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             Planning Committee  

  
Application Address   Glenferness Avenue Bridge, Glenferness Avenue, Bournemouth 

Proposal  

 Demolition and replacement of the existing pedestrian bridge from 
the eastern side of the vehicle bridge and installation of new 
bridges on both sides for pedestrian and cyclists with associated 
landscaping - Regulation 3 

Application Number   7-2022-28280 

Applicant   BCP Council 

Agent   WSP 

Ward and Ward 
Member(s)   Talbot and Branksome Woods 

Report status  Public Report  

Meeting date  22 September 2022 

Summary of 
Recommendation  

Approve, subject to conditions and the Head of Planning being 
satisfied in his opinion prior to the issue of any planning decision 
that there are suitable arrangements in relation to any planning 
permission to secure the provision and future maintenance of the 
replacement trees as further explained in the report and in that 
respect power be delegated to the Head of Planning to negotiate 
and agree those suitable arrangements whether in the form of any 
further conditions, a planning obligation or otherwise.     
 

Reason for Referral to 
Planning Committee  

Application that the Head of Planning considers is potentially 
contentious and raise material planning issues, or would affect the 
wider public interest 

Case Officer  
 Joscelyn Holbrook 

Title:  

Executive Summary  

  

Planning permission is sought for the erection of two pedestrian and cycle bridges either side of 

an existing car bridge over the railway line on Glenferness Avenue, located within the Meyrick 
Park and Talbot Woods Conservation Area. The two proposed bridges measures 4m in width 
and will be taller and longer than the existing single bridge, which measures 6m in width. The 

proposal requires the loss of 19 trees. 6 category B trees and 13 category C trees. In order to 
compensate for this loss, the applicant proposes to replant 38 trees on highway land within 600m 

of the development site on East Avenue and Glenferness Avenue.  
 

An objection has been raised by the Heritage Officer regarding the scale and design of the 

bridges obscuring and over dominating the existing car bridge. In addition, an objection has been 
raised by the Tree Officer due to the adverse impact the loss of trees will have on the streetscene 

and visual amenities of this part of the conservation area.  In addition, it is argued that the 
replanting is not direct mitigation as it is not wholly at the application site, but within 600m.    
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No objections have been raised by the Local Highway Authority, Biodiversity Officer or Climate 

Change Team. The proposed bridges will remove the current pinch point at the bridge location 
and improve pedestrian and cycle safety.  Network Rail have also been consulted and raise no 

objection to the proposal.  
 

This report is very much on balance and assesses the proposals impact on the conservation 

area. In addition, it weighs up the public benefits of improved highway safety. In addition, this 
report discusses the proposed replanting of 38 new trees and the importance of securing 

sufficient maintenance in order to ensure survival.  
 

It is acknowledged that there will be harm to the conservation area. In addition, it is 

acknowledged that there will be harm to the visual amenity of the bridge location due to the 
removal of the trees, which includes the large mature trees on highway land where the footpath is 

proposed. When balancing the issues, including regard to the climate and ecological emergency 
seeking to lower carbon emissions, the improvement to sustainable infrastructure is considered 
to outweigh the identified harm subject to the implementation of the new trees and full 

maintenance.  
 

If Members are minded to approve the application, delegated powers are requested to allow the 
Head of Planning to negotiate an appropriate mechanism in order to secure the maintenance of 
the trees.  

 
Description of Proposal  

  
1. Demolition of the existing pedestrian bridge on the eastern side of the vehicle bridge and 

installation of two new bridges on both sides of the bridge for pedestrian and cyclists with 

associated landscaping. 
  

Description of Site and Surroundings  

  
2. The bridge location is roughly halfway along Glenferness Avenue, the main through road in 

the Meyrick Park and Talbot Woods Conservation Area, over the railway line. The road is 
tree lined with substantial highway trees which positively contribute towards the setting of 

the conservation area.  The verdant setting is one of the main features of the conservation 
area and highlighted in the adopted conservation area appraisal.  There is an existing 
footbridge that runs on the eastern side of the bridge. There is no footpath on the south 

western side of the bridge.  
  
Relevant Planning History  

  
3. None. 

  
 Constraints  

  
4. With respect to any buildings or other land in a Conservation Area, special attention shall be 

paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of that area 

– section 72 - Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.  
  

  Meyrick Park and Talbot Wood Conservation Area 
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Public Sector Equalities Duty    

  
5. In accordance with section 149 Equality Act 2010, in considering this proposal due regard 

has been had to the need to —  
 

 eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other conduct that is 

prohibited by or under this Act;  
 advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant protected 

characteristic and persons who do not share it;  
 foster good relations between persons who share a relevant protected characteristic 

and persons who do not share it.  

   
Other relevant duties  

  
6. In accordance with section 40 Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006, in 

considering this application, regard has been had, so far as is consistent with the proper 

exercise of this function, to the purpose of conserving biodiversity.  
   

Consultations    
  
7. Conservation Officer: Objection. 

  
“Although the original brick bridge will not be altered, its appreciation will be reduced as it 

will be obscured by the new pedestrian/cycle bridges, when viewed from the other bridges 
along this stretch of track. The proposed pedestrian/cycle bridges themselves will be 
relatively obtrusive structures, compared with the existing, due to their design and the 

opening up and clearing of the surrounding area needed for their installation. 
 

They would become a particularly dominant element in streetscene views and, based on 
the plans submitted, would detract from and not preserve the established character and 
appearance of this part of the conservation area. They would result in harm which would 

be less than substantial and significant in nature. 
 

Concerns raised that the design is too utilitarian. In addition, concerns raised regarding the 
height of the platforms, which will sit above the height of the existing bridge and that they 
extend beyond the length of the existing bridge.  

 
Significant concerns regarding the loss of trees and vegetation which will result in 

significant harm to the visual amenity of the streetscene, that in turn will cause a harmful 
impact on the character and appearance of the conservation area”. 
 

8. Tree Officer: objection. 

 

“My concerns regarding the loss of 19 trees in the area of the proposed new bridge remain 
the same. I still have concerns over the level of tree loss in this small area as it will be 
harmful to the character of the Conservation Area and harmful to the visual amenities of 

this locality as significant gaps to the tree lined Avenue of Glenferness Avenue will be 
created by its installation and only two trees are proposed to be planted directly back to 

this area and three new trees will be planted close to this area. The rest of the proposed 
tree planting (33) is to nearby areas on the highway. 
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The proposed mitigating planting is at a 2 for 1 basis. 38 new trees will be planted. These 
new trees will all form good quality visual trees within the Conservation Area. I support the 

level of mitigating tree planting proposed however it is disappointing that significant gaps 
with no trees will be left on both sides of Glenferness Avenue in the area of the new 

bridge. The stock to be used for the new trees is heavy standard. Smaller sized tree 
stocks tend to establish better than larger ones however the visual 
impact will be greater with heavy standards and this is therefore supported. The 

maintenance of these   trees until establishment will need to be known. 
 

I support the replacement tree planting species proposed as they are tree species typical 
of this area and they are suitable for the Conservation Area and the appraisal of the 
Conservation Area specifically refers to the populations of Pine trees and Red oaks 

present which are some of the species to be planted. I support the planting of native trees 
and non native trees. Significant planting of non native trees has taken place over many 

generations throughout the BCP area and they form the main character trees of our towns. 
With climate change occurring relying on native trees alone will be difficult. The trees must 
be ones that have significant visual amenity values at maturity. 

 
It is likely to be difficult to establish new soft landscaping of shrub / ground cover planting 

etc in areas close to the new bridge therefore details of how it is to be maintained until 
establishment will be required”. 

   
9. Biodiversity Officer: no objection  

 

“If the recommendations in the Ecological Statement are carried out together with my 
recommendations above then, in my opinion, that is reasonable and adequate mitigation 
for the loss of wildlife and or disturbance to wildlife”. 

 
10. Local Highway Authority: no objection 

 
“Cyclists currently travelling along Glenferness Avenue are required mix with traffic using 
the existing overbridge. This is less than satisfactory given the narrowness of the 

overbridge, the motor vehicle approach speeds. As part of the Transforming Travel 
Programme replacement of the bridge with purpose-built structures allowing for 

segregation of cyclists from motor vehicles and the provision of a continuous pedestrian 
route along the western side of the overbridge was identified as a priority. The proposal is 
the council’s solution to this. 

 
The landing stages are proposed to include 1 in 20 slopes to enable the transi tion onto the 

bridges which is at the maximum desirable gradient considered suitable by Local 
Transport Note 1/20 Cycle Infrastructure Design (LTN 1/20) to cycle across. A shallower 
gradient could theoretically be provided but it is recognised there are a number of services 

present but most specifically the 33kV high voltage cable which limits the scope to lower 
the structure to the same level as the existing overbridge without disproportionate cost 

implications. 
 
The proposed bridges are at the minimum desirable widths for a shared use facility as per 

LTN1/20 as the 4m actual width becomes 3m effective wide due to the 1.8m parapet 
height requiring a 0.5m offset on either side. The effective width is likely to be distributed 

as 2m for cyclists and 1m for pedestrians. In comparison the actual width is likely to be 
2.5m for cyclists and 1.5m for pedestrians when discounting the 0.5m offsets”. 
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11. Climate Change Team: no objection 

 

“The construction of this project will result in the loss of small areas of non-native shrub 
beds, roadside trees and areas of semi-natural woodland. As outlined in the Ecological 
Impact Assessment, however, assuming all advice noted in the Recommendations, 

Compensation and Enhancements section of the EIA are fully implemented then 
biodiversity features will be protected, legislation and polices complied with and gain for 

biodiversity will be delivered. 
 
There is concern that the removal of mature trees and replacement with smaller trees will 

have an impact on carbon capture. We are pleased to see that trees will be replaced on a 
2:1 ratio and the replacement trees will be heavy standards. The use of heavy standards is 

encouraging as the trees are relatively mature (approximately 12cm girth and 3.5m height) 
and therefore very likely to survive, as is very often not the case when whips are used for 
replacement trees. Due to these two measures 

being used we feel that the benefit of encouraging a carbon free method of transport 
outweighs the removal of these mature trees.  

 
This project aims to deliver infrastructure which will facilitate behaviour change to more 
sustainable modes of transport”. 

 
12. Network Rail – no objection 

 
“Following our consultation response dated 24/03/2022, I have become aware that the 
applicant has previously engaged with our Asset Protection team and we are satisfied that 

the gap between the proposed bridges is sufficient.  Consequently, Network Rail remove 
their objection and have no further comments to make”. 

 
Representations 

  

13. During the public consultation process, 37 letters of representation were received, 6 
objections, 26 in support and 5 general comments. The issues raised are as follows:  

 
14. Objection comments: 

 

 Objects to the amount of tax payers money being spent on the proposed 
developments on Glenferness Avenue for a few cyclists who use this route where 

there is a cycle route through Meyrick Park into the Town Centre;  
 Felling 19 trees and destruction of shrub lined verges will cause considerable harm to 

the character and appearance of the Conservation Area; 

 The existing bridge on the eastern side of the road bridge is perfectly adequate for 
pedestrians. 

 4m width of each proposed bridge is excessive, given the low usage; more 
appropriate to a busy city centre location not a quiet residential location; 

 Smaller bridges should be proposed, which are more appropriate for the location. 

This will then reduce the number of trees needing to be felled.  
 The proposed design appears quite industrial,  

 19 trees proposed are felled together with the appearance of the proposed bridges 
will have a very negative impact on the Conservation Area. 
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 When one looks at the pedestrian and cycle usage on Glenferness Avenue, the 
objector finds the proposal extraordinary and therefore in the strongest terms object 

to this application; 
 Objector highlights that traffic light signals either side of the bridge as an alternative, 

which would save the 19 trees from being felled, cost to construct the bridges and 
impact on the conservation area. 

 Concerns regarding the surface colour.  

 
15. Support comments:  

 

 The existing routes and crossings in this location for pedestrians and cyclists are 
unsafe and very inconvenient. Notably, there is no footway on the western side of the 

road. 

 This proposal will allow pedestrians heading north and south along the western side 

of the road to walk safely and avoid the need to cross the road. It will also be much 
safer for cyclists travelling north up Glenferness Avenue. 

 Much safer route for horses than the current bridge; 

 The scheme fixes the worst pinch point for walking and cycling; 

 Loss of trees is regrettable, but there are sustainable travel benefits; 

 Safer for pedestrians and children attending Talbot Heath School; 

 Currently a bottleneck, proposal will address the issue; 

 Will improve traffic flow and safety for all highway users; 

 Encourage more people to travel in an environmentally friendly way; 

 The proposal not only supports the Government's Gear Change policy but also the 
Council's own Climate and Carbon Reduction policies 

 whilst the loss of mature trees is not ideal, the plans to replace in larger numbers 
mitigates the loss as much as possible. 

 
16. Other Comments raised: 

  

 Council is building protected cycleways along Talbot Avenue, which is more heavily 
used and questions why this development is needed. 

 Huge disruption caused by the closure of the bridge;  

 Questions raised regarding the future crossing points on the road, such as a Toucan 

crossing, not included on the proposed plans and it isn’t clear if this is still the 
intention to install?   

 the drawings show the surface of new bridges to be black tarmac whereas it was 

understood to be red, is this to deliberately mislead?  

 The British Horse Society notes that the surface of the bridges are yet to be 

confirmed, they request a rubber crumb surface which is nonslip and helps reduce 
vibration and sound.  

 BH Active Travel would request that the stepped cycle tracks were the Dutch red 
colour (as Wallisdown Road) to provide continuity. 

 Comments have been made regarding painting icons on the surface of the bridge to 

clearly identify which side is for cyclists, rather than relying upon colour of the surface 
as this is discriminatory;  

 Comments regarding traffic orders to prohibit vehicles except emergency services, 
cyclists and public transport to use the existing bridge.  

 Comment regarding the Arboricultural Statement, Para 6.10 states “All replacement 
trees will be Heavy Standards.” In the event of Planning Permission being granted, it 
is requested that this should be a Condition for all 38 replacement trees. 
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17. The applicant confirms the bridge surface will be grey.  
 

 
Key Issue(s)  

  
18. The key issue(s) involved with this proposal are:  
 

 Impact on the character and appearance of the Conservation Area; 
 Increasing opportunities for cycling and walking; 

 Impact on trees and mitigation; 
 Impact on biodiversity; 
 Planning balance. 

  
19. These issues will be considered along with other matters relevant to this proposal below.   

  
Policy Context  

  

20. Local documents:  
  

Bournemouth District Wide Local Plan (2002): 
 
 4.4 - Development within a Conservation Area  

4.25 - Trees and Landscaping 
 

 Bournemouth Plan: Core Strategy (2012): 
 
 CS6 - Delivering Sustainable Communities  

 CS18 - Increasing Opportunities for Cycling and Walking 
 CS39 - Designated Heritage Assets; 

 CS41 - Design Quality  
 
 Meyrick Park and Talbot Woods Conservation Area Appraisal (July 2009) 

 
21. National Planning Policy Framework (“NPPF”/”Framework”)   

 
Paragraph 11: presumption in favour of sustainable development.  
  

Paragraph 106: walking and cycling networks. 
 

Paragraph 131: Trees. 
 
Paragraph 180: Biodiversity. 

 
Section 16: Conserving and Enhancing the Historic Environment. In particular: 

 
Paragraph 195: Assessment of significant of the heritage asset  
 

Paragraph 199: Designated Heritage Assets.  
 

Paragraphs 200-201: Substantial harm within a conservation area 
 
Paragraph 202: Less than substantial harm within a conservation area.  
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Planning Assessment  

  
Impact on the character and appearance of the conservation area:  
 

22. The site in question is at the existing car bridge over the railway track on Glenferness 
Avenue. The bridge is located between East Avenue and Elgin Road and is within the 

Meyrick Park and Talbot Woods Conservation Area. The railway track runs through the 
conservation area, with three bridges that cross the line which is at Elgin Road, Rothesay 
Road and Glenferness Avenue. Glenferness Avenue is the main route through the 

conservation area linking Talbot Road to Branksome Wood Road. The bridge is roughly 
mid-way along the avenue and it is framed between mature vegetation on either side of 

the road. The bridge provides a visual link with important views within the conservation 
area. Reference to the bridge is made in paragraph 4.66 of the adopted Conservation 
Area Appraisal.  

 
23. The brick bridges are important historical structures, dating to the Victorian period and 

predates the later 1920s/30s development of Talbot Woods around them. Their traditional 
brick construction and well considered design means that they make a positive and 
significant contribution to the character and appearance of the conservation area.  

 
24. The bridge on Glenferness Avenue is the only one with an existing footbridge. The 

footbridge itself is relatively inconspicuous set to one side of the existing red brick road 
bridge. It is similar in height to the top of the existing bridge and is open in its construction. 
It does not impinge upon the wider street scene or detract from the positive contribution 

that the railway bridge makes to this part of the conservation area. 
 

25. The existing car bridge measures 6m in width. It is proposed to remove the existing 
pedestrian footbridge and install two cycle and pedestrian bridges, either side of the 
original bridge with each new bridge measuring 4m in width. 

 
26. The mature trees and vegetation around the bridge reinforces the verdant setting of the 

area and makes a positive and valuable contribution to the character and appearance of 
the conservation area. In addition, the mature highway trees also positively impact the 
verdant setting of the conservation area.   

 
27. Although the original brick bridge will not be altered, its appreciation will be reduced as it 

will be obscured by the new bridges. The two cycle and pedestrian bridges will be higher 
and longer than the existing, with attention drawn to these structures. The applicant has 
provided additional information to show that the mesh of the side panels of the platforms 

will be open with a 40% porosity which will help with visibility through the structure, but it 
does not overcome the concerns regarding height and length of the two bridges.  

 
28. The applicant has confirmed that the proposed bridges are required to be at the proposed 

height due to electrical cabling and services below. In addition, the height of the side 

panels of the bridges are at the proposed high due to safety reasons. Policy CS39 seeks 
to protect heritage assets from inappropriate alterations. However, it is acknowledged that 

there is a conflict between providing bridge structures at a modern standard and 
preserving the appearance of the existing bridge. 
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29. Due to the creation of the pedestrian/cycle bridges and pedestrian footpath, 19 trees are 
proposed to be felled. This is a significant number of trees within a small area within this 

conservation area. Policy 4.4 of the District Wide Local Plan expects proposals within a 
conservation area to preserve or enhance the character. In addition, it requires the 

protection of existing trees, hedgerows and views which are an integral part of the 
conservation area.  

 

30. The avenue is pleasantly tree lined, which gives a leafy and verdant setting and this is 
noted within the appraisal. Following the development, the area around the bridge will be 

mostly open with the loss of large number trees, including mature highway trees and 
vegetation. The applicant is proposing to replant trees within 600m of the site, which will 
be discussed later on in this report. Whilst the replanting is welcomed, the bridge location 

will be a noticeable change to the existing verdant character. 
 

31. The two bridges, which are longer and taller than the car bridge will affect the established 
views within the conservation area. The bridges will be a particularly dominant element in 
the streetscene and combined with the tree and shrub removal, there will be an adverse 

impact the visual amenity of the immediate area around the bridge site. The proposal 
would therefore detract from and not preserve the established character and appearance 

of this part of the conservation area. In addition, Policy 4.4 specifically states that existing 
trees should be retained. The felling of a large number of trees in the conservation area is 
contrary to the aims of Policy 4.4 of the local plan.   

 
32. There are no concerns regarding overlooking from the proposed bridges or adverse harm 

to local residents the main concern is the prominence of the structures and the overall 
impact on the setting of the conservation area. Paragraph 199 states that “When 
considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a designated 

heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation (and the more 
important the asset, the greater the weight should be). This is irrespective of whether any 

potential harm amounts to substantial harm, total loss or less than substantial harm to its 
significance”. Paragraph 200 states: “Any harm to, or loss of, the significance of a 
designated heritage asset (from its alteration or destruction, or from development within its 

setting), should require clear and convincing justification”. In this case the ‘heritage asset’ 
is the conservation area as a whole so it is considered that the level of harm is ‘less than 

substantial’, which requires a balancing exercise against the public benefits in accordance 
with paragraph 202 of the NPPF. Those benefits are explored in the other sections of the 
report below, including the justification for the proposal. Regard has also been had to 

Section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 in 
undertaking this assessment.  

  
Increasing the opportunities for cycling and walking:  

 

33. Whilst the harm to the conservation area has been discussed above, the proposal does 
have benefits as it will enable a safer route for cycling and walking. A strategic objective of 

the Core Strategy is to facilitate and increase the levels of walking and cycling. This is 
highlighted in Policy CS18 which states that the Council will promote walking and cycling 
through developing the Borough’s sustainable travel network to make it more attractive 

and encourage walking and cycling for all types of trip. The existing car bridge is narrow 
and cars need to wait for cyclists to cycle over the bridge which is a hazard. In addition, 

there is no footpath on the south western side of the car bridge on Glenferness Avenue 
and therefore pedestrians are required to cross the road. This existing situation has been 
highlighted in the letters of support received during the publicity period.  
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34. The proposed bridges will allow a safe crossing for pedestrians and cyclists without the 
need to cross the main road or use the car bridge. The supporting statement states that 

the increase in safety will encourage more people to walk and cycle, which supports the 
Council’s ambitions to improve the opportunities for cycling and walking whilst also 

reducing carbon emissions and promoting sustainable travel. The proposal is therefore in 
accordance with Policies CS6, CS18 and paragraph 106 of the NPPF that seeks to 
improve cycling and walking networks. It will help to create a desirable and attractive to 

use joined up sustainable travel network across the Borough, which is a significant benefit 
of the proposals.    

 
Impact on trees and mitigation:  
 

35. It is proposed to remove 19 trees and shrubs in the immediate area of the bridge. The 
image on the following page shows the location of the existing trees in red which are to be 

removed. The trees are a mix of trees located on Network Rail land and Highway land on 
the grass verges all within the conservation area. It includes 6 category B trees and 13 
category C trees. The loss of trees and vegetation will result in significant harm to the 

visual amenity of the streetscene in this location. The applicant is proposing mitigation, 
which includes the planting of new trees on a 2 trees for every 1 removed basis. The areas 

for planting are within 600m of the site on Glenferness Avenue and East Avenue.  
 

 
Image 1: trees in red are to be removed. Yellow are replacement trees and the locations. 

 



P a g e   11 
 

 
36. All new trees will be provided within highway land and therefore will have a high amenity 

value upon maturity. The 5 trees shown in yellow on the above image are proposed trees. 
These are the nearest mitigation trees to the development site. There are a further 3 trees 

after the junction with East Avenue. In total there will be 15 trees planted on East Avenue 
and 24 trees planted on Glenferness Avenue. 

 

37.  The following table identifies the trees which will be removed and the proposed species of 
replacement trees. The tree species have been revised after discussions with our Tree 

Officer with species now proposed which are more characteristic to this Conservation 
Area. There are now no objections to the mix of trees proposed on highway land.   
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38. Paragraph 131 of the NPPF makes it clear that trees make an important contribution to the 

character and quality of an urban environment and can also help mitigate and adapt 
climate change. This paragraph of the NPPF also states that existing trees should be 

retained wherever possible.  Policy CS41 of the Core Strategy states that development 
should enhance character and local distinctiveness of an area as well as conserving and 
improving landscape, townscape, biodiversity and habitats. Policy 4.4 includes the need to 
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protect “existing street patterns, open spaces, trees, hedgerows, walls views and other 
elements which are an integral part of the conservation area”. The Council’s Tree Officer 

and Conservation Officer object to the loss of the trees due to the stark visual impact it will 
have which will not be in keeping with the verdant setting of Glenferness Avenue or the 

wider Conservation Area.  
 

39. If Members are minded to approve this application and agree to the felling of the 19 trees 

at the bridge site in order for the two bridge structures and footpath to be installed, the 
proposed schedule of 38 replacement trees on East Avenue and Glenferness Avenue has 

been assessed and revised so that they are an acceptable mix and in keeping with the 
existing species found within the Conservation Area.   

 

40. Paragraph 131 of the NPPF makes it clear that the appropriate measures should be in 
place to secure the long-term maintenance of newly planted trees. Further information was 

therefore requested regarding to the maintenance of the proposed trees.  Whilst this 
application has been submitted by BCP Council using the Transforming Cities Fund (TCF) 
to deliver the cycling and walking infrastructure, BCP Parks maintenance team confirm 

that they do not have the capacity to maintain the replacement trees. It is therefore 
reasonable to secure a proportion of the TCF funding to cover the maintenance of the new 

trees rather than relying upon existing Council resources. A 5 year maintenance schedule 
has been submitted which includes details of planting, supports, mulching, weed removal 
and a watering schedule. This is particularly important over the summer months. The Tree 

Officer confirms that heavy stock trees require significant maintenance in order for them to 
establish and therefore it is important that this information is known upfront. Ring fencing a 

proportion of the funding to ensure maintenance is fully carried out is considered essential 
in order for the loss of trees to be accepted.  If Members are minded to approve the 
application, it is requested that delegated powers are devolved to the Head of Planning in 

order to secure the maintenance through appropriate legal arrangements.  It is considered 
that this would satisfactorily secure the required maintenance, and a five year period is 

acceptable in this instance.    
 

Impact on Biodiversity:  

 

41. The applicant has submitted a detailed ecology impact assessment which assessed the 

ecology around the bridge site. The report confirms that there is no impact on protected 
species such as sand lizard, hazel dormouse, great crested newt or badgers. One 
category B oak tree highlighted to be felled adjacent to number 2 Elgin Road is identified 

as having a Potential Roost Feature (PRF) for bats. The ecology report states that the 
PRF will be analysed and if the presence of bats are identified then a European Protected 

Species licence will be obtained from Natural England. The biodiversity enhancement as 
part of this scheme includes the installation of four bird and bat boxes in Pug ’s Hole Local 
Nature Reserve, as well as the replacement tree planting. Subject to the implementation of 

the recommendations, compensation and enhancements as set out in the ecological 
assessment, the proposal would not cause a harmful impact on species and will enable a 

biodiversity enhancement in accordance with paragraph 180 of the NPPF and the habitat 
regulations. It is considered that article 12 of the Habitats Directive which prohibits 
deliberate disturbance of these species, particularly during the period of breeding, rearing, 

hibernation and migration;” and “…deterioration or destruction of breeding sites or resting 
places” would not be offended, subject to the appropriate mitigation  

 
Planning Balance/Conclusion  
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42. It has been discussed that the bridge is located in the centre of one of the main through 
roads in the Conservation Area and that the existing trees positively contribute towards the 

verdant setting. The removal of the trees in this location combined with the scale of the 
proposed bridges will cause a harmful impact on the character and appearance of the 

conservation area, contrary to Policy 4.4 and CS39. The Conservation Officer objects to 
this application due to the utilitarian appearance, over dominating the existing bridge. The 
Tree Officer objects to the loss of 19 trees and impact on visual amenities.  

 
43. Proposed tree planting of 38 trees will be carried out on East Avenue and Glenferness 

Avenue, within 600m of the bridge location.  
 

44. Whilst there is identified harm, the proposal has significant benefits where walking and 

cycling routes are to be made safer, which should then encourage more people to use 
sustainable forms of transport and reduce carbon emissions, creating a stronger 

sustainable travel network. The Local Highway Authority, Climate Change Team and 
Biodiversity Officer raise no objection to the application.  

 

45. Whilst there is a visual impact to this section of Glenferness Avenue, it is classed as being 
‘less than substantial harm’. Paragraph 202 of the NPPF states that “where a development 

proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage 
asset, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal including, 
where appropriate, securing its optimum viable use”. In this instance, weight is given to the 

public benefit of having safe and secure pedestrian and cycle routes which will remove the 
pinch point at the bridge. In addition, weight is also given to the improvements to the travel 

network in order to reduce carbon emissions in line with the Councils priority and the 
strategic objective of the Core Strategy.   

 

46. Paragraph 11 of the NPPF seeks a presumption in favour of sustainable development. For 
decision-taking, this means if there are no development plan Policies or if they are 

considered out of date, permission should be granted unless the impact of doing so would 
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. In this instance, Policy 4.4 and CS39 
are considered relevant and up to date as it reinforces the importance of preserving and 

enhancing conservation areas, in line with the aims of section 16 of the NPPF. 
 

47. The proposal is in conflict with the local plan in relation to the heritage aspects. However, 
on balance, having regard to the overall public benefits of safe and secure routes across 
the railway, it is considered that the material considerations in the form of these benefits 

outweigh the identified harm to the street scene and conservation area. Whilst contrary to 
Policy 4.4 and CS39, it is in line with Policy CS18 and paragraphs 106, 180, 199 and 202 

of the NPPF.   
 

Recommendation  

  
48. GRANT permission, subject to: 

(a) the following conditions; and  
(b)  the Head of Planning being satisfied in his opinion prior to the issue of any 

planning decision that there are suitable arrangements in relation to any 

planning permission to secure the provision and future maintenance of the 
replacement trees as further explained in the report and in that respect power 

be delegated to the Head of Planning to negotiate and agree those suitable 
arrangements whether in the form of any further conditions, a planning 
obligation or otherwise.     
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 Conditions:  

 
1. Development to be carried out in accordance with plans as listed: 

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

following approved plans:  
 

Site location plan  

 
70086666-WSP-DRG-GA-001 

 
70076261-WSP-DRG-ECV-001-Rev2 

 
Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper planning. 

 
2. Construction management plan: 

No development shall take place, including any preparatory works, until a 
construction management plan or construction method statement has been 

submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The approved 
plan/statement shall be adhered to throughout the demolition/construction period. 

The plan/statement shall provide for: 
 
 24 hour emergency contact number; 

 Hours of operation; 
 Parking of vehicle of site operatives and visitors (including measures taken to 

 ensure satisfactory access and movement for existing occupiers of 
neighbouring properties during construction);  

 Routes for construction traffic; 

 Locations for loading/unloading and storage of plant, waste and construction 

 materials; 

 Method of preventing mud being carried onto the highway; 

 Measures to protect vulnerable road users (cyclists and pedestrians) 

 Any necessary temporary traffic management measures; 

 Arrangements for turning vehicles; 

 Arrangements to receive abnormal loads or unusually large vehicles; 

 Methods of communicating the Construction Management Plan to staff, visitors 

and neighbouring residents and businesses. 
 

Reason: In the interests of safe operation of the adopted highway in the lead into 

development both during the preparation and construction phase of the 
development. 
 

3. Schedule for Tree Planting: 

Within one month of the date of commencement of the development or such other 

period as agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority, full details of all proposed 
tree planting times and a schedule for implementation shall be submitted to the Local 

Planning Authority for approval in writing.  Once agreed in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority, all the replacement trees detailed in approved document 
‘Addendum to Arboricultral Assessment & Method Statement’ dated April 2022 

prepared by FPCR Environment and Design Ltd shall be provided in accordance with 
the locations as shown in Table 1 and on approved plan 10021-T-30 rev C, 10021-T-

31 rev C, 10021-T-32 rev C, 10021-T-33 rev C and 10021-T-33 rev C dated April 
2022 and permanently retained thereafter. 
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Reason: In the interests of visual amenity and effective arboricultural management 

and in accordance with Policy 4.25 of the Bournemouth District Wide Local Plan 

(February 2002). 
 

4. Implementation of the approved Arboricultural Method Statement: 

The tree protection measures as detailed in the arboricultural method statement 
dated January 2022 and addendum dated April 2022 prepared by FPCR 

Environment and Design Ltd shall be implemented in full and in accordance with the 
approved timetable and maintained and supervised until completion of the 

development. 
 

Reason: To ensure that trees and other vegetation to be retained are not damaged 

during construction works and to accord with Policy 4.25 of the Bournemouth District 
Wide Local Plan (February 2002). 

 
5. In accordance with the approved 5 year maintenance plan:  

The approved landscape and tree maintenance plan shall be carried out in full for a 

minimum of 5 year period commencing with the planting of the first tree. 
 

Reason: To ensure that the proposed development includes a long-term 

management plan for the landscaped areas in the interests of visual amenity and to 
accord with Policy 4.25 of the Bournemouth District Wide Local Plan (February 2002) 

and Policy CS41 of the Bournemouth Local Plan: Core Strategy (October 2012). 
 

6. In accordance with the Ecological Impact Assessment. 

The recommendations, compensation and enhancement as set out in the Ecological 
Impact Assessment Version 1.2 dated 25th January 2022 shall be carried out in full 

prior to the use of the development commencing.  
 

Reason: to ensure biodiversity enhancements and in accordance with Policy CS35 

of the Bournemouth Local Plan: Core Strategy (October 2012). 
  

7. Materials as Specified 

The materials to be used on the external surfaces of the bridges shall be as specified 

on the application form/plan. Furthermore, the surfacing of the bridge shall be in the 
colour grey as confirmed via E-mail on the 27/7/22.  

 
Reason: To safeguard the visual amenities of the locality and in accordance with 

Policy CS41 of the Bournemouth Local Plan: Core Strategy (October 2012). 
 
 

Background Documents: 

 
Case File – ref 7-2022-28280 

 

 NB For full details of all papers submitted with this application please refer to the 
 relevant Public Access pages on the council’s website. 

 Background Documents 
 


