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Chamberlain House change of use and modifications
draft comments

Local Planning Application 2011/07644/PA
Site Address 2 Yew Tree Road Moseley Birmingham B13 8QQ
Proposal "Listed building consent for the change of use to form new school and erection of
single storey front extension to form entrance and reception area and erection of 1.8m high
boundary wall and gates to front."

Deadline for submitting comment is 8 December 2011

Proposed Plan

Comment Summary
The gist of the application is that Uffculme School want to renovate Chamberlain House for
their own use, and are seeking permission for a change of use plus permission to make
changes to the existing site. The plan deals with Four Seasons in a crude way, and fails to
address a variety of other issues, whilst making some statements that are clearly untrue.

This review gonecovers available documents and notes points I think need
addressing. It is largely my own view.
I have not looked at details of changes to the building. I am more interested in
changes to landscape and habitat, and the social ramifications, including the question
of what happens to Four Seasons, access to the park & gardens, and the future of
current Uffculme land.
My overarching concern is that permission to go ahead on this project may wreck any
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chance of getting the Highbury Options Appraisal and public consultation we've been
campaigning for and supporting progress on. I think that topic needs clarifying more
than any other.
On that basis, I say the application is premature, incomplete, and occasionally
incorrect. The missing information should be included, the proposal reworked, and the
project vetted in light of Highbury Trust and Charity Commission policy.

My Points of Concern
The following is set out from an evening's review of the documents. I hope it's useful to
anyone who can formulate their own response within the 3 days left for making comments to
the planning committee.

We have to question the applicant's suitability to base itself atHighbury, given the site's
complex and nationally significant heritage features. The failures in several key areas of the
design and planning process raises questions about the proposal, and more so about the
applicant.

Options Appraisal and Public Consultation
1. The Highbury Options Appraisal is not mentioned. It is very important for these and
other reasons: it is a key element in an agreement between Highbury Trust and the Charities
Commission, and a very carefully organised set of proposals relating to the estate as a
whole. Our first concern is that the estate gets functionally split, and the options for
sustaining the remainder are severely curtailed. Permission to run a school here may wreck
any chance of other Highbury options proceeding on a viable basis. This lack of
consideration for the este as a whole must be rectified before proceeding with any
permissions.

A second concern is that this is not charitable use of Trust assets. Highbury Trust got into
trouble with the Charities Commission over Council use of Chamberlain House for statutory
use by Social Services. Uffculme School is also a Council/Statutory use for Education, so it
also violates the charitable basis of the Trust. This would remain an issue even if a
comprehensive plan for the whole estate were developed.

Biodiversity & plant heritage
2. The applicant says there are no biodiversity effects on or near the site. This is untrue,
partly because of the heritage fruit trees - at least two of which are removed in the scheme -
and partly because of the other habitat and plant diversity on site or nearby, including
nesting birds of prey, bat roosts and breeding areas, badgers and setts, and other heritage
garden plantings of material consideration, all requiring an EIA.

3. We don't have any indication that landscape and biodiversity surveys have been done.
The Design, Access and Heritage statement mentions a tree report, but no further details are
presented. None of the heritage fruit trees are identified as such, nor is there mention of the
garden specimens below the house. There is no discussion of a scheme for maintaining
those heritage trees nor of providing public access to them. This is entirely inappropriate for
a listed garden. Normally, schemes have to be vetted by the regional heritage landscape
panel. They report there's been no contact whatsoever.
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panel. They report there's been no contact whatsoever.

4. A new vehicle entrance will be cut through the existing 12 foot wall for access to Four
Seasons. This looks like it removes a pear tree that was planted by the Chamberlains. Other
landscape work ignores the horticultural significance of the 12' boundary wall. The symbols
seem to indicate removal of the big Bramley type apple in the corner, and other pear trees
along the wall, replacing them with banal turf and shrub plantings. In short the design show
no sensitivity or heritage awareness. It's an insult.

Traffic, access & parking
5. The two entrances at Queensbridge and Yew Tree Roads look like accidents waiting to
happen, as there's no evidence of traffic signals or pedestrian crossings. Four Seasons car
park is too small for a coach or full size lorry to turn around. Coaches routinely come and go
from Four Seasons. Large trucks occasionally make deliveries. In this scheme, both types of
vehicle must reverse onto Queensbridge road. The car park also encroaches on the fruit
tunnel. Neither of these have been addressed. Overall, the car park and the entrance must
shift west by several metres.

6. No mention is made of the current access to the gardens & park. It just disappears.
The design fails to take the wider community and access into account. The enclosure is
unexplained. Highbury is a charitable asset meant for the benefit of the city's people, and
has a long use of public access.

7. Four Seasons would be segregated from the remainder of the Chamberlain House site
by a 1.8 metre high (5' 11") brick wall. No gate is indicated. No interaction is acknowledged.
This sort of barrier is exactly what Alex MacDonald (headteacher at Uffculme School) said
would not be built when we discussed the site during initial consultations. The designers
seem to have overruled him.

Four Seasons
8. Answer to Question 18 on the application says the site is currently vacant. This is not
true, as Four Seasons occupy a distinct part of it.

9. There is no mention of joint working with Four Seasons. The imposition of a wall makes it
clear that no working partnership is planned. This is contrary to what we'd been told during
the intial discussions with Alex MacDonald, Liz Garnham and Sue Twells. What's more, I'd
expect more consideration for the scope of gardening activities. Given the educational value
of gardening and ecological study, that section of garden is better suited for those sorts of
activities. So the northern part of the proposed Key Stage 3/4 play area should be given over
to joint gardening space. This would also ensure that heritage pear trees are well
maintained.
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Failure to Consult
10. Whilst a list of consultees is set out, it includes very few of the key local stakeholders,
which just draws negative attention to applicant's failure to maintain the constructive dialogue
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promised at the outset. There is no evidence of having reached out to the friends and
families of Four Seasons clients; no evidence of having liaised with Highbury Trust to form
working partnerships with the other groups active on site, nor any recognistion of those
groups' economic and social interests. This failure to consult during the initial design process
reflects badly on the design, the applicant, and has been noted in communications with
Highbury Trustees and Charity Commission.

Highbury Trust
15. So far there's been no mention of what happens with the existing Uffculme site. I
would think there'd be some quid pro quo for breaking up the Highbury estate - particularly if
it pre-empts the Options Appraisal. If the prospects for a sustainable economic and
charitable future for Highbury is blocked by the non-charitable use of Chamberlain House, I
would expect some kind of alternative gain, such as access to Uffculme. The Trustees
should be unilateral on this point as well. Moreover, if Uffculme is held in trust by Council,
there will be some sort of covenant or chritables aims it must meet. Some discussion of
those is needed.


