1659/P 

 Bawdsey Manor, Bawdsey, (Suffolk Coast & Waveney DC, ref: 
DC/17/4043/FUL) – The planning officer report stated, ‘the use of the 
site by PGL does not require planning permission because the site has 
planning permission [..] to be used for educational use including the 
boarding of students, teacher training courses and field study centre 
(residential and non-residential). 

 The Liddington, Swindon (Swindon BC, ref S/09/2029/ROBI) - The 
planning officer report stated, ‘this proposal will finally bring the whole 
site under one planning C2 use’.  

 Newby Wiske, Newby (Hambleton DC, ref: 17/01285/FUL) – The 
decision notice issued to PGL was for, ‘Change of use to a residential 
training centre (Class C2) …’. 

  
7.5.8 However, letters of objection received in respect of the current application 

take the opposing view – that a change of use is involved – including the 
Kingsley Smith solicitor’s letter on behalf of residents, which states the 2008 
permission granted to the Pestalozzi did not state that it approved a use 
within C2 and, moreover, the development now proposed is of a different 
type, scale and kind to that previously approved. Other objectors bring the 
following to the Council’s attention:  

 

 Marchants Hill, where the local authority (Waverley BC ref: 
WA/2017/1621) considered the lawful use of the site as currently used 
by PGL to fall within Class D2 of the Use Classes Order (Assembly and 
Leisure).  

 Windmill Place, where the local authority (Wealden DC ref: 
WD/2008/2116/MAJ) considered the use of the site by PGL to fall 
within a mixed use with elements of C1, C2, D2, and sui generis uses. 

 
 The Applicant’s response to the above is that their analysis of the lawful use 

of those sites was incorrect in that the Waverley decision refers to D2 use 
only, and fails to have regard to the residential use whatsoever; and the 
Wealden decision is also flawed because the site is treated as comprising 
several different uses, without considering whether the uses considered 
together would constitute an alternative use class, i.e. C2.     

 
7.5.9  As stated in paragraph 7.5.1, what constitutes a material change of use is a 

matter of planning judgement. The ‘existing use’ of the site has to be viewed 
in the context of the historic use by the Pestalozzi and also the 2008 
planning permission, which broadened that use somewhat, to include rather 
more ‘external’ uses, including as a conference centre. There are similarities 
in the existing authorised use of the site and the prosed use by PGL; 
however, there are also differences, including the extent of outdoor 
learning/experiences set out in the current application. Ultimately, it is 
considered the application can reasonably be determined on the basis of the 
amended description.  

 
7.6 The impact of the development on the character and appearance of the 

AONB:  
 
7.6.1 The site lies within the designated High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural 

Beauty. The primary purpose for which the area has been designated or 

defined is to conserve and enhance natural beauty.   
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7.6.2 The legal framework for AONBs is set out in the Countryside and Rights of 
Way Act 2000. Section 82 provides for the purposes of AONBs: 

 
 82(1) Where it appears to Natural England that an area which is in England 

but not in a National Park is of such outstanding natural beauty that it is 
desirable that the provisions of this Part relating to areas designated under 
this section should apply to it, Natural England may, for the purpose of 
conserving and enhancing the natural beauty of the area, by order designate 
the area for the purposes of this Part as an area of outstanding natural 
beauty. 

 
 Section 85 requires that ‘in exercising or performing any functions in relation 

to, or so as to affect, land’ in National Parks and Areas of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty, relevant authorities ‘shall have regard’ to their purposes for 
which these areas are designated i.e. the conservation and enhancement of 
natural beauty: 

 
7.6.3 The National Planning Policy Framework at paragraph 172 says: 
 
 Great weight should be given to conserving and enhancing landscape and 

scenic beauty in National Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty, which have the highest status of protection in relation to 
these issues. The conservation and enhancement of wildlife and cultural 
heritage are also important considerations in these areas, and should be 
given great weight in National Parks. and the Broads54. The scale and extent 
of development within these designated areas should be limited. Planning 
permission should be refused for major development55 other than in 
exceptional circumstances, and where it can be demonstrated that the 
development is in the public interest. Consideration of such applications 
should include an assessment of: 

 a)  the need for the development, including in terms of any national 
considerations, and the impact of permitting it, or refusing it, upon the 
local economy; 

 b)  the cost of, and scope for, developing outside the designated area, or 
meeting the need for it in some other way; and 

 c)  any detrimental effect on the environment, the landscape and 
recreational opportunities, and the extent to which that could be 
moderated. 

 
 The footnote 55 says: 
  
 ‘For the purposes of paragraphs 172 and 173, whether a proposal is ‘major 

development’ is a matter for the decision maker, taking into account its 
nature, scale and setting, and whether it could have a significant adverse 
impact on the purposes for which the area has been designated or defined’.   

 
7.6.4 Planning guidance in relation to AONBs is also contained within the NPPG. 

This states that, in exercising or performing any functions in relation to, or so 
as to affect, land’ in National Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty, relevant authorities ‘shall have regard’ to their purposes for which 
these areas are designated - Paragraph: 039 Reference ID: 8-039-
20190721. 
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 The guidance states that,  Management plans for … Areas of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty do not form part of the statutory development plan, but they 
help to set out the strategic context for development. They provide evidence 
of the value and special qualities of these areas - Paragraph: 040 Reference 
ID: 8-040-20190721. 

 
 The guidance also makes reference to National Planning Policy Framework 

policy which makes clear that, the scale and extent of development in these 
areas should be limited, in view of the importance of conserving and 
enhancing their landscapes and scenic beauty - Paragraph: 041 Reference 
ID: 8-041-20190721. 

 
 In relation to ‘setting’ the guidance states that, land within the setting of 

these areas often makes an important contribution to maintaining their 
natural beauty, and where poorly located or designed development can do 
significant harm. This is especially the case where long views from or to the 
designated landscape are identified as important, or where the landscape 
character of land within and adjoining the designated area is complementary. 
Development within the settings of these areas will therefore need sensitive 
handling that takes these potential impacts into account - Paragraph: 042 
Reference ID: 8-042-20190721. 

 
7.6.5 Paragraph 172 of the National Planning Policy Framework is reflected in 

local development plan policies, specifically Policy EN1 of the Core Strategy 
and DEN2 of the DaSA Local Plan, which include the requirement that 
management of the high quality historic, built and natural landscape 
character is to be achieved by ensuring the protection, and wherever 
possible enhancement, of the distinctive identified landscape character, 
ecological features and settlement pattern of the High Weald Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty.      

 
7.6.6 The High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty Management Plan 

2019-2024 (AONB Management Plan) is also a material consideration, 
particularly the policy objectives described in 5.5 above.  

 
7.6.7 In assessing the proposed development an initial issue for consideration is 

whether the proposal would constitute major development within the AONB. 
It is noted that the High Weald AONB Unit in its consultation response 
considers that the proposal would constitute ‘major development’. The issue 
is referenced in the National Planning Policy Framework at paragraph 172 
(reproduced in full above), which states that the scale and extent of 
development within these designated areas should be limited and planning 
permission should be refused for major development other than in 
exceptional circumstances, and where it can be demonstrated that the 
development is in the public interest. The National Planning Policy 
Framework does not provide a definition for major development in AONBs; 
however, the footnote to the paragraph at 55 states that whether a proposal 
is ‘major development’ is a matter for the decision maker, taking into account 
its nature, scale and setting, and whether it could have a significant adverse 
impact on the purposes for which the area has been designated or defined’.  

 
7.6.8  Legal Opinion is also relevant in considering what amounts to ‘major 

development’. The Opinions provided in 2014 by James Maurici QC to the 
South Downs National Park Authority as part of evidence in relation to its 
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Local Plan (and therefore in the context of a National Park) advised that in 
determining what constitutes a “major development” in the context of 
paragraph 116 of the 2012 National Planning Policy Framework (a precursor 
to the current February 2019 in which the relevant paragraph is 172) regard 
should be had to whether: 

 
 “any development which, by reason of its scale character or nature, has the 

potential to have a serious adverse impact on the natural beauty, 
recreational opportunities, wildlife or cultural heritage provided by a National 
Park. Obviously, the assessment of whether the proposal is major is 
therefore a matter of judgment based on all the circumstances, including the 
local context.” 

 
 He also sets out criteria or principles that may be applied by decision makers 

when assessing whether a development proposal is ‘major’ summarised as 
follows: 

 
It is a matter of planning judgement to be decided by the decision maker. 

 Major development should be given its ordinary meaning. 

 It would be wrong to treat ‘major development’ in the National Planning 
Policy Framework as having the 

 definition of ‘major development’ contained within the Town and 
Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) 
Order. 

 The application of criteria such as whether the development is EIA 
(Environmental Impact Assessment) development may be a 
consideration but will not determine the matter. 

 The definition should not be restricted to development proposals that 
raise issues of national significance. 

 The decision maker may consider whether the proposed development 
could cause a significant adverse impact on the purposes for which the 
area has been designated or defined. 

 The decision maker may consider the proposed development in its 
local  

 context as a matter of planning judgement. 
  
7.6.9 A point to note arising from the above is the fact that the planning application 

here being reported had been categorised as a “major application” within the 
meaning of the Town and Country Planning (Development Management 
Procedure) (England) Order 2015 (as amended); this, however, is 
procedural for the purposes of processing the application only, and as the 
Opinion points out, it would be wrong in law to apply the definition of major 
development contained in what is now the 2015 Order to what is now 
paragraph 172 of the National Planning Policy Framework. 

 
7.6.10 Relevant case law is also a consideration: 

 
In Aston v Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government [2013] 
EWH 1936 (Admin) Mr J Wyn Williams rejected a submission that the phrase 
“major development” in paragraph 116 [now paragraph 172] should be given 
the same meaning as where the term appears in the Order (or its precursor). 
Instead, he held that the term “should be construed in the context of the 
document in which it appears”. 
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In R. (JH and FW Green Ltd) v South Downs National Park Authority [2018] 
EWHC 604 (admin) Mr J Stuart-Smith discusses Opinion and the Maurici 
principles further and goes on to say: 

 
“No authority has been cited to me that supports or mandates the assertion 
that the categorisation of a proposal as a “major development” under the 
Order will be a relevant consideration when making the quite separate 
judgment whether the proposal is a “major development” within the meaning 
of paragraph 116 [now paragraph 172].” 

 
With regard to the assessment of the potential for harm brought about by a 
development Mr J Stuart Smith recognised that the most relevant parts of Mr 
Maurici’s Opinion were the formulation of a set of principles that were 
derived from caselaw, guidance and appeal decisions this identified: 
 
‘…in making a determination as to whether the development is “major 
development”, the decision maker may consider whether the development 
has the potential to have a serious adverse impact on the natural beauty and 
recreational opportunities provided by a National Park or AONB by reason of 
its scale, character or nature. However, that does not require (and ought not 
to include) an in-depth consideration of whether the development will in fact 
have such an impact. Instead, a prima facie assessment of the potential for 
such impact, in light of the scale, character or nature of the proposed 
development is sufficient’. 
[55] I regard any distinction between “potential” for harm and “likelihood” of 
harm as sterile and unimportant. Any assessment of potential for harm 
necessarily includes some consideration of whether harm is likely; and if Mr 
Maurici meant to advise that the existence of any possibility at all of serious 
harm would require any development to be categorised as a “major 
development” within the meaning of paragraph 116, I would respectfully 
disagree. What the OR did was to conduct a reasoned and reasonable 
assessment of the potential for harm and to conclude that, although some 
harm would eventuate, the criteria for categorising the proposal as a “major 
development” within the meaning of paragraph 116 were not satisfied. 

 
7.6.11 It is necessary to assess whether the proposed development is major 

development in AONB terms, taking into account its nature, scale and 
setting, and whether it could have a significant adverse impact on the 
purposes for which the area has been designated or defined. Secondly, if not 
major development, whether there would still be impacts which would make 
the proposed development unacceptable in terms of AONB designation, 
including development plan policies.          

 
7.6.12 In considering whether the proposal is ‘major development’ in the context of 

paragraph 172 and footnote 55 it is necessary to assess this having regard 
to consideration of the development proposal itself.  It is, however, relevant 
to assess this against the current position. The site has a history of use in 
association with the Pestalozzi Children’s Village. In assessing the nature, 
scale, and setting of the current proposal, it is relevant that the proposed 
development is a ‘replacement’ of the use of the site by the Pestalozzi – it is 
not ‘in addition to’ (– i.e. introducing an additional user). It is also relevant 
that, as previously stated, the main core of the application site is not 
‘greenfield’ but previously developed land containing buildings, infrastructure 
and associated facilities that have been in use by the Pestalozzi for a 
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number of years and, in terms of location, pattern and layout, the proposed 
development would principally be concentrated in this area. A number of the 
remaining buildings are of substantial construction and of a size and scale 
which reflects the institutional nature of their historic use.  

 
7.6.13 The nature of the proposed development is as a residential activity centre for 

children, which includes elements of training and education, together with 
on-site residential accommodation. In the local context, there are parallels 
between the nature of the proposed development and the historic occupation 
of the site by the Pestalozzi, as widened by the 2008 permission. However, it 
is recognised that there are some differences in that the nature of the 
proposed development would focus rather more on organised outdoor 
activities. The nature of the use would also be seasonal operating in the 
spring/summer months between March to October. There would also be 
peaks in activity during the season around May/June relative to the early 
spring and late summer/ autumn. The nature of the proposal would be such, 
that it would not be the same over the whole of the application site, which 
extends over some 55 hectares, but would be concentrated principally within 
the central part of the site – being the established Pestalozzi village and the 
access roadway. There would be some expansion of operational 
development and activity use beyond but close to the central part (principally 
the lake, parking area, and the zipwire), however, the wider application site 
area, comprising the 55 hectares of surrounding parkland would be 
unaffected by the nature of the proposal to any significant degree.  

 
7.6.14 In terms of the scale of the development proposal, this also may be assessed 

against the current position and the established use of the site by the 
Pestalozzi. Having regard to the scale of the proposed operational 
development, it is explained above that the central part of the site is 
previously developed land, and the proposal is largely concentrated within 
this area. Some of the original Pestalozzi buildings have been demolished 
and removed (including Inspiration House, International House and Trogen 
House) to the extent that there is presently somewhat less built development 
on the site than there once was. Elements of the proposed development (the 
accommodation blocks and the camping use) would be located in areas of 
the site previously occupied by buildings that have since been demolished. 
As such, a significant part of the proposed new operational development 
would be viewed as the redevelopment of previously development land. Any 
assessment of the scale of the development’s impacts has to be viewed, at 
least in part, in the context of previously developed land rather than the 
impacts on ‘greenfield’ AONB landscape. 

 
7.6.15 The increase in the number of people it is proposed to be accommodated on 

the site is also a material consideration, which is higher than that envisaged 
for the Pestalozzi students. The proposal would represent a significant 
increase on this in terms of the numbers of people accommodated on the 
site, given as 749 people sleeping on site (609 guests (made up of 541 
children and 68 teachers) and (between 115 and 140 PGL staff); although 
this is the maximum summer capacity for May/June and the Applicant 
explains that, in terms of the number of guests, no more than 90% of this 
accommodation capacity would ever be reached as the need to keep 
schools and genders separate means that there would always be unfilled 
beds. It is also pointed out by the Applicant that there is no planning 
condition in place that presently controls the numbers of staff and children 
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that are permitted at the site (which is correct). This includes an absence of 
any condition or limitation on the 2008 permission. While to an extent 
numbers would be controlled by the capacity of the existing buildings on the 
site (principally, the accommodation blocks: Sainsbury House, Songtsen 
Khang, and Trisong Ngonga and the smaller accommodation units: Chief 
Executives House and VW House), the Applicant also points out that using 
PGL’s business model PGL’s business model for floorspace occupancy, 
which allows for an average 6.32 sq. m of floorspace for children and 
teachers and 16.81 sq. m of space per PGL staff member, would allow the 
existing accommodation to be used at an increased capacity. The 
occupancy level could be increased to some degree without the need for 
planning permission, unless that intensification amounted to a material 
change of use. 

 
7.6.16 In addition to the built form and the numbers of people, the scale is also 

assessed in respect of the proposed use of the site. The use would be likely 
to focus on particular parts of the site and would not be spread over the 55 
hectares. The use would be associated with meeting the needs of children 
staying at the site, including their arrival/departure, sleeping, eating and day-
to-day activities as set out in the PGL programme. The latter would include 
both the use of the activity equipment/structures (climbing 
tower/abseiling/swing/zipwire, pond etc) and also the more ad hoc activities 
(indoor and outdoor), such as ‘capture the flag’ and ‘campfire’ The location of 
the former activities would be controlled by the position of the equipment 
itself (the activity bases). In respect of the latter, because all activities are 
supervised by adults, these would be in locations determined by PGL staff. 
The greater part of the 55 hectare site is unlikely to be used to any degree 
as part of PGL programme of activities and certain areas adjacent to the 
core of the village, such as the ancient woodland, would be excluded from 
use for bio-diversity reasons by the Landscape and Ecological Management 
Plan.  

  
7.6.17 Footnote 55 of paragraph 172 states that as part of the assessment as to 

whether a development is major, this should take account of ‘setting’. The 
High Weald AONB Management Plan states that the term ‘setting’ is used to 
refer to areas outside the AONB where development and other activities may 
affect land within an AONB. In this regard it is not considered that there 
would be effects. Taking a wider appreciation of ‘setting’, however, it is also 
taken to mean the spatial relationship between the proposed development 
and its surroundings. In this regard, while the whole application site area is 
given as extending to some 55 hectares, and comprises an undulating rural 
landscape, containing pastureland and woodland areas, the proposed 
development is largely concentrated within the central part of the site, which 
contains existing built form and areas of previously developed land, and 
follows the spine of the central access road (Ladybird Lane). While there are 
elements of the development that extend out into the wider parkland (such 
as the end of the zipwire and the proposed activity pond) on the whole, the 
development is largely contained within the central part of the site. The 
proposed form and layout also use existing woodland and topography to 
visually contain the development and maintain the setting of the site. 

 
7.6.18 Footnote 55 of the National Planning Policy Framework paragraph 172 

requires that the decision maker also takes into account whether it (the 
development proposal) could have a significant adverse impact on the 
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purposes for which the area has been designated or defined. The primary 
purpose of AONB designation is to conserve and enhance the natural beauty 
of the High Weald AONB. In this regard ”natural beauty” has become to 
mean, not just the look of the landscape, but includes, ‘landform and 
geology, plants and animals, landscape features and the rich history of 
human settlement over the centuries’ [Countryside Commission, CA24, 
November 2001]. In relation to ‘significant adverse impact’, the National 
Planning Policy Framework does not define ‘significant’. To assess the 
potential impact of the proposed development it would seem reasonable to 
consider it in relation to each of the AONB Management Plan (HWAONBMP) 
objectives. The Management Plan Statement of Significance identifies the 
five defining components of character that have made the High Weald a 
recognisably distinct and homogenous area: 

 
1. Geology, landform, and water systems 
2. Settlement 
3. Routeways 
4. Woodland 
5. Field and Heath. 
Additionally, the HWAONBMP recognises: 
Other qualities and locally distinctive features: views and scenic beauty, rich 
biodiversity; relative tranquillity, ancientness and sense of history, 
intrinsically dark landscape. 

 
7.6.19 In terms of the proposed development, the proposed pond would impact to 

some degree upon (1.) existing landform; however, this would be in terms of 
sculpturing existing land levels and gradients, particularly at the northern 
edge where ground levels slope down. Moreover, new planting would be 
introduced at the margins of the pond. As a feature in the landscape, the 
overall impact on landform would not be major and any adverse impacts 
would not be considered significant. There would be no effects in relation to 
geology or water systems. There would be no effects in relation to (2. & 3.)  
‘settlement’ and ‘routeways’. In respect of (4.) ‘woodland’ the HWAONBMP 
recognises the abundance of ancient woodlands as a characteristic of the 
High Weald. Natural England, whilst not objecting to the proposal has raised 
some concern about the separation distance (‘buffer’) between the 
development proposal and the areas of ancient woodland. This is addressed 
elsewhere in the report. While the site contains areas of ancient woodland, 
mitigation is proposed as part of the application and it is not considered that 
significant adverse impacts would result. In terms of (5.) ‘field and heath’ 
there would no loss of lowland heath or species rich grassland (field) and the 
proposal would have limited effects in relation to the rationale set out in the 
HWAONBMP in relation to landscape permeability and connectivity of fields 
and heaths and their associated and interrelated habitats (such as hedges, 
woodlands, ditches, ponds and water systems) for wildlife. 

 
7.6.20 In respect of the other qualities, long views across the undulating Wealden 

landscape are also a characteristic, which would largely be conserved. 
 
7.6.21 Bio-diversity has also been considered. In this regard there are presently no 

measures in place for the management of the site’s landscape and ecology; 
the proposal addresses this aspect. Consideration has been given to the 
ecological surveys submitted with the application, and the proposed potential 
for biodiversity net gain by securing ecological management of the estate 
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through a Landscape and Ecological Management Plan (LEMP). No 
objection has been received from the County Ecologist. The issue of bio-
diversity is considered further in section 7.9 of the report. 

 
7.6.22 A further quality attributed to the AONB is identified as its relative tranquillity. 

This is not uniform over the whole of the AONB and some parts will be more 
tranquil than others. The application site is not an undeveloped rural site and 
any impacts have to be viewed in the context of the existing development 
and the authorised use of the site. Consideration has also been given to the 
assessments that have been carried out in relation to matters that could 
impact of tranquillity - in particular, the acoustic reports, and the reviews 
undertaken by Environmental Health. The latter has not resulted in an 
objection to the application on the grounds of any potential noise impacts of 
the development.  

 
7.6.23 The qualities attributed to the AONB include also an intrinsically dark 

landscape. The potential impacts in relation to this essentially concern light 
pollution. In this regard, the existing authorised development would have the 
potential to impact on dark skies. In relation to external lighting, including 
floodlighting, in the event planning permission is given for the current 
proposal this could be controlled by an appropriate condition.  

 
7.6.24 The reasons explained above (and also the comments contained later in the 

report at 7.6.21, 7.6.37, 7.6.38 and 7.6.39) address the objection to the 
application raised by the High Weald AONB Unit and other representations 
of  a similar nature and supports the conclusion reached at paragraph 
7.6.32.  

 
7.6.25 Any assessment as to whether development is ‘major’ in relation to footnote 

55 of paragraph 172 of the National Planning Policy Framework, may also 
have regard to whether the   development is EIA (Environmental Impact 
Assessment). A screening opinion has been carried out by the Council and 
separately by the Secretary of State for Housing, Communities, and Local 
Government; these have determined that the development is not EIA 
development. This is itself does not decide the matter, but it is a 
consideration (see James Maurici QC criteria or principles 7.6.8 above). 

 
7.6.26 A further relevant factor as to whether the development is ‘major’ in the 

context of this site is in relation to the consideration by the Council of the 
earlier application RR/2007/397/P, which at that time was not identified as 
constituting ‘major development’ in the AONB (under the provisions within 
PPG7, which preceded the National Planning Policy Framework). That 
application for redevelopment and expansion of the site, including 
conference facilities, additional accommodation blocks and parking area, 
proposed a similar quantum of built development, and had similarities to the 
current proposal in terms of nature, scale and setting. Moreover, factoring in 
the six detached houses (now known as Oaklands Park), that were granted 
planning permission under a separate application (RR/2007/378/P) at about 
the same time as enabling development, the combined development was not 
considered to constitute major development in the AONB. 

 
7.6.27 While it is noted that the consultation response from the High Weald AONB 

unit considers the proposal to be ‘major’, having assessed the nature of the 
development’s potential impacts overall in respect of the matters covered in 
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the paragraphs above, it is considered that the proposed development would 
not be ‘major’ in terms of the AONB and for the purposes of the National 
Planning Policy Framework paragraph 172. This conclusion would be further 
reinforced if the ‘fallback position’ was to be taken into account, that being 
the extant 2008 planning permission and the fact that the developments 
permitted under that permission could still be implemented.  Following on 
from this, however, it still necessary to assess the acceptability of the 
impacts of the development on the character and appearance of the AONB.  

 
7.6.28 With regard to an assessment of the acceptability of any impacts of the 

development on the character and appearance of the AONB, national and 
development plan policies (as set out above) state that great weight should 
be given to conserving and enhancing landscape and scenic beauty.  

 
7.6.29 As previously stated, the application site is not completely undeveloped land; 

it is a large site, the central part of which is previously developed land with 
historic uses associated with the Pestalozzi, as well as containing ‘island’ 
areas of separate residential uses (that fall outside the application site). The 
wider application site is undeveloped, and all the land is identified as 
woodland pasture and parkland habitat. The development proposals are 
largely concentrated within the previously developed land but some 
elements – such as the proposed car park, activity pond and the activity 
structures – encroach into the undeveloped parkland.  

 
7.6.30 It is relevant to assess the acceptability of the impact of the proposed 

development on the character and appearance of the AONB in relation to (i) 
the Pestalozzi developments that became established over the years since 
its establishment in the 1950’s and also, (ii) the 2008 planning permission, 
which is still extant, relating to the redevelopment of parts of the site; this 
included extending development into the undeveloped parkland (e.g. the 
approved car park, the two accommodation blocks, the sports-field). The 
High Weald AONB has been consulted on the application and it is noted that 
objections have been received. These make specific reference to the size 
and scale of the proposed accommodation blocks, the impact of the 
proposed pond/lake on landform, the potential impacts on ancient woodland, 
and the impacts on the AONB characteristics of relative remoteness, 
tranquillity and dark skies. These matters are referenced in the assessment 
below. 

 
7.6.31 In relation to (i): it has previously been explained that a number of the 

Pestalozzi buildings have been demolished; however, a collection of existing 
buildings and infrastructure remain. These comprise buildings of various 
styles arranged informally within the central part of the site and set within an 
undulating parkland landscape, comprising irregular fields of grassland 
pasture with individual standard trees interspersed by irregular pockets of 
mainly deciduous wood land. There are long views to Sedlescombe village 
from the higher ground and equally, some buildings within the site - 
particularly the existing 3-storey Sainsbury House – can be viewed from the 
village.  In addition to the separate residential occupation of Oaklands Manor 
and the converted stable block, the original Pestalozzi Farm area, which 
including a workshop building, Southover Centre and Louise Centre, were 
demolished to accommodate the housing that was granted planning 
permission about ten years ago as ‘enabling development’ for the Pestalozzi, 



pl210311 - RR/2019/1659/P 

now known as ‘Oaklands Park’. This introduced new residential development 
within the parkland setting. 

 
7.6.32  As explained in paragraph 7.6.14 the new accommodation blocks (1 and 2) 

would be built on the site of two buildings (Inspiration House and 
International House) which have been demolished. While these were single 
storey buildings and the proposed new accommodation blocks would be two 
storey, sectional drawings having been provided which illustrate that they 
would accord with the ridge height of the existing ‘conference’ building – 
approved under the extant 2008 permission and the last building to be 
constructed on the site. Moreover, design amendments to the original 
scheme have gone some way towards ‘breaking-up’ the roofline of the 
proposed buildings and the roof covering would now comprise a living green 
roof (grass). The proposed green roofs to the accommodation blocks would 
help to integrate the buildings into the local landscape. The external walls of 
the buildings would be clad in natural larch horizontal and vertical boarding 
to match the existing Pestalozzi (conference centre) building. Public views 
towards the site of these buildings are distant and the buildings would be 
partially screened by the intervening trees, some of which are evergreen. 
While it is accepted as a principle that the fact that a development is not 
visible by the general public does not mean that there is no harm to the 
intrinsic character of the AONB, in this case the impact has to be assessed 
in the context of the site and particularly, that they would be on the site of 
buildings that have since been demolished, which carries weight. In this this 
regard, while the objection of the AONB Unit has been noted, it is not 
considered that these buildings would result in further harm. 

 
7.6.33 The proposed tenting area has been amended to give a reduction in the 

number of tents and this would now comprise the lower northern field 
nearest the buildings, which was formerly occupied by a building (Trogden 
House), which has been demolished. This is also previously developed land 
and has been referred to in paragraph 7.6.14. Again, the use of previously 
developed land carries weight as a planning consideration. 

 
7.6.34 In relation to point (ii) of paragraph 7.6.30 above: the 2008 planning 

permission, is still extant, and planning permission already exists for a 
quantum of unbuilt development on the site and its associated use. This has 
been referred to as the ‘fallback position’ in that the planning permission runs 
with the land and any owner of the site, including PGL, would be able to 
implement the outstanding developments previously granted under the 2008 
planning permission. However, the test to be applied when analysing the 
weight given to the ‘fallback position’ is whether there is a ‘realistic prospect’ 
of the current applicants (PGL) implementing the extant 2008 permission, 
should they be unsuccessful with this planning application and any 
subsequent appeal. In this regard there are similarities between the 
approved developments and the proposed developments; PGL has a need 
for guest accommodation blocks, servicing facilities, dining/kitchen facilities 
and administration and staff accommodation, and a carpark; all of which 
remain outstanding from the extant 2008 permission. The agent’s acting for 
PGL have confirmed that, in the event that the current application is refused, 
and a subsequent appeal is dismissed, then PGL will continue to operate the 
site under the extant permission RR/2007/397/P, building out the remaining 
buildings as necessary as they develop their use of the site.  They go on to 
confirm that, the Pestalozzi site was purchased, after due diligence, on the 
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understanding that there was permission for additional buildings that could 
be built to address the needs of the business for guest and staff 
accommodation, catering and educational activities.  While it is recognised 
that the extant planning permission would not give the current applicants the 
activity bases they require, comments received from the agent state that in 
such an event, “the  outdoor activities would include raft building and 
kayaking on the existing pond (as previously used), archery on the open 
fields, orienteering, woodland interpretation and craft skills, team sports on 
the football pitches and games courts, campfires, and other organised 
outdoor activities.  Meanwhile, the various existing and permitted buildings 
described above would be used for learning activities, crafts, workshops, 
quiz nights and discos”.  While this does not go so far as to set out an 
alternative business plan for PGL, it does give support to there being a 
‘realistic prospect’ of the remaining developments approved by the 2008 
permission being implemented. Moreover, in assessing the proposed 
scheme it is reasonable to compare the proposed development with that 
approved and still outstanding under the extant 2008 permission. This is 
discussed below. 

 
7.6.35 Supporting information with the application points out that 2,922sqm of new 

buildings could be built under the extant 2008 permission; while the current 
PGL application proposes replacing this with buildings having a floor area of 
3,411sqm – thereby concluding that there would be a net increase of 
489sqm of buildings on the site, which is not considered to be significant in 
relation to the previously approved development. This does not take into 
account the fact that under the present application proposal two buildings 
previously planned for demolition (Education Centre and Swiss Hall) would 
remain – adding some 728sqm (320sqm + 408sqm) – making a net increase 
of approximately 1,217sqm). However, it is also a relevant consideration that 
under the 2008 planning permission there is no condition requiring the 
demolition and removal of Swiss Hall. Moreover, unlike the Education 
Centre, no new buildings approved under the 2008 permission overlapped 
with the footprint of the Swiss Hall building and consequently, purely in 
construction terms, the removal of Swiss Hall would not be essential to carry 
out the proposed development. Therefore, in the event that Swiss Hall was 
not removed by the developer as part of any implementation of the 2008 
permission, there is no certainty that planning enforcement to seek its 
removal would be successful. The net increase in ground floor area put 
forward in the application is therefore made up of the two buildings (Swiss 
Hall and Education Centre) that would not be demolished as well as the 
residual increase provided by the proposed new building development.  

 
7.6.36 In the event that planning permission is granted for the current application 

proposal, the outstanding developments previously allowed under the extant 
2008 permission would not be built (once quashed by a Section 106 
planning obligation). The developments not built would principally comprise, 
two (part two-storey) accommodation block buildings within the south-
western field, a dining hall building, an education building and an 
administration building. In judging the acceptability of the development on 
the AONB, taking account of the developments that have previously been 
approved and are presently extant, but would be quashed as part of the 
current application proposals, is a material consideration. 

 



pl210311 - RR/2019/1659/P 

7.6.37 The scale of the proposed development is also a relevant consideration. The 
proposed new buildings are two-storey whereas the 2008 permission 
contained an element of single storey buildings as well as two storey 
buildings. While in this regard the current proposal contains a greater volume 
of buildings, sectional drawings with the application demonstrate that 
following the existing landform and levels, the ridge heights of the new 
buildings would correspond to that of the existing adjacent building (the 
conference centre built under the 2008 permission). They would not 
therefore dominate. These new buildings essentially comprise the two no. 2-
storey accommodation blocks, which would be built on the site of previously 
removed (demolished) buildings, and the proposed dining hall/kitchen facility 
building. The latter would link to the existing conference building and would 
abut closely the site of a building previously approved under the 2008 
permission (education), which would not now be built. Three other buildings 
linked closely to the existing conference centre building that were given 
approved under the 2008 permission (education, dining and administration) 
would also not be built under the current application. The layout of the 
current proposal retains a cluster of development – including the positioning 
of a number of the activity areas (the climbing and abseiling towers) among 
the buildings. Further, within a different part of the site, also included within 
the 2008 permission is consent for two 2-storey accommodation blocks 
(bunk houses), which have not been built and would not now be built. These 
would have been positioned on greenfield land beyond the edge of the 
developed area, which would have made them intrusive in the landscape. 
Additionally, the current application includes a proposed tenting area. This 
has been reduced in size from that originally proposed. It would be located 
on previously developed land within the established confines of the village 
and set behind a bank. The proposed car park is also a consideration; while 
the proposed development includes provision to accommodate coaches, the 
proposed parking area would be of a similar size and location to a car park 
approved under the 2008 permission, that has not been implemented. The 
current proposal is a revised parking arrangement, which would replace the 
previously approved development.  

 
7.6.38 The application includes other aspects of new development that would 

extend beyond the main complex of buildings within the parkland; this 
includes the formation of an activity pond and some of the activity structures, 
as well as the proposed works to the access road. The proposed activity 
pond would have some impact on landform. This would be localised, 
however, and would involve excavation and re-contouring existing ground, 
particularly at the northern side. This would utilise natural materials and 
incorporate some planting at the margins. Ponds are not an alien feature in 
the AONB, indeed a characteristic feature of the AONB is the abundance of 
ponds. The pond in this case has been reduced in size from the original 
submission. It is not considered that the pond in this location would 
materially impact on AONB landform to such an extent so as to justify a 
refusal of planning permission on this ground. The proposed willow-wall 
around the activity pond, whilst preferable to the timber fence originally 
proposed, would be an artificial feature and would need to be 
screened/softened by appropriate native tree and shrub planting.  

 
7.6.39 A further character component of AONB designation is the abundance of 

ancient woodlands within the Weald. There are areas of ancient woodland 
within the application site (designated as such since the 2008 permission) 
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and the potential for impact on ancient woodland has been raised by the 
AONB unit and Natural England. Natural England, while not objecting to the 
application proposal, comment that for a development of this type they would 
expect the protection of ancient woodland to be significantly more than a 
(standard) 15m buffer. They do not, however, specify what is ‘significant’. 
The Standing Advice says: 

 
 “For ancient woodlands, you should have a buffer zone of at least 15 metres 

to avoid root damage. Where assessment shows other impacts are likely to 
extend beyond this distance, you’re likely to need a larger buffer zone. For 
example, the effect of air pollution from development that results in a 
significant increase in traffic”. 

  
7.6.40 There are two (not extensive) areas of ancient woodland on the site. The 

existing complex of buildings is sandwiched between the two. As a 
consequence, some existing buildings are already close to ancient woodland 
(some are within 15m and others are further away). This also applies to a 
number of former buildings that existed on the site but have since been 
demolished. The application plans use a dashed-line to show a notional 15m 
buffer around the areas of ancient woodland. The whole of the proposed 
new development is not at the margins of the notional 15 m buffer and it is 
only within certain specific areas that some aspects of the proposed 
development are close, and only at one point where a pedestrian 
footpath/hardstanding would be slightly within 15m. On the whole the new 
development seeks to concentrate (group) new development with old 
development, in the interest of minimising landscape impact. A consequence 
of applying a buffer ‘significantly’ greater than 15 m for all aspects of the 
proposal would potentially be to disperse the development further out into 
the surrounding landscape and away from the existing central core of 
development, resulting in greater visual landscape impact. The new 
development does not surround or enclose the areas of ancient woodland 
and the areas of ancient woodland would still have an interface with the 
surrounding countryside.  

 
7.6.41 One objection received (Richard Buxton Solicitors acting on behalf of a 

group of 17 local residents opposed to the application) makes specific 
reference in particular to two locations within the site where impact on 
ancient woodland would be particularly intrusive: 

  
(i) one where an area of proposed pedestrian footpath/ hardstanding 

would be slightly within 15m – this location relates to an existing 
building (conference centre) which in itself already encroaches within 
15m of the ancient woodland at its nearest point. The proposed 
pedestrian footpath in question is in front of this existing building. This 
is considered to be a minor incursion (probably amounting to between 
1 or 2 sq. m) and in relation to the standing advice is unlikely to result 
in root damage or any other additional harm to ancient woodland at this 
point.  

(ii) the other, where one of the new accommodation blocks would be about 
16.5m from the edge of the ancient woodland at its closest point – this 
is outside the standard buffer, relates only to the corner of the 
proposed building, is previously developed land in that it would occupy 
the site of a former building (now demolished), and the entrances and 
main activity associated with occupation would be on the side facing 
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away from the ancient woodland. In the circumstances, and in relation 
to the standing advice, there would be no impact resulting from traffic, 
air pollution or other issues, and it would be unlikely to result in root 
damage.  

 
7.6.42 It is also envisaged that the proposals for the future management of the 

ancient woodland would be covered by the planning condition requiring a 
LEMP (Landscape and Ecological Management Plan); in this regard there is 
no management plan presently in place requiring management of the ancient 
woodland. Moreover, it is envisaged that the LEMP would contain proposals 
for appropriate fencing around the ancient woodland to deter intrusions, 
disturbance and trampling etc. through human activity.  On the whole, the 
proposed location (siting) of the development provides for a ‘grouping’ of the 
buildings on the site. and taking a balanced view, it is considered that the 
development in relation to ancient woodland is satisfactory. The County 
Ecologist has raised no objection to the siting of the proposed development 
in relation to ancient woodland. In view of the considerations outlined above 
it is considered that the provisions contained in the application for the 
protection of ancient woodland meets the requirements of the standing 
advice and addresses the point made by Natural England regarding an 
expectation for ‘significantly more than a standard buffer’.   

 
7.6.43 An arboricultural survey has been submitted with the planning application, 

which includes a survey of existing trees on the site. The planning 
application identifies specific trees that would be removed as a consequence 
of the developments in relation to the two accommodation blocks, the 
kitchen/dining hall building, and the tent field. These would comprise oak (3), 
hazel, cherry (5), apple, ash, walnut, silver birch (2), beech, copper beech 
and white beam. These would be removed because they would either fall 
beneath the footprint of the development or their position in relation to the 
proposed development would mean that they would be unlikely to survive 
the construction process. In the main, these have been assessed as 
unexceptional Grade C trees, which provide no visual amenity in terms of 
wider landscape value and their loss is accepted subject to mitigation. 

 
7.6.44 A separate application (RR/2020/48/T) had been submitted for works to 

trees in other parts of the site (not those affected by the proposed 
development) covered by an interim ‘blanket’ TPO. This TPO has since been 
replaced by a ‘targeted’ TPO (relating to specific trees across the site) and 
consequently application RR/2020/48/T has been withdrawn. The Applicants 
have explained that there is now no need for a blanket tree works application 
as it is now clear that most of the works they wish to carry out are to trees 
that are no longer preserved or exempt from consent. They add that there is 
likely to be a new more targeted tree works application applying for works 
requiring consent under the TPO, potentially relating to works to just two 
trees. 

 
7.6.45 Proposals are also contained in the application for new planting and 

landscaping around the building and within the wider parkland. In terms of 
new tree planting this is indicated to be 150+ new trees. 

 
7.6.46 Consideration has also been given to activity associated with the use in the 

context of AONB designation. In this regard areas within the parkland site 
are relatively tranquil; however, it is not a remote undeveloped countryside 
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and sources of human activity are evident from the highways, residential 
properties and the Pestalozzi itself – although this this has been dormant in 
recent years. The impact of the development on neighbouring residential 
amenity is covered in 7.7 below. 

 
7.6.47 Whilst the development and activity associated with the use of the site would 

have some impacts of the character and appearance of the AONB, the 
scope and extent of this could be mitigated by conditions. These would 
include the need for a detailed landscape management plan for the entire 
site area as set out in the comments from the ESCC landscape architect. 
Moreover, this would include a requirement for controlling the circulation of 
children throughout the site, including between the various activity bases; 
avoiding sensitive ecological areas to ensure they are not subject to 
excessive trampling or disturbance - such as the deciduous ancient 
woodland - and the provision of a buffer around the ancient woodland, which 
included appropriate stock-type fencing to protect the buffer area. It is 
considered that the application proposal would be acceptable in terms of 
AONB designation and relevant development plan policies.  

 
7.7 The impact of the development on the amenities of local residents: 
 
7.7.1 Policy OSS4 (ii) of the Core Strategy requires that development should not 

unreasonably harm the amenities of neighbouring occupiers. Additionally, 
the National Planning Policy Framework at paragraph 180 says that planning 
decisions should ensure that new development is appropriate for its location, 
taking into account the likely effects on living conditions. The supporting 
information with the application includes a Noise Impact Assessment 
undertaken by PGL’s acoustic consultants, ‘Surface’. The Noise Impact 
Assessment undertaken by ‘Surface’ relates to the revised layout of the site. 
Consultations on this have been carried out with the Council’s Environmental 
Health Service. Environmental Health (EH) have been in direct consultation 
with ‘Surface’ on matters pertaining to the technical assessment and have 
produced a detailed appraisal of the ‘Surface’ report. The conclusion of the 
consultation response is that there is no objection to the application from EH 
subject to specified conditions. The EH response notes that even though 
residents will likely hear some children noise at times, this planning 
application complies with the relevant planning noise guidance and 
Environmental Health has no justification to recommend refusal for this 
planning application. 

 
7.7.2 The noise considerations in relation to residential amenity include the 

potential impacts of noise arising from proposed activities associated with 
the use of the site and in particular, any potential noise disturbance resulting 
from the use of the proposed activity structures by children (the zip wires, 
swing, climbing/abseiling towers, canoeing and raft building pond) as well as 
general noise and activity associated with the land and buildings – including 
the camping area.  

 
7.7.3 In relation to the activity structures (including the activity pond) and deciding 

the locations of the Activity Bases, EH has acknowledged that the design 
approach to the layout of the site has been undertaken in order to minimise 
noise impact at residential properties, and this design approach is in line with 
ProPG (guidance for practitioners on a recommended approach to the 
management of noise within the planning system). The Applicant’s acoustic 
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report models noise associated with the new activity bases proposed for the 
site. EH notes that the Applicants have attempted to break line of sight 
between activity bases and residents where possible, and where this has not 
been possible, then additional attenuation has been outlined. In this regard 
some activities would have additional natural green willow acoustic fencing, 
in addition to shelters.  

 
7.7.4 Regarding the background noise assessment and assessment criteria EH 

has confirmed that monitoring the lowest recorded background noise level 
was not appropriate and under planning, it is the ‘typical’ background values 
that would routinely be used in a noise assessment, rather than the absolute 
lowest identified. Therefore, the value used by the Applicant was acceptable. 
EH has stated that, whilst there is no specific guidance for an application 
such as this, the criteria that, ‘Surface’, the Applicant’s acoustic consultant, 
has worked to are not unreasonable. EH points out that the results of the 
‘Surface’ assessment  show that ‘Surface’ set criteria that in each centre 
frequency octave band, cumulative noise (total sound levels due to the 
activities on site, at the receptors) would be no more than 5dB greater than 
existing background levels (without activities). EH notes that ‘Surface’ 
achieved that aim in each centre frequency octave band, indicating predicted 
sound levels were actually lower than they were aiming for. This means that 
the results of the assessment show that the cumulative noise levels from the 
full use of the activity bases, would match, or are very close to matching, 
background sound levels at residents’ properties. 

 
7.7.5 While the use of the site and associated activity has diminished in recent 

years, particularly in the latter years of the Pestalozzi’s occupation, the noise  
assessment has been carried out in relation the existing authorised uses of 
the site, including the level of activity and use associated with the extant 
2008 planning permission. In this regard the Pestalozzi use of the site 
included 2 separate hard-surfaced games courts (currently permitted) and 
football pitch (shown on the proposed site layout plan approved under the 
2008 permission - RR/2007/397/P). There can be little doubt that the use of 
these facilities is permitted for this site and while they may not currently be 
used, if they were regularly used, they would form part of the current sound 
scape during the day and evenings. It is against this context that the 
assessment of noise from the proposed facility needs to be judged and 
whether there is a significant change in the acoustic character of the area. 
Using the correct context, Environmental Health cannot state that there is 
going to be a dramatic change in the acoustic character of the area. 

 
7.7.6 Regarding evening uses, it is understood that an evening disco, possibly 

once a week, forms part of PGL operations. These are held within a building. 
Moreover, proposed evening activities are included, which are not based on 
the day-time activity equipment (swings etc.) but would be rather more ad 
hoc (in this regard, activities such as ‘campfire’ and children’s games such 
as 'wacky races' and 'capture the flag' have been mentioned). All evening 
activities (as well as day-time activities) would be supervised by adults. 
Again, having regard to the extant planning permission, it is not considered 
that such evening activities would be prohibited if carried out on a basis that 
was ancillary to the existing use of the site. In the circumstances it is the 
case that evening activities, such as the ones mentioned, could be controlled 
by the noise management plan that EH are recommending under the 
planning condition. Applying a condition for a noise management plan would 
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mean that the Applicants would need to think about how they would manage 
noise from these activities prior to use of the site. It would also require them 
to review their management of noise should complaints be made. 

 
7.7.7 Regarding potential noise from the camp site: the camp site is a proposed 

new use. This has been amended (reduced) from that put forward in the 
original application submission. The camping area has been moved away 
from receptors and its capacity reduced by 45%. It would be for thirty tents 
located within a field that was formerly occupied by buildings. If ever 
occupied at full capacity the tents would contain up to 115 children (and 14 
teachers). In this regard there would be adult supervision. Prior to the EH 
consultation response on the application, noise contours relating to camp 
site use were requested from the consultants. EH has confirmed that the 
assessment of the camp site noise is reasonable and complies with the 
NPSE (‘Noise Policy Statement for England’) and PPG (Planning Practice 
Guidance: Noise). The consultants have outlined measures to mitigate 
adverse impacts. In this regard, in addition to being reduced in size and 
moved away from receptors, the proposed tent area is now shown to be 
screened by a slope on site, and where it is not screened, it is proposed to 
install an acoustic fence to break line of site to the nearest residents. EH 
recognises that use of a camp site could potentially give rise to some noise 
and this could possibly be sporadic in nature; and therefore, at times, some 
conversation could possibly be heard at the nearest receptor if the receptor 
was in their garden area, the weather conditions were suitable and there was 
a lull in other environmental noise sources. This should not be sustained 
noise as it should be controlled by staff enforcing their noise management 
policies. EH considers however, that in context, it cannot be stated that this 
would represent an adverse impact.  

 
7.7.8 A particular matter raised by objectors is that the acoustic information does 

not cover noise from traffic, i.e. cars and coaches visiting the site. EH has 
confirmed that it would not expect ‘Surface’ to include this as part of its noise 
assessment. Traffic accessing the site would use the northern access to 
‘Ladybird Lane’ (the private access road into the site that is shared by 
Oaklands and Oaklands Park properties). West Lodge is the closest 
residential property being adjacent to the access (Orchard Cottage garden is 
adjacent the opposite side of the access). The development proposals 
include the widening of the existing access to assist the free-flow of larger 
vehicles – such as coaches in and out of the site. Vehicles using Ladybird 
Lane would fork-off into the main site before passing Oaklands and the 
Oaklands Park properties. During future traffic movements on the busiest 
days, some residents may well hear coaches / cars as they pass by but for 
each resident, the increase in noise level will be fleeting and such 
movements will occur during the daytime. New development will often result 
in additional traffic movements and this was the case with the 2008 extant 
planning permission which included a proposed car park of similar size to 
that now being proposed and in the same location. That planning permission 
did not impose any restriction on the number, frequency and character of 
vehicle movement to and from the site. While there may be times when such 
traffic is heard, and the frequency at which traffic is heard is much greater 
than currently experienced, it is not considered that a refusal of planning 
permission could be reasonably sustained in terms of the potential impacts 
of traffic on the amenity of neighbouring residential properties. 
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7.7.9 EH has stated that any noise from plant associated with the development 
such as kitchen extractors) could be controlled by planning condition, 
indicating that the rating level for plant would need to match current 
background sound levels as per BS4142:2014 + A1:2019.  

 
7.7.10 Representations have been received from objectors (including the 

‘Sedlescombe Protection Group’) raising a number of concerns in relation to 
the EH response to the application indicating that there are a large number 
of material irregularities and facts which appear to have been 
ignored/overlooked  throughout the noise assessment. In response to this, it 
is relevant that EH has consulted directly with ‘Surface’ through the 
application process, which has resulted in ‘Surface’ providing a level of 
information that exceeds that required under noise guidance; and relevant 
detail sufficient to allow EH to properly determine whether it can or cannot 
recommend that there would be no objection to the application in respect of 
the potential noise issues. EH refers to published planning guidance and 
British Standards for noise. This guidance will vary depending on the 
application. EH has confirmed that this planning application complies with 
the relevant planning noise guidance which means that Environmental 
Health has no justification to recommend refusal. It is added that the 
consultation response was carried out by a senior officer with recognised 
professional qualifications as an established environmental health 
practitioner, who is member of the Chartered Institute of Environmental 
Health and also a Member of the Institute of Acoustics (MCIEH, CEnvH, 
AMIOA). The officer is clearly qualified to provide a noise assessment. 

 
7.7.11 The Environmental Health consultation response includes a requirement for 

planning conditions to be imposed. These would include the requirement for: 
a Noise Management Plan to be undertaken to control noise, such as within 
the camping area, and relating to the evening activities, such as discos. 
Conditions would also cover the erection of acoustic barriers (‘green willow’ 
fencing) to act as mitigation in respect of noise emanating from activity at 
pond, tenting area, and activity structures; and a condition requiring a noise 
assessment of the mechanical plant associated with the development 
together with measures to ensure that these are adequately controlled. 

 
7.7.12 Additionally, even if Environmental Health does not object to the development 

on the basis that there is no material harm in planning terms, that does not 
guarantee that there would never be a Statutory Nuisance caused when a 
development is in operation. In this regard if future complaints are made 
about an alleged Statutory Nuisance during the operational phase of a 
development, then Environmental Health has a legal duty to investigate such 
complaints. If it is judged that a Statutory Nuisance exists, then 
Environmental Health shall serve an Abatement Notice on the person 
responsible under S80 of the Environmental Protection Act 1990. How the 
noise is abated so that it is no longer a Statutory Nuisance (NB, this does not 
mean silence) would depend on the activity. For example, it would be 
possible to increase the sound proofing of a building to stop noise escape 
from an indoor disco or to install a noise limiter. For some activities, it may 
be decided that the location of the activity is changed along with the time of 
day it is undertaken. How noise is abated is considered on a case by case 
basis and up to the person responsible.  
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7.8 Highways: 
 
7.8.1 It is proposed that traffic movement in and out of the site would be via the 

northern access with the B2244 (this is the access adjacent to the private 
property known as West Lodge). There is no proposal to use the southern 
gated access to Cottage Lane, which under the present arrangement is kept 
closed to be used in times of emergency, if the circumstances should arise. 
Traffic entering at the northern access would follow the existing single-track 
(Ladybird Lane) into the site and the main complex of buildings and 
proposed parking area. Ladybird Lane is shared by Oaklands and a number 
of other separate residential properties. The application includes proposals 
to widen the existing northern access and proposes the creation of a number 
of passing points on Ladybird Lane. 

 
7.8.2 A Transport Assessment Statement, Travel Plan, Site Access Design and 

Stage 1 Road Safety Audit Report have been submitted with the application. 
The Highway Authority has been consulted on the application and following 
an initial objection to the development proposal has now confirmed that 
additional information has been submitted to address previously expressed 
concerns regarding the site access layout, clarification of the level of traffic 
which would be generated by the proposed use, and the capacity of the 
proposed site access junction to accommodate said traffic. 

 
7.8.3 Access: The Highway Authority has stated that the Applicants have carried 

out a traffic survey; the results of which confirms that the visibility available 
either side of the site access exceeds the minimum distance required. The 
main initial objection to the development proposal was due to concerns 
regarding the site access and its inability to accommodate turning 
movements by large vehicles. In response the application has been 
amended and alteration to the access are now proposed, which includes. 
increased width and radii and the provision of an overrun area with the edge 
marker posts removed and the correct chevron signs provided. The Highway 
Authority has confirmed that the revised access arrangement proposed is 
now considered to be acceptable in principle.  

 
7.8.4 Road traffic accident records: The Highway authority has stated that police 

accident records indicate the number of recorded crashes involving vehicles 
is considered to be relatively low considering the traffic flows on the B2244 
and the A21. It is satisfied that the increase in traffic generated by the 
development proposal would not have a detrimental effect upon highway 
safety in the vicinity of the site. 

 
7.8.5 Proposed traffic generation: In summary, A revised assessment has been 

submitted by the Applicant to reflect fewer tent spaces in the amended 
application. The predicted levels of traffic are based on a ‘worst-case 
scenario’ where the site would be operating at full capacity. This level of 
activity, it is said, would be limited to a 6-8 week period in the summer and 
the site would operate at a lower level for the majority of the year.  

 
7.8.6 Traffic generated by the proposed development would comprise in the main, 

coaches and parents’ private vehicles (dropping-off and collecting children), 
staff with their own private vehicles, and others such as waste collection, 
deliveries of food and cleaning products, retail items etc. In terms of coach 
trips, the Highway Authority recognises that, on most days of the year the 
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number of trips by coaches would be zero or minimal; however, during the 
summer months this would rise to 20 to 30 trips on some days during the 
week. The busiest day in terms coach activity would be a Friday in June 
which would see a total vehicular traffic generation of 136 trips of which 
about 50 would be classed as HGV/coach (25 in and 25 out). The busiest 
day in terms of total traffic would be a Saturday which would generate 374 
traffic movements of which 6 would be classified as HGV/coach. Of these, 
284 vehicular movements would be parent car trips, which would primarily 
occur during July and August, so for the vast majority of the year the total 
would comprise significantly less car traffic.  

 
7.8.7 Junction capacity Analysis and Highway Impact: In response to a request for 

further detail from the Highway Authority the proposed site access junction 
with the B2244 Sedlescombe Road/Tollgate Road has been assessed in 
terms of junction capacity. The Highway Authority has confirmed that the 
assessment carried out indicates that the access currently operates well 
within capacity in all scenarios.  

 
7.8.8 Accessibility: In terms of sustainable access to services the Highway 

Authority notes that a majority of the needs for visitors will be provided on-
site, thereby minimising the need to travel outside of the grounds. However, 
where there is a need to access village services and facilities, all are 
reachable from the site access on foot within a distance of 800 metres 
equating to a walk time under 10 minutes. Accessibility is summarised as 
follows: 

 - Pedestrian: The pedestrian route to the site is relatively good with a 
continuous footway available on the east side of the B2244 between the site 
access and the village centre.   

 - Cycle Access: It is recognised by the Highway Authority that any cycle 
travel from the application site would likely be restricted to the confines of 
Sedlescombe.  

 - Bus: Services to the local towns and villages are available, including 
Hastings and Robertsbridge; although, as is the case with most villages, the 
services are not particularly frequent. 

 - Rail: - While the station at Battle is accessible from the site via bus, the 
infrequent connections and the excessive walking distance at 5.0km does 
not constitute a realistic option for travel by rail. 

 
7.8.9 Internal Layout In order to provide a suitable route into the site for coaches, 

the amended details propose the widening of the access to form a 6.5m 
carriageway width. This would necessitate the existing entrance wall and 
gate piers being removed and rebuilt south of the access. Further within the 
site it is proposed to provide passing bays/waiting bays on Ladybird Lane at 
various intervals, which would also facilitate use by refuse and emergency 
vehicles. In order to improve pedestrian access into the site a new footway is 
proposed on the south side of the site access.  

 
7.8.10 Proposed parking provision: The car park would accommodate 80+ spaces 

to be shared with coaches.  The Highway Authority has stated that, as the 
level of parking provided has been based on the operational requirements of 
other PGL sites, it is satisfied that it would meet the requirements in this 
instance.  
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7.8.11 Travel Plan: The Highway Authority notes in this case a Travel Plan would, 
in the main, seek to maintain and improve the group travel initiatives and 
promote sustainable travel modes to commuting staff by providing travel 
information packs etc. Moreover, while a Travel Plan Framework has been 
submitted and this covers the main points required; the Highway Authority 
states that a full Travel Plan would be required for this development and this 
would need to be secured by condition in the event the Council is minded to 
grant planning permission. 

 
7.8.12 The Highway Authority is aware that representations have been received 

from objectors raising concerns in relation to the Highway Authority’s 
consultation response. These objections maintain that the increase in traffic 
would be significant, they raise on-going concerns about highway safety, 
inadequate levels of parking provision within the site, and concerns that 
despite reassurances, the likelihood is that traffic, including coaches, will 
travel through the village to access the site rather than leaving the A21 
directly at Blackbrooks. In response, the Highway Authority, whilst 
acknowledging that its stance on the application is not the response 
objectors were hoping for, stresses that highway safety is of upmost 
importance when assessing any new development and having assessed the 
proposal, there is no highway objection in this regard. Moreover, the 
Highway Authority maintains the view that a Travel Plan would be effective in 
in the main in directing vehicles, and particularly coaches, directly from the 
A21 to avoid accessing the site through Sedlescombe village. The Highway 
Authority has confirmed that there are no major concerns regarding the 
internal layout, and the additional information submitted has addressed its 
previous concerns and as a result the proposed development is now 
considered to be acceptable from a highway safety and capacity 
perspective. However, should the Planning Authority be minded to approve 
the application it is recommended that conditions are attached to any 
consent along with a Section 106/278 agreement securing the following 
items:  

 The proposed improvement of the site access as agreed, to include the 
provision of a suitable pedestrian link between the site and the existing 
pedestrian facilities on the B2244.  

 Improvements to the existing footway on the east side of the B2244 to 
the north of the site access.  

 Possible improvements to the bus stops to the north if the site, which 
they acknowledge would require further discussions with the ESCC 
Passenger Transport team and Sedlescombe Parish Council. 

 
7.9  Biodiversity: 
 
7.9.1 The nature conservation and bio-diversity issues are a material planning 

consideration in the determination of the application. Section 40 of the 
Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006 places a duty 
on all public authorities in England and Wales to have regard, in the exercise 
of their functions, to the purpose of conserving biodiversity.  The application 
site includes Deciduous Woodland and Wood Pasture and Parkland Priority 
habitat, as listed on Section 41 of the NERC Act 2006.  

 
7.9.2 The National Planning Policy Framework states that the planning system 

should ‘contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment 
by…protecting and enhancing…sites of biodiversity or geological value…’ 
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and ‘minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity…’ 
(paragraph 170). The National Planning Policy Framework states that when 
determining planning applications, local planning authorities should aim to 
conserve and enhance bio-diversity and… ‘if significant harm to biodiversity 
resulting from a development cannot be avoided (through locating on an 
alternative site with less harmful impacts), adequately mitigated, or as a last 
resort, compensated for, then planning permission should be refused’ 
(paragraph 175). This paragraph goes on to state that, ‘development 
resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats (such as ancient 
woodland and ancient or veteran trees) should be refused, unless there are 
wholly exceptional reasons and a suitable compensation strategy exists’; 
and ‘opportunities to incorporate biodiversity improvements in and around 
developments should be encouraged, especially where this can secure 
measurable net gains for biodiversity (paragraph 175). 

 
7.9.3 Paragraph 99 of ODPM Circular 06/2005 states ‘It is essential that the 

presence or otherwise of protected species, and the extent that they may be 
affected by the proposed development, is established before the planning 
permission is granted, otherwise all relevant material considerations may not 
have been addressed in making the decision’. 

 
7.9.4 Ecological information has been provided to support the planning 

application; (by Urban Edge Environmental Consulting) these comprise; a 
Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (PEA; June 2019), Protected Species 
Surveys (July 2019), Bat Survey (October 2019), and a ‘Technical Report’ – 
‘Response to County Ecologist’s objections March 2020’. In respect of the 
biodiversity issue, relevant consultations responses have been received from 
Natural England, the Environment Agency, and specific advice was sought 
from the County Ecologist, in accordance with Natural England’s 
recommendation. Natural England and the Environment Agency have 
provided general comments on the application, and an initial objection by the 
County Ecologist has now been withdrawn, following the receipt of additional 
information. In summary, the initial objection was on the grounds that further 
information was required to assess the impact of the proposed development 
on biodiversity, most notably wood-pasture and parkland, bats, great crested 
newts and reptiles, and the additional information should make clear how 
such impacts would be mitigated and/or compensated. Additionally, clear 
measures for how biodiversity net gain would be achieved should be 
provided.  

 
7.9.5 The site of the proposed development is not designated for its nature 

conservation interest. Brede Valley Local Wildlife Site (LWS or Site of Nature 
Conservation Importance) lies adjacent to the northern boundary; however, it 
is not considered there would be any direct impacts on the LWS. The site 
supports ancient woodland, deciduous broadleaved woodland, ponds and 
wood-pasture and parkland, all of which are listed as Habitats of Principal 
Importance (HPI) under Section 41 of the NERC Act (UK BAP Priority 
Habitats). The assessment of the impacts of the proposed development on 
the ancient woodland is covered elsewhere in the report (7.6.39-42). 

 
7.9.6 With respect to potential impacts on semi-improved grassland and to wood-

pasture and parkland Habitat of Principal Importance (HPI), PGL’s ecological 
consultant has confirmed that the Applicant is committed to bringing the 
entirety of the wood-pasture and parkland within the site into positive 
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management to compensate for the loss of grassland brought about by the 
proposed development. It is recognised that much of the grassland to be lost 
has been disturbed through the construction and demolition of former 
buildings approximately 10 years ago. Furthermore, they have committed to 
undertake botanical surveys of the grassland to be lost, and to undertake 
additional mitigation should any botanically rich areas be impacted by the 
proposed development. The County Ecologist has confirmed that these 
measures are considered acceptable and should be secured through a 
planning condition for a Landscape and Ecological Management Plan 
(LEMP). 

 
7.9.7 The County Ecologist has considered the additional information that was 

previously outstanding in relation to protected species. The received 
response is that: with respect to bats, it is confirmed that while further 
surveys will be required to inform a European Protected Species Licence 
application, there is agreement with the assessment that effective mitigation 
is possible. Regarding the additional information with respect to great 
crested newts, the response accepts the justification given for the centre of 
the metapopulation lying more than 100m to the east of the site. Regarding 
reptiles, it has been confirmed that reptiles would be retained on site, while 
the exact location of the receptor area within the site and the translocation 
strategy should be secured by condition.    

 
7.9.8 In summary, provided that the recommended mitigation, compensation and 

enhancement measures are implemented, the county Ecologist would have 
no objection to the proposed development from an ecological perspective. 

 
7.9.9 Representations have been received from objectors regarding the potential 

impact of the development proposal on biodiversity. This has included 
individual reports and a rebuttal from a consultant ecologist made on behalf 
of local residents to both the PGL ecology report and the advice given to the 
Local Planning Authority by the County Ecologist. In respect of the latter, the 
County Ecologist has provided a detailed response, which includes 
explanations as to why the advice given regarding grassland and bats is in 
line with best practice, including BS42020, and confirmation that great 
crested newt surveys were conducted in accordance with government 
guidance and within the recommended survey window. 

 

 
8.0 PLANNING BALANCE AND CONCLUSION 
 
8.1 As explained above, s38 of the PCPA 2004 states that the development 

proposals should comply with the development plan when read as a whole, 
unless other material considerations indicate a determination other than in 
accordance with the development plan. The National Planning Policy 
Framework also sets out that achieving sustainable development means that 
the planning system has overarching objectives, which are interdependent 
and need to be pursued in mutually supportive ways – an economic 
objective, an environmental objective, and a social objective. It sets out that 
planning decisions should play an active role in guiding development 
towards sustainable solutions but in doing so should take local 
circumstances into account, to reflect the character, needs and opportunities 
of each area. 
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8.2 The application site lies within the countryside at the edge of the village. 
Parts of the site are previously developed land and the historic occupation of 
the site by the Pestalozzi saw the site being used to provide residential 
accommodation and training to young people from overseas. The nature of 
this use was expanded by the granting of the 2008 planning permission to 
the Pestalozzi, which introduced conference and other facilities on the site, 
including further accommodation blocks, so that external individuals and 
groups could experience residential training courses on the site to run along-
side the Pestalozzi business model. 

 
8.3 Pestalozzi was not able to continue and has now vacated the site having 

sold it to the current applicants. The site still contains some of the original 
Pestalozzi buildings – though others have been demolished. The 2008 
planning permission, being partly implemented, remains an extant planning 
permission. Additional buildings approved under that planning permission 
that have not been built, can still be built. The 2008 planning permission is a 
material consideration in the determination of the current planning 
application. 

 
8.4 There are some similarities between the proposed PGL use of the site and 

the format Pestalozzi use – as expanded by the 2008 planning permission – 
in that they aim to provide residential training courses for young people; 
however, in the case of PGL the use would be seasonal and the nature of 
the training experience based rather more on outside activity, including the 
use of specially constructed activity bases. Some outside activity would not 
be excluded by the existing use of the site, however, this would be based on 
the existing and approved hard-courts for team games, the grass football 
pitch and activities that have been carried out on occasion within the wider 
site area, such as orienteering. 

 
8.5  In terms of the economic objectives of sustainable development the proposal 

would utilise a partly previously developed site. It would bring in economic 
benefits for the construction industry during the phase of carrying out the 
proposed new building works. The PGL use would employ staff – albeit 
mainly seasonal - to run the operation. Moreover, it is recognised that the 
use would be likely to have economic benefits by supporting some local 
businesses and firms, including shops, pubs, restaurants, ground and 
building maintenance, and transport.   

 
8.6  The environmental objectives of sustainable development include 

contributing to protecting and enhancing the natural, built and historic 
environment including making effective use of land, helping to improve 
biodiversity, and facilitating movement towards a low carbon future. The site 
is within the High Weald AONB where great weight should be given to 
conserving and enhancing the character and appearance of the area. In 
assessing the AONB impact, the application site in this case is not 
completely undeveloped land and the proposed new development would be 
concentrated on the core part of the site that was formally occupied by the 
Pestalozzi. It is also recognised that the extant 2008 planning permission 
allows buildings, infrastructure and ancillary uses that have not yet been built 
and would in part be replaced by the new development. Moreover, the 
associated application (RR/2007/378/P) that was granted planning 
permission at about the same time and was subsequently implemented in 
full (under the revised application RR/2010/1671/P), resulted in some new 
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residential development (six new houses) within the former Pestalozzi estate 
that in turn, contributed to some change in the character and appearance of 
the area. Notwithstanding this, it is acknowledged that some harm to the 
AONB has been identified, including the objections raised by the High Weald 
AONB Unit. The nature of those objections has been addressed in the 
report. While the objection comments refer to the bulk and scale of the 
proposed new guest accommodation blocks, these developments have to be 
viewed in context of their amended design, the former buildings (now 
demolished) that existed on the site, and the two storey blocks of residential 
accommodation elsewhere on the site that were previously approved and 
would not now be built. The objection comment in respect of the proposed 
new activity pond is also noted, however appropriate mitigation such as 
landscaping and planting would go some way towards softening the impacts 
on the character and appearance of the area. Other concerns raised such as 
light pollution could be addressed by planning condition. Finally, regarding 
AONB biodiversity and ancient woodlands, consideration would also be 
given to the mitigation brought about by a Landscape and Ecological 
Management Plan (LEMP) for the whole of the estate, and an Ecological 
Design Strategy (EDS).  

   
8.7 Regarding the social objectives of sustainable development, which include 

those of fostering a well-designed and safe built environment, with 
accessible services and open-spaces that reflect current and future needs 
and support communities’ health, social and cultural well-being, it is 
recognised that the use of the site would provide social benefits by providing 
training, exercise, life experiences, social interaction – as well as recreation, 
and enjoyment for the children and young people taking part. This would 
have positive outcomes regarding the social objective. However, the 
proposed use has to be balanced against the need not to cause 
unreasonable harm to the amenities of neighbouring residential occupiers. 
These have been previously identified but would include the separate 
residential properties within the Pestalozzi site itself, including the Oaklands 
properties and the six new houses granted planning permission (ref: 
RR/2007/378/P) as enabling development for the Pestalozzi (and 
subsequently built-out under the revised application RR/2020/1671/P), as 
well as the individual dwellings at the entrances, and other scattered 
dwellings along Cottage Lane, Chapel Hill and Paygate Road surrounding 
the wider site. A great number of objections have been received in respect of 
the application. Not only from those within the immediate vicinity of the site 
but also from those within Sedlescombe village and the wider area. Also, 
local objections have been raised by the Parish Council. Particularly, for 
those in the immediate vicinity of the site, a specific concern is loss of 
residential amenity, resulting from the proposed number of people (including 
large groups of children) and associated activity resulting from the proposed 
use of the site. This includes disturbances arising from potential noise.  
Other grounds of objection include matters relating the AONB, countryside 
landscape, and biodiversity. The objections have included petitions and also 
specific reports that have been commissioned by groups of residents. While 
the application has been amended to both reduce the scale of the proposed 
development and introduce mitigation measures, it is acknowledged that this 
has done little to diminish the overall level of objection from local residents. 
That said, the application has to be judged on its individual planning merits 
and with due regard to planning policies and taking into account all material 
planning considerations (not the volume of objection).   
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 8.8 In respect of the principal issues that have been identified in the report, 
consultations have been carried out and the responses have been assessed. 
The objection set out by the High Weald Unit AONB has been referred to 
above. In respect of the potential landscape impacts the ESCC Landscape 
Architect has provided advice on the application and recommends that there 
is no objection subject to conditions. On the biodiversity issues the County 
Ecologist has provided advice and recommends that there would be no 
objection subject to conditions. The Highway Authority has been consulted in 
respect of the technical highway issues and highway safety and the received 
response is that there would be no objection subject to conditions. In respect 
of the advice received from Environmental Health, the received view is that 
an objection could not reasonable sustained with regards to the issue of 
potential noise and conditions could be imposed to control any impacts. 
Moreover, separate Environment Health legislation exists to investigate 
statutory noise nuisance. 

 
8.9 Having assessed the planning application, while the objections from the local 

residents and the Parish council have been taken into account, it is 
considered that the proposal represent sustainable development in the 
context of the National Planning Policy Framework and that, having regard to 
s38 of the PCPA 2004, the proposal is considered to comply with the 
requirements of the development plan, including where harm has been 
identified, applying conditions that mitigate that harm to an acceptable level. 
On this basis the development is recommended for approval. 

 

 
RECOMMENDATION: GRANT (FULL PLANNING) DELEGATED SUBJECT TO 
CONDITIONS AND COMPLETION OF A SECTION 106 AGREEMENT TO 
SECURE: 

 NO FURTHER IMPLEMENTATION OF PLANNING PERMISSION 
RR/2007/397/P AND SAFEGUARDING THAT THIS GIVES NO RISE TO 
COMPENSATION FROM THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY. 

 

 
CONDITIONS: 
 
1. The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of 

three years from the date of this permission.  
Reason: In accordance with section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 
1990 (as amended by section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase 
Act 2004). 

 
2. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the 

following approved plans and details: 
Location Plan 1:5000: Drawing No. 4174-MP-100 Rev D 
Site Plan as Existing 1:1250: Drawing No. 4174-MP-110 Rev P3 
Proposed Site Plan 1:1250: Drawing No. 4174-MP-200 Rev P23  
Proposed Village Centre 1:500: Drawing No. 4174-MP-201 Rev P19 
Access Road Improvements: 1:1000: Drawing No. 4174-MP-251 Rev P9 
Revised Junction Design (418.06654.00006.14.H005.2) 
Proposed Site Plan 1:250: Drawing No. 4174-GA-200 Rev P9 
Block One Ground Floor 1:100: Drawing No. 4174-GA-220 Rev P11 
Block One First Floor 1:100: Drawing No. 4174-GA-221 Rev P10 
Block One Elevations 1:100: Drawing No. 4174-GA-222 Rev P11 
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Block One Site Sections 1:250: Drawing No. 4174-GA-223 Rev P7 
Block Two Floor Plans 1:100: Drawing No. 4174-GA-225 Rev P7 
Block Two Elevations 1:100: Drawing No. 4174-GA-226 Rev P8 
Block Two Site Sections 1:250: Drawing No. 4174-GA-227 Rev P5 
Proposed Staff Accommodation 1:50/100: Drawing No. 4174-SA-200 Rev P1 
Kitchen and Dining Hall Plan 1:100: Drawing No. 4174-DK-200 Rev D 
Kitchen and Dining Elevations 1:100: Drawing No. 4174-DK-201 Rev B 
Lake Sections (1 of 2) 1:250/100: Drawing No. 4174-SP-200 Rev P8 
Lake Sections (2 of 2) 1:250/100: Drawing No. 4174-SP-201 Rev P8 
Swiss Hall/Education Buildings: Proposed: 1:100: Drawing No. 4174-EB-200 
Rev P2 
A - Zip Wire 1:100: Drawing No. 4174-AA-200 Rev B 
B - Climbing Wall 1:100/20: Drawing No. 4174-AA-201 Rev A 
C - Abseil Tower 1:50: Drawing No. 4174-AA-202 Rev A 
D - Linear Course 1:100: Drawing No. 4174-AA-203 Rev A 
E – Swing 1:100/20: Drawing No. 4174-AA-204 Rev A 
Activity Shelter 1:50/20: Drawing No. 4174-AA-205 Rev P1 
Landscaping Plan General Arrangement: Drawing No. 241/01B; and block 
landscaping Plans: Drawing Nos. 241/02A, 241/03A, 241/04A, 241/05A, 
241/06A and 241/07A. 
Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper planning. 

  
3. The maximum number of guests (children) on the site shall not exceed 500 at 

any time. This includes those accommodated within the seasonal tenting 
area.  
Reason: In order to protect the amenity of the area and to accord with the 
requirements of Policy OSS4 (ii) (iii) of the Rother Local Plan Core Strategy 

 
4. No external lighting shall be installed except in accordance with a lighting 

scheme approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Prior to the 
installation of any external lighting, full details of the lighting shall first be 
submitted for the consideration and subsequent approval of the Local 
Planning Authority in writing. The lighting shall then only be installed in 
complete accordance with the approved details. 
Reason: In order to protect the amenity of the area and to accord with the 
requirements of Policies OSS4 (ii)(iii) and EN1 (vii) of the Rother Local Plan 
Core Strategy. 

 
5. The materials, including their colour and texture, to be used in the 

construction of the external surfaces of the buildings hereby permitted shall be 
in accordance with the details specified in the application and described on 
the plans, unless an alternative finish is first submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority. 
Reason: To ensure that the development is in character with its surroundings 
in accordance with Policies OSS4 (iii) of the Rother Local Plan Core Strategy. 

 
6. Notwithstanding any provisions contained in the Town and Country Planning 

(General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 (as amended) no 
pitching of tents or any other camping shall be carried out within the 
application site except within the tenting area shown on the approved plan 
and this shall not exceed the 30 tents indicated. The colour of the tents and 
the concrete bases shall be as set out in the application (beige and green 
respectively) unless otherwise agreed in writing with the Local Planning 
Authority, before being set in place. The tents shall be taken down and 
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removed from the tent site no later than the end of September and shall not 
be put back in place again until May the following year. 
Reason: In order to protect the amenity of the area in accordance with 
Policies OSS4 (ii)(iii) and EN1 of the Rother Local Plan Core Strategy. 

 
7. No development shall commence until indications of all existing trees and 

hedgerows on the land including details of those to be retained, together with 
measures for their protection in the course of development have been 
submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority and such 
approved protection measures shall be retained in situ for the duration of 
construction works. 
Reason: These details are required prior to commencement of works to 
ensure the protection of trees and hedgerows during construction and the 
creation of a high-quality landscape setting in accordance with Policy EN3 of 
the Rother Local Plan Core Strategy 

 
8. All landscape works shall be carried out in accordance with the approved 

details. (Landscaping Plan General Arrangement: drawing no. 241/01B; and 
block landscaping Plans: Drawing nos. 241/02A, 241/03A, 241/04A, 241/05A, 
241/06A and 241/07A). The works shall be carried out prior to any part of the 
development being brought into use or in accordance with the programme 
agreed with the Local Planning Authority. If within a period of five years from 
the date of the planting any tree or plant is removed, uprooted, destroyed or 
dies, [or becomes, in the opinion of the Local Planning Authority, seriously 
damaged or defective] another tree or plant of the same species and size as 
that originally planted shall be planted at the same place, unless the Local 
Planning Authority gives its written consent to any variation. 
Reason: To enhance the appearance of the development and ensure the 
creation of a high-quality landscape setting in accordance with Policies EN3 
and OSS4 (iii) of the Rother Local Plan Core Strategy. 

 
9. Biodiversity Method Statement – reptiles and amphibians: No development 

shall take place (including any demolition, ground works, site clearance) until 
a method statement for the protection of reptiles and amphibians has been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The 
content of the method statement shall include the:  
(a) purpose and objectives for the proposed works;  
(b) detailed design(s) and/or working method(s) necessary to achieve stated 

objectives (including, where relevant, type and source of materials to be 
used);  

(c) extent and location of proposed works shown on appropriate scale maps 
and plans;  

(d) timetable for implementation, demonstrating that works are aligned with 
the proposed phasing of construction;  

(e) persons responsible for implementing the works;  
(f)  initial aftercare and long-term maintenance (where relevant); and 
(g) disposal of any wastes arising from the works.  
The works shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details and 
shall be retained in that manner thereafter.  
Reason: To protect species identified in the ecological surveys from adverse 
impacts during construction and to avoid an offence under the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act 1981, as amended and The Conservation of Habitats and 
Species Regulations 2017, as amended. 
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10. Biodiversity Method Statement – non-native invasive species: No 
development shall take place (including any demolition, ground works, site 
clearance) until a method statement for the control of non-native invasive 
species has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. The content of the method statement shall include the:  
(a) purpose and objectives for the proposed works; 
(b) detailed design(s) and/or working method(s) necessary to achieve stated 

objectives (including, where relevant, type and source of materials to be 
used);  

(c) extent and location of proposed works shown on appropriate scale maps 
and plans;  

(d) timetable for implementation, demonstrating that works are aligned with 
the proposed phasing of construction;  

(e) persons responsible for implementing the works;  
(f) initial aftercare and long-term maintenance (where relevant); and 
(g) disposal of any wastes arising from the works.  
The works shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details and 
shall be retained in that manner thereafter.  
Reason: To protect species identified in the ecological surveys from adverse 
impacts during construction and to avoid an offence under the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act 1981, as amended and The Conservation of Habitats and 
Species Regulations 2017, as amended.  

 
11. Ecological Design Strategy: No development shall take place until an 

Ecological Design Strategy (EDS) addressing compensation for the loss of 
grassland from the wood-pasture and parkland Habitat of Principal 
Importance, protection of ancient woodland and other retained habitats and 
enhancement of the site overall for biodiversity has been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The EDS shall include the 
following:  
(a) purpose and conservation objectives for the proposed works;  
(b) review of site potential and constraints;  
(c)  detailed design(s) and/or working method(s) to achieve stated objectives;  
(d) extent and location /area of proposed works on appropriate scale maps 

and plans; 
(e) type and source of materials to be used where appropriate, e.g. native 

species of local provenance;  
(f)  timetable for implementation demonstrating that works are aligned with the 

proposed phasing of development;  
(g) persons responsible for implementing the works;  
(h) details of initial aftercare and long-term maintenance;   
(i)  details for monitoring and remedial measures; and 
(j)   details for disposal of any wastes arising from works.  
The EDS shall be implemented in accordance with the approved details and 
all features shall be retained in that manner thereafter.   

 
Reason: To ensure that any adverse environmental impacts of development 
activities can be mitigated, compensated and restored and that the proposed 
design, specification and implementation can demonstrate this, and to provide 
a net gain for biodiversity as required by Section 40 of the Natural 
Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006, and paragraphs 170 and 175 
of the National Planning Policy Framework.  
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12. Landscape and Ecological Management Plan: A Landscape and Ecological 
Management Plan (LEMP) for the whole of the site shall be submitted for 
consideration and approval in writing by the Local Planning Authority prior to 
the development being brought into use. The management matters contained 
in the LEMP shall include details of the proposed circulation routes around the 
site and in particular, between activities, and incorporate measures to ensure 
that valuable  areas of parkland habitat of wood pasture and woodland are not 
subjected to excessive trampling, and areas of ancient woodland and existing 
ponds are protected from intrusion and disturbance. If surfaced paths are to 
be introduced the location and materials used would need to be agreed in the 
LEMP. The LEMP  shall provide details (including the locations) of any other 
activities that it is proposed to carry out on the site that are not connected to 
the activity bases (e.g. PGL group activities) and shall demonstrate the 
measures to be carried out to ensure these are only carried out in locations, 
and a manner, that protects the landscape and ecology of the site, The 
content of the LEMP shall also include the following: 
(a) description and evaluation of features to be managed;  
(b) ecological trends and constraints on site that might influence 

management;  
(c)  aims and objectives of management;  
(d) appropriate management options for achieving aims and objectives;  
(e) prescriptions for management actions, together with a plan of 

management compartments;  
(f)  preparation of a work schedule (including an annual work plan capable of 

being rolled forward over a five-year period;  
(g) details of the body or organisation responsible for implementation of the 

plan; and  
(h) ongoing monitoring and remedial measures.  
The LEMP shall also include details of the legal and funding mechanism(s) by 
which the long-term implementation of the plan will be secured by the 
developer with the management body(ies) responsible for its delivery. The 
plans shall also set out (where the results from monitoring show that 
conservation aims and objectives of the LEMP are not being met) how 
contingencies and/or remedial action will be identified, agreed and 
implemented so that the development still delivers the fully functioning 
biodiversity objectives of the originally approved scheme. The approved plan 
will be implemented in accordance with the approved details.  

 Reason: Biological communities are constantly changing and require positive 
management to maintain their conservation value. The implementation of a 
LEMP will ensure the long-term management of habitats, species and other 
biodiversity features.  

 
13. Compliance with existing biodiversity strategies: All ecological measures 

and/or works in relation to trees and bats shall be carried out in accordance 
with the details contained in the Bat Survey Report (Urban Edge 
Environmental Consulting, December 2019) as already submitted with the 
planning application and agreed in principle with the Local Planning Authority 
prior to determination.  
Reason: To ensure that the measures considered necessary as part of the 
ecological impact assessment are carried out as specified, and to avoid an 
offence under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981, as amended and The 
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017, as amended.   
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14.  Protection of Badgers on Construction Sites: No works which include the 
creation of trenches or culverts or the presence of pipes shall commence until 
measures to protect badgers from being trapped in open excavations and/or   
pipes and culverts are submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. The measures may include:  
(a) creation of sloping escape ramps for badgers, which may be achieved by 

edge profiling of trenches/excavations or by using plans placed into them 
at the end of each working day; and 

(b) open pipe-works greater than 150 mm outside diameter being blanked off 
at the end of each working day. 

Reason: To ensure badgers are not trapped or harmed on site and to prevent 
delays to site operation.  

 
15. Prior to the development being brought into use, a full and detailed Noise 

Management Plan (NMP) shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority. This NMP shall clearly outline how all noise, 
including that arising from any proposed discos, the use of a camp fire 
(activity), and any games (activities, such as ‘wacky races’ and ‘capture the 
flag’ for example) shall be managed using best practicable means. The noise 
management plan shall outline the roles and responsibilities of staff with 
respect to the control of noise and it shall include a log outlining any details of 
complaints made and subsequent actions taken. The NMP and complaint log 
shall be provided to any Authorised Officers of the Council on request.  Use of 
the site shall be carried out in accordance with the approved plan. 
Reason: to protect the amenities of the area in accordance with Policy OSS4 
(ii) of the Rother Local Plan Core Strategy. 

 
16. Living willow acoustic barriers to the specification as that proposed in the 

application (as designed by ETS, trademarked The Green Barrier™ or a 
similar company that may be agreed in writing) shall be installed in locations 
as outlined in the email sent from the Applicant’s acoustics consultant, 
‘Surface’ to Environmental Health on the 5 February 2020 prior to the car park 
and any activity bases being brought into use. The living willow acoustic 
barriers shall remain in place thereafter and shall be maintained as required in 
accordance with details to be contained in the NMP. 
Reason: to protect the amenities of the area in accordance with Policy OSS4 
(ii) of the Rother Local Plan Core Strategy. 

 
17. No mechanical plant shall be installed on site or any other machinery or works  

brought into use until there has been submitted to and approved in writing by 
the Local Planning Authority a noise assessment of the mechanical plant (or 
other machinery or works) associated with the development in line with 
BS4142:2014 + A1:2019. This assessment shall consider the location of the 
future nearest noise sensitive receptors to each noise source. The report shall 
make recommendations to ensure that the rating levels of the noise sources 
do not exceed existing background sound levels at the nearest noise sensitive 
receptors. The plant (or other machinery or works) shall be maintained as 
such thereafter. 
Reason: to protect the amenities of the area in accordance with Policy OSS4 
(ii) of the Rother Local Plan Core Strategy. 

 
18. Activity bases (Swings, Abseil Tower, Climbing Wall, Zip Wire, Linear Rope 

Course and Pond for Canoeing, Kayaking and Rafting) shall only be used 
between the hours of 09:00 to 12:00 and 14:00 to 17:30 and at no other times. 
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Reason: to protect the amenities of the area in accordance with Policy OSS4 
(ii) of the Rother Local Plan Core Strategy. 

 
19. Prior to commencement of any below ground works in association with the 

development hereby approved, the following details in respect of a surface 
water drainage scheme shall be submitted for the consideration and 
subsequent approval in writing of the Local Planning Authority in consultation 
with the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA), and the development shall 
thereafter be completed and maintained in accordance with the approved 
details: 
(a) Detailed design drawings of the pond, and these shall incorporate an 

overflow to a drainage system or watercourse to manage flows that could 
exceed the hydraulic capacity of the pond.  

(b) Surface water discharge rates should be limited to 4 l/s for all rainfall 
events, including those with 1 in 100 (+40% for climate change) annual 
probability of occurrence. Evidence of this (in the form hydraulic 
calculations) shall be submitted with the detailed drainage drawings. The 
hydraulic calculations should take into account the connectivity of the 
different surface water drainage features. 

(c)  The condition of the ordinary watercourse and existing drainage system 
which will take surface water runoff from the development shall be 
investigated before discharge of surface water runoff from the 
development is made. Any required improvements to the condition of the 
watercourse and drainage system shall be carried out prior to construction 
of the outfall. 

(d) Prior to occupation of the development, evidence (including photographs) 
shall be submitted showing that the drainage system has been constructed 
as per the final agreed detailed drainage designs. 

The drainage strategy for the site shall be completed and maintained in 
accordance with the submitted Flood Risk assessment and Drainage Strategy 
Report and the additional details as approved in respect of the above. 
Reason: A pre-commencement condition is required as the very nature of 
surface water drainage schemes can require works to be put in place prior to 
any other above ground development being undertaken. To control the quality 
and rate of run-off in relation to surface water drainage thereby protecting 
water quality and reducing local flood risks in accordance with Policies SRM2 
(iii) and EN7 (iii) of the Rother Local Plan Core Strategy and paragraph 163 of 
the National Planning Policy Framework. 

 
20. The new development shall not be brought into use until the vehicular access 

serving the development has been constructed in accordance with the 
approved drawing no. ref: 418.06654.00006.14.H005.4. 
Reason: To ensure the safety of persons and vehicles entering and leaving 
the access and proceeding along the highway in accordance with Policy TR3 
of the Rother Local Plan Core Strategy. 

 
21. The new development shall not be brought into use until the four vehicle 

passing/waiting   areas have been provided on Ladybird Lane as indicated on 
the approved plan  (4174-MP-251 P9), and a foot path for pedestrians has 
been provided along-side Ladybird Lane, also in accordance with the 
approved plan. 
Reason: To ensure the safety of persons and vehicles entering and leaving 
the access and proceeding along the highway in accordance with Policy TR3 
of the Rother Local Plan Core Strategy. 
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22. The new development shall not be brought into use until a parking area has 
been provided in accordance with the approved plans and the area shall 
thereafter be retained for that use and shall not be used other than for the 
parking of motor vehicles. 
Reason: To ensure the safety of persons and vehicles entering and leaving 
the access and proceeding along the highway in accordance with Policy TR4 
of the Rother Local Plan Core Strategy. 

 
23. The new development shall not be brought into use until a cycle parking area 

(or areas) has been provided in accordance with details which have been 
submitted for the consideration of the Local Planning Authority, in consultation 
with the Highway Authority, and its subsequent approval in writing. The 
area(s) shall thereafter be retained for that use and shall not be used other 
than for the parking of cycles. 
Reason: In order that the development site is accessible by non-car modes 
and to meet the objectives of sustainable development as contained within the 
National Planning Policy Framework. 

 
24. The new development shall not be brought into use until a turning space for 

vehicles has been provided and constructed in accordance with the approved 
plans and the turning space shall thereafter be retained for that use and shall 
not be used for any other purpose. 
Reason: To ensure the safety of persons and vehicles entering and leaving 
the access and proceeding along the highway in accordance with Policy TR3 
of the Rother Local Plan Core Strategy. 

 
25. The new development shall not be brought into use until a Travel Plan has 

been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority in 
consultation with the Highway Authority.  The Travel Plan once approved shall 
thereafter be implemented as specified within the approved document.  The 
Travel Plan shall be completed in accordance with the latest guidance and 
good practice documentation as published by the Department for Transport 
and/or as advised by the Highway Authority. 
Reason: To encourage and promote sustainable transport in accordance with 
the objectives contained within the National Planning Policy Framework. 

 
26. The new development shall not be brought into use until improvements to the 

existing footway on the east side of the B2244 to the north of the site access 
(towards Sedlescombe village) have been carried out in accordance with a 
scheme that has been submitted for the consideration of the Local Planning 
Authority in consultation with the Highway Authority, and subsequently 
approved in writing.  
Reason: To ensure the safety of pedestrians entering and leaving the access 
and proceeding along the highway and to encourage and promote sustainable 
transport in accordance with Policy TR3 of the Rother Local Plan Core 
Strategy. 

 
27. No development shall take place, including any ground works or works or 

demolition, until a Construction Management Plan has been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  Thereafter the approved 
Plan shall be implemented and adhered to in full throughout the entire 
construction period.  The Plan shall provide details as appropriate but not be 
restricted to the following matters, 
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(a) the anticipated number, frequency and types of vehicles used during 
construction; 

(b) the method of access and egress and routeing of vehicles during 
construction; 

(c) the parking of vehicles by site operatives and visitors;  
(d) the loading and unloading of plant, materials and waste;  
(e) the storage of plant and materials used in construction of the development;  
(f) the erection and maintenance of security hoarding; and  
(g) the provision and utilisation of wheel washing facilities and other works 

required to mitigate the impact of construction upon the public highway 
(including the provision of temporary Traffic Regulation Orders), details of 
public engagement both prior to and during construction works. 

Reason: In the interests of highway safety and protecting the amenities of the 
area in accordance with Policies OSS4 (ii) (iii) and TR3 of the Rother Local 
Plan Core Strategy.  

 
28. No development shall take place until the Applicant has secured the 

implementation of a programme of archaeological works in accordance with a 
written scheme of investigation which has been submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority. 
Reason: To ensure that the archaeological and historical interest of the site is 
safeguarded and recorded to comply with the National Planning Policy 
Framework and in accordance with Policy EN2 (vi) of the Rother Local Plan 
Core Strategy 

 
29. The archaeological work shall be carried out in accordance with the approved 

written scheme of investigation and a written record of all archaeological 
works undertaken shall be submitted to the Local Planning Authority within 
three months of the completion of any archaeological investigation unless an 
alternative timescale for submission of the report is agreed in writing with the 
Local Planning Authority. 
Reason: To ensure that the archaeological and historical interest of the site is 
safeguarded and recorded to comply with the National Planning Policy 
Framework and in accordance with Policy EN2 (vi) of the Rother Local Plan 
Core Strategy 

 
NOTES: 
 
Highways: 
 
1. The Highway Authority’s requirements associated with this development 

proposal will need to be secured through a Section (106/184/171/278) Legal 
Agreement between the Applicant and East Sussex County Council The 
Applicant is requested to contact the Transport Development Control Team 
(01273 482254) to commence this process.  

 
2. The Applicant/developer should also contact the Transport Development 

Control Team to ascertain further detail of the Highway Authority’s 
requirement for improvements to the existing footway on the east side of the 
B2244 as required by Condition 26. 

 
 
 
 



pl210311 - RR/2019/1659/P 

Biodiversity: 
 
3. The Applicant is reminded that, under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981, 

as amended (section 1), it is an offence to remove, damage or destroy the 
nest of any wild bird while that nest is in use of being built. Planning consent 
for a development does not provide a defence against prosecution under this 
act. Trees and scrub are likely to contain nesting birds between 01 March and 
31 August inclusive. Trees and scrub are present on the application site and 
are to be assumed to contain nesting birds between the above dates, unless a 
recent survey has been undertaken by a competent ecologist to assess the 
nesting bird activity on site during this period and has shown it is absolutely 
certain that nesting birds are not present. 

 
4. The Applicant is reminded of the requirement to first obtain the necessary 

licence from Natural England or Defra before carrying out works likely to 
disturb or remove wildlife, or damage habitats and it is offence to carry out 
works for which a licence is required without the necessary licence first being 
in place. 

 
Drainage: 
 
5. Any works that may be required to the outfall into the watercourse, and works 

in establishing an overflow from the activities pond to the watercourse will 
require Ordinary Watercourse Consent from East Sussex County Council; the 
Lead Local Flood Authority can be contacted on: 
watercourse.consentinq@eastsussex.gov.uk 

 
Other: 
 
6. The planning permission is subject to a Section 106 agreement. 
 
NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK: In accordance with the 
requirements of the Framework (paragraph 38) and with the Town and Country 
Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015, the Local 
Planning Authority has acted positively and proactively in determining this application 
by identifying matters of concern within the application (as originally submitted) and 
negotiating, with the Applicant, acceptable amendments to the proposal to address 
those concerns. As a result, the Local Planning Authority has been able to grant 
planning permission for an acceptable proposal, in accordance with the presumption 
in favour of sustainable development, as set out within the National Planning Policy 
Framework. 
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