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ould be received by the Council by noon the day before this meeting. We cannot
information received after this time will be brought to the Committee’s attention.

" and the District Councillor will be obliged to pass these on to the planning officer,
ey will be published on the website.
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to do so must inform the Chairman and ensure it is done in a non-disruptive and public manner.
Please review the Council’s guidance on filming and recording meetings available in the meeting
room.

If you have any special requirements in order to attend this meeting,
please let us know in advance

Large print version can be made available
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SOUTH NORFOLK COUNCIL — DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE
Please familiarise yourself with this information if you are not in receipt of the agenda.

If the meeting room is busy, please use the upstairs public gallery until such time as your
application is heard. You will need to be in the main meeting room if you wish to speak in regard
to an application. Please be aware that the Committee can over-run, and if your application is
later on the agenda it may be some time before your application is heard.

GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT
The Development Management process is primarily concerned with issues of land use and has 1 @

up to protect the public and the environment from the unacceptable planning activities of prj
individuals and development companies.

The Council has a duty to prepare a Local Plan to provide a statutory framewor [ ions.
The Development Plan for South Norfolk currently consists of a suite of document anary
document which sets out the overarching planning strategy for the District andggg ing policies

is the Joint Core Strategy for Broadland, Norwich and South Norfolk. The S
with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and accompanying te dance and was
adopted by South Norfolk Council in March 2011, with amendments a d 7 It is the starting
point in the determination of planning applications and as it has been @hdorsef by an independent
Planning Inspector the policies within the plan can be given full weight\@en gftermining planning
applications.

dly consistent

South Norfolk Council adopted its Local Plan in October
Allocations and Policies Document, the Wymondham A n, the Development Management
i adopted in 2016. These documents

allocate specific areas of land for developm t boundaries and provide criterion based
policies giving a framework for assessing pl#hning app¥
Development Plan was also ‘made’ in 2014 ¥@&d Mulbar

2016, and full weight can now be given to po Wi

n Neighbourhood Development Plan made in
these plans when determining planning

The NPPF states thajthe
core planning princip

ing system is to achieve sustainable development. The

pos
1 in the NPPF are summarised as:

ed

sustainable economic development
sign

be used in determining applications will relate to the effect on the “public at large” and will
se that refer to private interests. Personal circumstances of applicants “will rarely” be an
ncing factor, and then only when the planning issues are finely balanced.

EREFORE, we will:
e Acknowledge the strength of our policies
e Be consistent in the application of our policy, and

e If we need to adapt our policy, we will do it through the Local Plan process.

Decisions which are finely balanced and contradict policy will be recorded in detail to explain and
justify the decision and the strength of the material planning reasons for doing so.
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OCCASIONALLY, THERE ARE CONFLICTS WITH THE VIEWS OF THE PARISH OR TOWN
COUNCIL. WHY IS THIS?

We ask local parish and town councils to recognise that their comments are taken into account. Where
we disagree with those comments it will be because:

o Districts look to ‘wider’ policies, and national, regional and county planning strategy.
e Other consultation responses may have affected our recommendation.
e There is an honest difference of opinion.

&




AGENDA

1. To report apologies for absence and identify substitute voting members (if any);

2. To deal with any items of business the Chairman decides should be considered as
matters of urgency pursuant to Section 100B (4) (b) of the Local Government4§
1972; [Urgent business may only be taken if, "by reason of special circumstances”
will be recorded in the minutes), the Chairman of the meeting is of the opinion thaj
item should be considered as a matter of urgency.]

3. To receive Declarations of Interest from Members;
(Please see flowchart and guidanc acqmd, page 7)

4, Minutes of the Meeting of the Development Management C itt@e held on 31
January 2018; ched — page 9)
5. Planning Applications and Other Developmenjfon ters;

(attached — page 18)
To consider the items as listed below:

Item . . . Page
No. Planning Ref No. | Parish Site ddress No.

1 2017/2450/H 23 Margaret Road Costessey NR5 OAU 18

Land Off Bobbins Way Swardeston Norfolk

2 2017/2247/D NR14 8DT 23
Aldeby Business Park Common Road
3 2017/1828/R§C Aldeby NR34 0BL 43
4 2017/251 S Morrisons, Victoria Road, Diss, 1P22 4XF 55
5 201 COSTESSEY 192 West End Costessey Norfolk NR8 5AW 65
esgpub-Committee;
lease note that the Sub-Committee will only meet if a site visit is agreed by the
ommittee with the date and membership to be confirmed.
Planning Appeals (for information); (attached — page 69)

8. Date of next scheduled meeting — Wednesday 28 March 2018



1. GUIDELINES FOR DETERMINING THE NEED TO VISIT AN APPLICATION SITE

The following guidelines are to assist Members to assess whether a Site Panel visit is required. Site
visits may be appropriate where:

0] The particular details of a proposal are complex and/or the intended site layout or relationships
between site boundaries/existing buildings are difficult to envisage other than by site assessment;
(i) The impacts of new proposals on neighbour amenity e.g. shadowing, loss of light, physical

impact of structure, visual amenity, adjacent land uses, wider landscape impacts can only be fllly
appreciated by site assessment/access to adjacent land uses/property;

(i) The material planning considerations raised are finely balanced and Member assess d
judgement can only be concluded by assessing the issues directly on site;
(iv) It is expedient in the interests of local decision making to demonstrate that all

proposal have been considered on site.

Members should appreciate that site visits will not be appropriate in those cas s of
fundamental planning policy are involved and there are no significant other mateNgl cORgJderations to
take into account. Equally, where an observer might feel that a site visit w for under any
of the above criteria, members may decide it is unnecessary, e.g. becaus efexisting familiarity
with the site or its environs or because, in their opinion, judgement c ely made on the

basis of the written, visual and oral material before the Committee.
2. PUBLIC SPEAKING: PLANNING APPLICATIONS

Applications will normally be considered in the order in g t appear on the agenda. Each
application will be presented in the following way:

tations from:
ber(s) or clerk;
sin total;
umber of speakers up to 5 minutes in total;

Initial presentation by planning officers fol
The town or parish council - up to 5 mi
Objector(s) - any number of speakers, up
The applicant, or agent or any supporters -
Local member

Member consideration/decision.

TIMING: In front of you there nggvhich tell you how much time you have used of your
five minutes. After four4pin the le e screen turns amber and then it turns red after five
minutes, at which popgt }ﬂ an will ask you to come to a conclusion.

MICROPHONES: In froNgef yO® there is a microphone which we ask you to use. Simply press the left

or right button to

phone on and off

E MEETING? Please try to be brief and to the point. Limit your views to the

ouncil, design, appearance and layout, possible loss of light or overshadowing, noise
nd smell nuisance, impact on residential and visual amenity, highway safety and traffic
pact on trees/conservation areal/listed buildings/environmental or nature conservation issues.

LMING AT COUNCIL MEETINGS: GUIDANCE

Members of the public and press are permitted to film or record meetings to which they are permitted
access in a non-disruptive manner and only from areas designated for the public. No prior permission
is required, however the Chairman at the beginning of the meeting will ask if anyone present wishes to
record proceedings. We will ensure that reasonable facilities are made available to the public and
press to assist filming or recording of meetings.

The use of digital and social media recording tools, for example Twitter, blogging or audio recording is
allowed as long as it is carried out in a non-disruptive manner.



HEALTH AND SAFETY INFORMATION

Eire alarm If the fire alarm sounds please make your way to the nearest fire exit.
Members of staff will be on hand to escort you to the evacuation point
Mobile phones Please switch off your mobile phone or put it into silent mode
, The toilets can be found on the right of the lobby as you enter the cil
Toilets Chamber
There will be a short comfort break after two hours if the me
Break :
continues that long
o A water dispenser is provided in the corner of the
Drinking water your use

PLANNING APPLICATIONS AND OTHER DEVELOPMENT C

Key to letters included within application reference nu
e.g. 07/96/3000/A — application for consent to display ;

idegify application type —

A Advert G Al by Government Department
AD | Certificate of Alternative H g hMer — Full application relating to
Development 'sigPTitial property
AGF | Agricultural Determination — HZ gfrdous Substance
approval of details
C Application to be determined by LB Listed Building

County Councll
CA | Conservation Area
CU | Change of Use

D Reserved Matters
(Detail following o

LE | Certificate of Lawful Existing development
LP Certificate of Lawful Proposed development
0] Outline (details reserved for later)

EA RVC | Removal/Variation of Condition
ES SU | Proposal by Statutory Undertaker
F TPO | Tree Preservation Order application

iations used in Recommendations

Cringleford Neighbourhood Development Plan

Joint Core Strategy

Long Stratton Area Action Plan — Pre Submission

National Planning Policy Framework

Permitted Development — buildings and works which do not normally require
planning permission. (The effect of the condition is to require planning
permission for the buildings and works specified)

S.N.L.P South Norfolk Local Plan 2015

Site Specific Allocations and Policies Document

Development Management Policies Document

WAAP Wymondham Area Action Plan
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Agenda Item 3

South Norfolk

COUNCIL

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST AT MEETINGS

When declaring an interest at a meeting Members are asked to indicate whether th
interest in the matter is pecuniary, or if the matter relates to, or affects a pec

interest they have, or if it is another type of interest. Members are requred y the
nature of the interest and the agenda item to which it relates. In the ga r
interests, the member may speak and vote. If it is a pecuniary intere must
withdraw from the meeting when it is discussed. If it affects or relates niary
interest the member has, they have the right to make representati t eeting as a
member of the public but must then withdraw from the meeting. are also
requested when appropriate to make any declarations under, Practice on

Planning and Judicial matters.

Have you declared the interest in the register of interests gff
need to withdraw from the room when it is discussed.

Does the interest directly:
1. affect yours, or your spouse / partn
2. relate to the determining of any a cence, permission or registration in
relation to you or your spouse / p
3. Relate to a contract you, or your s
4. Affect land you or your spouse / par
5

Please refer to the wid [ aring pecuniary interests in the register of interest

forms. If you have a pgc ry int®rest, you will need to inform the meeting and then withdraw
from the room w it 1SS
ffic

gectly affect or relate any pecuniary interest you have already declared, or
entified at 1-5 above?

to inform the meeting. When it is discussed, you will have the right to make
s to the meeting as a member of the public, but must then withdraw from the

interest not related to any of the above? If so, it is likely to be an other interest. You will
o declare the interest, but may participate in discussion and voting on the item.

ve you made any statements or undertaken any actions that would indicate that you have a
closed mind on a matter under discussion? If so, you may be predetermined on the issue; you
will need to inform the meeting, and when it is discussed, you will have the right to make
representations to the meeting as a member of the public, but must then withdraw from the
meeting.

FOR GUIDANCE REFER TO THE FLOWCHART OVERLEAF.
PLEASE REFER ANY QUERIES TO THE MONITORING OFFICER IN THE FIRST INSTANCE
7



DECLARING INTERESTS FLOWCHART — QUESTIONS TO ASK YOURSELF

What matters are being discussed at the meeting?

'

Do any relate to an interest | have?

A Have | declared it as a pecuniary interest?
OR
B Does it directly affect me, my partner or spouse’s financial position, in particular:
¢ employment, employers or businesses;
companies in which they are a director or where they have a shareholding of more
than £25,000 face value or more than 1% of nominal share holding

land or leases they own or hold

e contracts, licenses, approvals or consents

The interest is pecuniary —
disclose the interest, withdraw
from the meeting by leaving
the room. Do not try to
improperly influence the
decision.

Pecuniary Interest

The interest is related to a
pecuniary interest.
Disclose the interest at the
meeting. You may
representations g

Related pecuniary interest

Bst is not pecuniary
ects your pecuniary
interests. Disclose the

Does the matter indirectly affects or relates to
| a pecuniary interest | have declared, or a
matter noted at B above?

NO

YES .
Have | declared the interest as an

A

erest at the meeting. You
may participate in the
meeting and vote.

You are unlikely to
have an interest.

other interest on my declaration of
interest form? OR

Does it relate to a matter
highlighted at B that impacts upon
my family or a close associate?
OR

NO Does it affect an organisation | am
involved with or a member of? OR

A

You do not need to
do anything further.

Is it a matter | have been, or have
lobbied on?




Agenda Iltem 4

South Norfolk

COUNCIL

DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE

Minutes of a meeting of the Development Management Committee of South Nor

District Council held at South Norfolk House, Long Stratton, on Wednesday
January 2018 at 10.00 am.
Iy,

Committee Councillors: V Thomson (Chairman), F Ellis, ,
Members Present: G Minshull and L Neal
Apologies: Councillors: Y Bendle, B Duffin, C Gould and A

Thomas
Substitute Councillors: D Bills for Y Bendle
Members: C Foulger for B Duffin
N Legg for C Go

L DaleforAT
G Wheatley for

Officers in The Development Manadgr
Attendance: Management T ader
Leader (T Linc
Curtisand CR

ofs), the Development
ins), the Major Projects Team
anning Officers (C Watts, Claire

Planning Officer (H Bowman)

), the
e) and

16 members of the Ic were also in attendance.

376. DECLARATIONS OF |

The following mE&npN&declaN iMests in the matters listed below. Unless indicated
otherwise, th ' the meeting.

Local Planning Code of Practice
Lobbied by Objector

N Legg Other Interest
Member of Bracon Ash Parish Council
and knows the Applicant

BRACON ASH
AND HETHEL

C Foulger Other Interest
Local Member




Development Management Committee 31 January 2017

Local Planning Code of Practice

All : :
Lobbied by Objector
6?;’;%?04/va WORTWELL . .
M Gray Local Plan_nlng Code (_)f Practice
Lobbied by Applicant
Other Interest
2017/2686/0 THARSTON AND L Neal Member is currently working with t

(Item 5) HAPTON Agent with regard to the Poringland
Neighbourhood Plan

2017/2802/0 L Dale and Local Planning Code of Pr
(item 6) HETHERSETT D Bills Lobbied by Apglica

377. MINUTES

The minutes of the Development Management Committee megg eddy January 2018
were confirmed as a correct record and signed by the Chairngin.

378. PLANNING APPLICATIONS AND OTHER DEVELOT@EN NTROL MATTERS

The Committee considered the report (circulateg o Dwector of Growth and Business
Development, which was presented by fic ommittee received updates to the
report, which are appended to these utes at A iX A.

The following speakers addressed th th regard to the applications listed below.

APPLICATION SH SPEAKER

Clir P Leigh — Mulbarton Parish Council
M Shelley — Agent for Applicant
ETH K Keable — Applicant

Nv A Snowling — in support of the Applicant
2017/18 ORTWELL J Putman — Agent for Applicant

P Willes - Objector

2017/2131/0 TS

ClIr V Bell — on behalf of Objectors (T and
COSTESSEY E Beckett)
ClIr V Bell — Local Member

THARSTON AND

20T77/2686/0 HAPTON

J Parker — Agent for Applicant

The Committee made the decisions indicated in Appendix B of these minutes, conditions
of approval or reasons for refusal of planning permission as determined by the Committee
being in summary form only and subject to the final determination of the Director of
Growth and Business Development.

10
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Development Management Committee 31 January 2017
379. PLANNING APPEALS
The Committee noted the planning appeals. Officers clarified the position with regard to

application 2017/1012, Saxlingham Nethergate, explaining that the appeal had resulted in
a change to one of the conditions.

(The meeting closed at 1.05pm)

Chairman

&

11
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Appendix A

Updates for DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE
31st January 2018

— The scheme will make a considerable
contribution to South Norfolk’s obligations to
provide served plots under the Self-Build &
Custom Housebuilding Act 2015.

— The proposal is consistent with the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and South
Norfolk Local Plan.

— Considers that significant benefits will flow from
the application which would outweigh any
demonstrable harm that may arise.

— This is an excellent exemplar scheme which |
support.

— Welcomes the positive reception that this
proposal has received.

1 petition received objecting to the applicatj
summarised as follows (copies sent to a
email as lobbying material):
— Impact on Countryside — i
dwellings into what is an enting
an urbanisation i
change to its to the
character of

— questions what the
ion strategy and that the

isk/drainage —LLFA objection and

quests for additional information. (Note that

the LLFA has since removed their objection).

—¥ Deliverability of the development — it is not
clear if the test of the site being deliverable as
set out in the NPPF have been demonstrated.
The application does not appear to provide
certainty of how or when the road services
would be installed or when phasing will be
implemented. Also, there is no indication that
site can be developed the development plan 5-
year period.

— Self-build/custom build need — we understand
that the Council has already identified sufficient
potential self-build plots to meet the needs of
those who are currently registered on its
register. As such this application may not be
meeting a particular need.

Officer response:

Iltem Updates Page No
Item 1 Letter of support received from Richard Bacon M.P. 14
2017/2131 summarised as follows:

12




It is considered that the agenda adequately
addresses the points raised above.

Item 2 Officers are aware that Members have 32
2017/1804 received lobbying material from the occupants
of the neighbouring property no.127, including
legal representations. The applicant has
confirmed that they have an opposing view of
the legal position of the land.
Officer response:
It is considered that the proposed grampian
style condition to undertake the mitigation
works of earth banking, turfing and erection of
a fence prior to occupation of the dwelling is
appropriate in this instance.
Item 3 No updates 40
2017/2450
Item 4 No updates
2017/2604
Item 5 The applicant has confirmed that no trees will be
2017/2686 removed either side of the access to the site. Hoygever
nearby hedges in and around the trees may d
some trimming back to achieve the requir
splay. The highways authority have con
vision splay improvements, as previ
are on the corner of Picton Road
Item 6 Officer: 58
2017/2802 Appeal Decision Appgdix 2 was ed to the
via email and
meeting.

ated on the site without the detriment to
residg@ptial amenity or character and appearance of the

13




Appendix B

Development Management Committee 31 January 2018
Minute No 378

PLANNING APPLICATIONS AND OTHER DEVELOPMENT CONTROL MATTERS

NOTE:

Conditions of approval or reasons for refusal of planning permission as determined by the
Committee are in summary form only and subject to the Director of Growth and Business
Development’s final determination.

Major Applications

1 Appl. No . 2017/2131/0
Parish . BRACON ASH AND HETHEL
Applicants Name . Mr & Mrs Kevin Keable
Site Address . Land West Of Long Lane Bracon Ash Norfolk

Approved with conditions

Proposal . Phased outline proposal for 15 Self/Cus ul lings and
Access
Decision . Members voted 9-1 (with 1 absten@

1. Time limit for implem
reserved matter fi
within one yeaj@an to commence within two years.

to be submitted within two years and
years.

plans

conditions

«@i#jical management plan

. Renewable energy

. Water efficiency

. Reserved matters to be submitted — appearance, landscaping,

layout and scale

14. Submission of a phasing plan

15. Each reserved matters to show it complies with the phasing
plan; its relationship with plot in accordance with the approved
Design Code and Plot Passports; and submit a street scene to
demonstrate the relationship with other approved plots.

Subject to completion of S106 agreement to secure a commuted
sum for affordable housing and a contribution for off-site play
equipment improvements.

14



Development Management Committee 31 January 2018

Other Applications

2 Appl. No : 2017/1804/RVC
Parish : WORTWELL
Applicants Name . Mr Tony Sprake
Site Address . 133 High Road Wortwell IP20 OEN
Proposal : Variation of Condition 2 following Application Number

2017/0686/RVC - To obtain consent for revised levels and boui#
treatment/landscaping

Decision . Members voted 5-4 (with 1 abstention) for ApprORal
Approved with conditions

In accordance with submitted amen
Materials as agreed

Boundary treatments as agree
Water efficiency
Provision of parking and
Provision of visibility s
Unexpected contamin
Backfill and turf pg

©CooO~NOOUIThWNPEF

3 Appl. No
Parish

L4
Applicantg Na Mr & Mrs S Swatman
Site Addr ‘@ 23 Margaret Road Costessey NR5 0AU
Proposal ¥ Rear and side extensions

Deci : Members voted 6-3 (with 2 abstentions) to DEFER (to a future
meeting of this Development Management Committee) for a Sites
Sub-Committee visit

Note: The Committee indicated the reason for the Sites Sub-
Committee visit was that the material planning considerations were
finely balanced and member assessment and judgement could only
be concluded by assessing the issues directly on site.

15



Development Management Committee 31 January 2018

4 Appl. No : 2017/2604/F
Parish : BRESSINGHAM AND FERSFIELD
Applicants Name . Mr Nick Glendinning
Site Address . Land South of Boyland Hall Common Road Bressingham Norfglk
Proposal :  Reconstruction of a barn to form a dwelling and part reconstru

and part conversion of another barn to form a second dwelling g
change of use of land and buildings from agricultural to residg

Decision . Members voted unanimously for Approval
Approved with Conditions

In accordance with amendments
External materials as agreed

No PD for Classes ABCDE & G

No PD for fences, walls etc

Domestic Microgeneration Equjment
Vehicular access over the ditc
Visibility splay shown on
Access gate restriction
Provision of parking, s
10 Surface Water a

11 Foul water to pafika

CONOUAWN R

tiYent plant

contamination
t to be agreed

5 Appl. No
Parish

Applicants Name
Site Address : Of Picton Road Tharston Norfolk NR15 2YD
Proposal lon of 3 No. dwellings with associated access and car

L 2 :
\ parking areas
Decisio . Members voted 9-2 for Refusal

Refused

1 Not sustainable development
(poor relationship with existing facilities; rural character and
impact on trees)

16



Development Management Committee 31 January 2018

6 Appl. No . 2017/2802/0
Parish . HETHERSETT
Applicants Name : Mr David Bain
Site Address :  Land To East Of 88 Ketts Oak Hethersett Norfolk
Proposal : Outline planning permission for proposed dwelling
Decision . Members voted unanimously for Approval

Approved with Conditions

Outline time limit - 5 Year Land Supply
In accordance with submitted drawings
Standard outline requiring Reserved Matters
External materials to be agreed
Standard Highway Outline Condition
Contaminated land - submit sch
Implement of approved remedigfion
Reporting of unexpected contafnatio
Surface Water to be agr

10 Boundary treatment to4&® agr

11 Slab level to be agreed

12 Water Efficiency

13 Single-storey dvglli

©Coo~NOOUIThWNE

&
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Development Management Committee 28 February 2018
Agenda Item 5

PLANNING APPLICATIONS AND OTHER DEVELOPMENT CONTROL MATTERS

Report of Director of Growth and Business Development

Applications referred back to Committee following Site Panel Visit

1 Appl. No : 2017/2450/H
Parish :  COSTESSEY
Applicants Name : Mr & Mrs S Swatman
Site Address . 23 Margaret Road Costessey NR5 0AU
Proposal : Rear and side extensions
Recommendation :  Approval with Conditions

1 Full Planning permission time limit
2 In accordance with amendments

1 Planning Policies

1.1 National Planning Policy Framework
NPPF 07 : Requiring good design

1.2 Joint Core Strategy
Policy 2 : Promoting good design

1.3 South Norfolk Local Plan
South Norfolk Local Plan Developmcgt Manageent Policies
DM3.11 : Road safety and the free flo i
DM3.13 : Amenity, noise, quality of life

d conversions within Settlements

2. Planning History

‘\ Erec®0n of replacement garage Approved

3.1 Town Original plans
Approve

2.1  1994/1580

Consultati

1st Amended plans

No objection

Neighbours had complained about overshadowing and reduction of
light. Under the proposed amendments the roof height has not
actually been reduced, just flattened, so it is unlikely that the

light issue will have been solved. It was noted that the Planning
Officer had taken the trouble to ascertain the facts at the site.

2nd Amended plan

Object

Neighbours explained their objections regarding proximity, light,
slope of ground, overshadowing and general domination over their
property. Councillors expressed concerns about all these points and
noted that although there were steps down into the kitchen from the
original building there was no corresponding reduction in roof

18



Development Management Committee 28 February 2018

3.2

3.3

5.3

height, which was no lower than on the first design.
RECOMMENDED REFUSAL on the following grounds:
overshadowing, removal of light from neighbours' property

District Councillor To be reported to committee. The fall of land levels will mean so
much build to get up to floor level then extension will mean serious
overlooking of neighbours

Other Original plans
Representations 2 letters of support

1 letter of objection
Unacceptable loss of natural light

View replaced with brick wall and roof which wil 0 e d
obtrusive

Overlooking

Patio area overshadowed causing a slippery,

Concerns with regard to damage and possi mpjpenetration

Could cause structural instability

1st amended plan

1 letter of objection

Do not overcome concerns

Proximity to boundary c r ms with construction and
maintenance work

Introduction

This applicatg a ferre®ior a Site Panel visit. Those members present viewed the
applicatio S| d also visited and viewed from 21 Margaret Road.

Assess

eks planning permission for the erection of a single storey rear extension

nsion increasing the width of the property across its whole length. The

| also involves the conversion of an existing garage into the residential space

udig the installation of patio doors in the rear elevation, it should be noted that the
sion of the garage does not require planning permission.

e property is a semi-detached single storey property situated within the development
limits for Costessey. The site and surrounding area have changes in ground levels, with
the neighbouring property to the east set at a slightly lower level and the site sloping down
towards the rear boundary.

The originally submitted plans proposed a rear extension adjoining the boundary with the
adjacent neighbouring property and a balcony on the rear of the proposal. There were
concerns raised with regard to the impact of the proposal through bulk on the boundary and
overlooking of the neighbouring property. Consequently, amended plans have been
submitted removing the balcony and stepping the proposal in from the adjoining boundary
by approximately 0.88 metres.

19



Development Management Committee 28 February 2018

54

5.5

5.6

5.7

5.8

5.9

5.10

5.11

5.13

The application is assessed against Policy DM3.4 which confirms that extensions to
dwellings within a development boundary will be permitted provided they:

a) Incorporate a good quality design which maintains or enhances the character and
appearance of the building, street scene and surroundings; and

b) Do not have an unacceptable impact on the amenities of neighbouring occupiers or
adversely affect neighbouring commercial uses.

Specifically, proposals must provide and maintain:

c¢) Suitable amenity and utility space; and
d) Adequate access and parking

With regard to criterion a), the rear extension will not be visible within th
alterations to the side elevation of the property will be visible within the stre

they retain a similar appearance to the original dwelling any impact wi [
design of both extensions is consistent with that of the existing dwellj
that the scheme complies with the requirements of criterion a) as we
DM3.8 which requires a scheme to achieve an acceptable sta

With regard to criterion b), the rear extension extends beyand reggklevation by 4.4
metres with a height of 3 metres adjacent to the origin ' ue to the level
changes the proposed rear elevation will be 3.5 metr There are proposed steps
from patio doors down to the garden on this rear

Objections have been received from t d the adjoining local resident
raising concerns over the location a xtension and the loss of privacy to
the rear garden due to the change i .eoncerns have also been raised
regarding overshadowing of the nei
view from the neighbouring property.

the proposed extension to
of the original dwelling it is W that any overshadowing from the proposal would not

The neighbou ith regard to the overbearing impact of the proposal on the
view from Qed Although part of the proposal will be visible from the window of
the neighb rty it will not be the whole length of the extension and will not be so
domin ' sing the application.

verlooking from the proposal there is an existing patio area to the rear of
ere the extension is to be located. The proposed floor area will be at the

n will be looking towards the rear of the neighbour’s garden and not the immediate
space. The view from the proposed doors in the rear of the existing garage will also
iew the rear of the neighbouring gardens.

The proposal would continue to provide sufficient private amenity space and it is evident
that the proposal would not have any impact on the existing parking for the site.

For the above reasons the requirements of criterion b) are met as are those of Policy

DM3.12 which requires sufficient on-site parking to be provided and those of DM3.13 which
safeguards neighbour amenity.
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5.14 Under Section 143 of the Localism Act the council is required to consider the impact
on local finances. This can be a material consideration but in the instance of this
application the other material planning considerations detailed above are of greater
significance.

5.15 This application is not liable for Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)

6 Conclusion

6.1 The site is within the development limit for Costessey. The proposed extension is considd
acceptable in design terms and would safeguard neighbour amenities and therefor

with policies DM3.4, DM3.8, DM3.12 and DM3.13 of the South Norfolk Locgl Plan
proposal is therefore recommended for approval.

Contact Officer, Telephone Number Lynn Armes 01508 533960
and E-mail: larmes@s-norfolk.gov.uk

&
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Major Applications

2. Appl. No . 2017/2247/D
Parish . SWARDESTON
Applicants Name : Bennet PLC
Site Address :  Land Off Bobbins Way Swardeston Norfolk NR14 8DT
Proposal . Reserved matters application for demolition of existing buildings,

residential development of 38 dwellings and ancillary works
following outline permission 2014/1642 for access, appearance,
landscaping, layout and scale.

Recommendation :  Authorise Director of Growth and Business Develo nt pr with
Conditions
1. Conditions of outline must be met
2. In accordance with amended plans
3. Landscaping scheme and management §
implementation.

Jriee®®including

Subject to no objection from Norfolk (eunty GRuncil Highway Authority
and no new material considerati b raigld by other consultees and
third parties.

1 Planning Policies

11 National Planning Policy Framework
NPPF 07 : Requiring good design
NPPF 08 : Promoting healthy commghities
NPPF 10 : Meeting the challenge of ate chajye, flooding and coastal change
NPPF 11 : Conserving and enhancin na environment

1.2 Joint Core Strategy
Policy 1 : Addressing climXg
assets
Policy 2 : Pr@ot' goo SigQ
Policy 3: Energaa ater
Policy 4 : y
Policy 6 : Transportation

growth in the Norwich Policy Area

s for major new or expanded communities in the

and protecting environmental

Dlementation

th Jorfolk Local Plan Development Management Policies

. Ensuring Development Management contributes to achieving
stainable development in South Norfolk

1.2 : Requirement for infrastructure through planning obligations
DML1.3 : The sustainable location of new development

DM1.4 : Environmental Quality and local distinctiveness

DM3.1 : Meeting Housing requirements and needs

DM3.8 : Design Principles applying to all development

DM3.11 : Road safety and the free flow of traffic

DM3.12 : Provision of vehicle parking

DMS3.13 : Amenity, noise, quality of life

DM3.14 : Pollution, health and safety

DM3.15 : Outdoor play facilities/recreational space

DM3.16 : Improving level of community facilities
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DM4.2 : Sustainable drainage and water management

DM4.3 : Facilities for the collection of recycling and waste

DM4.4 : Natural Environmental assets - designated and locally important open
space

DM4.7 : Strategic gaps between settlements within the Norwich Policy Area
DM4.8 : Protection of Trees and Hedgerows

DM4.9 : Incorporating landscape into design

1.4 Supplementary Planning Documents
South Norfolk Place Making Guide 2012

2. Planning History
2.1 2014/1642 Outline application with all matters reserved S
except for access for demolition of existing
buildings, residential redevelopment and
ancillary works
Appeal History
2.2  15/00027/AGREFU Outline application with all matte Allowed
reserved except for access for (9
of existing buildings, residen
redevelopment and anci W
3. Consultations
3.1 Town/ Parish Object
Council Comments mendmgants:
e No update S received at time of writing report.
Su of detailed comments on original scheme:
d that outline permission has been granted to build 39
the site but is felt that insufficient consideration has
ejito those existing dwellings in Cavell Close and
¢ dens in this revised plan.

e land along the West boundary of the proposed site is
considerably higher, over 1.5 metres in places, than both Cavell
Close and Wood Gardens and these existing homes will be
overlooked by the new development. The parish council feels
that this could be mitigated by repositioning the proposed
bungalows or even adding more bungalows along this
boundary.

e The affordable homes are all in a cluster to the south end of the
site which is in contravention of planning policy.

e Feel strongly that an increase in shared equity allocation would
greatly benefit the community given the extreme difficulty of
young local residents getting onto the housing ladder.

e Garaging and parking facilities is at a bare minimum and falls
far short of the likely requirements in reality. Also have concerns
regarding the width of some of the proposed roads which are
likely to become blocked due to parked cars.

e The proposed recreational area falls short of the requirements
for this size of development which is contrary to policy.
Concerned regarding any proposal to address the shortfall in
this application. In addition, there appears to be no clear plan as
regards maintenance of the facility that is being provided.
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e Much work seems to have been done to address the surface
water drainage issue from this site but concerns still exist, given
the difference in land levels between the proposed site and
adjoining properties. Concerned about flooding to existing
properties and existing drains along the B1113 which are
unable to cope with heavy rainfall.

e Concerns raised with regard to the boundary between the new
homes and the existing development. We request a condition
be made, if the plan is approved in its current form, that a strip
of land be landscaped along this boundary to provide screeni
from neighbouring properties.

3.2  District Councillors:
Clir Legg Comments on amendments:
¢ No updated comments received at time of wr

Clir Foulger Comments on original scheme:
e To committee. There are concerns about
overlooking, maintenance and surfac
e This application is causing alarm ifiSe®ncerns from
both the Swardeston Parish Cound@as weas many residents.
It does appear that the prop
furthest end of the site aw 13 is on a part of the

existing dwellings to the

north by around two g . enough that on a site level with
the surrounding exig ' that the proposed dwellings
should no @properties. In this proposal that
scenario afted by the considerably greater
height o ent site above the surrounding

s problem can be simply alleviated by

oblem and the legitimate concerns of residents and
P his/her thoughts to alleviate these concerns?

sk if the planning officer dealing with this application has
O
@

0 objection.
mments on amendments:

3.3 SNC Seni
Conservati n
Design e The scheme is acceptable.

Original comments:

e The scheme is acceptable in principle. The private drive with
hedge to the south of the play space is acceptable, and it is a
good aspect that the buildings front towards this space, but the
hedge will obscure the parking spaces.

e There is a variety of building frontages facing towards the street.
The gable ends of units 15 & 16 will be very prominent in terms
of overlooking the public space, it will be important to have
some fenestration so that they are not just blank gable ends
facing towards the POS.

¢ | would suggest that there is no real need for a hedge to the
front of units 27 & 28. Being between vehicle accesses with
vehicle movements, it is likely that over time the hedge may not
get established with vehicle damage etc.It would be better for
the frontage of 27/28 to have any boundary treatment etc
directly in front of units 27 & 28. The parking court should have
an appropriate surface — e.g. roll top gravel — rather than plain
tarmac which would be unsightly — or too large an area of setts.
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3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

3.9

3.10

NCC Ecologist No objection.
¢ | have reviewed the Appeal Decision and the plans so far do not
appear to conflict with the ecological conditions. As such | have
no objection to these proposals.

SNC Environmental No comments received.

Quality Team
SNC Play and No objection
Amenities Officer Comments on amendments:

e | have no objections as to the location of play areas.

NCC Highways Comments on amendments:
e Awaiting updated comments at time of writin 0
Original comments
Vi

e Amendments required in respect of inter isoility
splays, junctions, visitor parking, turnj S, Arking spaces,
private drives, and garages.

SNC Housing No objection.
Enabling & Strategy = Comments on amendments:
Officer e The affordable housing pa e is Meeptable.

Original comments:
Ordable housing, and this
osing 13 affordable homes.
e The mix §& property Wpes is acceptable and the layouts and

internal f e acceptable
Anglian Water No objggtion.
Services Ltd ' posed method of surface water management does not

ovide comments on the suitability of the surface
gement.
WCrage system at present has available capacity for

\ these flows.
NCC Lead Lo No objection.

Flood Ky Comments on amendments:

¢ Additional information has been provided.

¢ The applicant now demonstrates how surface water drainage
will be managed on site without increasing flood risk on the site
or elsewhere, in line with National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF).

Original comments:

e Surface water scheme is generally acceptable, however there
are some concerns that require further consideration.

e Infiltration testing should ideally be carried out at the same
depth of the permeable paving, in order to better understand the
infiltration to the ground. Tests in the location of the main areals
of permeable paving, based on the updated site layout should
be sufficient to better understand the link between the test
results and proposed method of infiltration.

e A summary of the critical results of the 2017 drainage scheme
micro calculations should be provided.
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e The proposed increase in the size of the highway drain and
acceptability of connecting the development into system has not
been concluded.

3.11 NHS England No comments received
3.12 SNC Landscape Comments on amendments:
Architect ¢ We are still not getting the continuous countryside hedge on

eastern boundary that | consider is important for this rural-ed
scheme. To be explicit, what | seek is a hative mixed h

which needs to be corrected. The plan requires
revision.

e | am happy for the revised plan to be con
need to condition implantation, and a
plan.

Original comments:

e The east boundary is now se-board fence on the
site faces open
countryside and a pujg so must be sympathetic to the
rural situation; the \ al is therefore not acceptable.
Furthermo ; ' t to the garages at plots 1 and 8
are now planted at all. In the interest of
wildlife cfnectivity @hd visual amenity, this needs to be
continuo

off-site vegetation will be retained; if this is the case,
encing is acceptable, but clarification would be useful.
kion is given for the treatment along the southern

e planting that was initially proposed is now

Arevised landscape scheme is therefore still required.

3.13 Other
Repre

6 letters of objection received and 1 letter of support, summarised as
follows:

Comments on amendments:

e The proposed site planning application has been improved in layout
and landscaping.

e The new proposed properties have been repositioned away from our
immediate rear boundary which has alleviated our previous concerns
regarding privacy.

e It appears on the plan that our conifer hedge is on the other side of
our boundary line however this is not the case as they were planted
within our side of the fence line, some of the original posts still
remain although the branches have overgrown them.

e We find this new site plan application more acceptable.
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4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

Original comments:

e The proposed site layout has 2-storey dwellings in the rear corners
on the site, where the land is considerably higher than the existing
dwellings.

¢ It would be more acceptable to move these 2 storey dwellings to part
of the site where the land is lower and replace them with single
storey dwellings at the rear of the site

e Access and roads on development are too narrow.

e The site has bungalows nearby but has proposed that the tal
buildings are placed on the highest land overlooking existing
properties.

e The mature trees and hedges that screened ougback
already been removed. We would request t
screening be reinstated to ensure our privacy¥

e A development of this size is not in keeping wit
village and is far too large.

e Few amenities and a development of thi [
the local Doctors surgery and scho

acter of the

C

dd pressure to

e Why isn't the developer directed tgmove 0 story houses to a
lower part of the site and place bufggalowsgbn the higher land of the
site.

e The proposed site layout gln i vement on the previous outline
plan.

Assessment

The application seeks reserved matififs approv dwellings on land off Bobbins Way
in Swardeston.

The site itself in located to the east of ose and to the north of properties on Wood

Lane. The land to the north ca
shop. The land to the east
and east are enclosed by 4

Qorises greenhouses relating to Bobbins Nursery and a farm
te is agricultural land. The site boundaries to the south
A trees and hedgerows.

The site slopes gentlf u

Drth to south and there is also a change in level
between the @te aNthe p rt

Cavell Close, which are at a lower level than the site.

This applicn f

Secretary 0
applic
Way.
ofthe Wi

S grant of planning permission allowed on appeal by the
(r®®APP/L2630/W/15/3039150 decision dated 29 January 2016 under
). The development would be accessed from the B1113 via Bobbins
e would provide 38 dwellings of which 33% are affordable units, consisting

1

rket dwellings
edroom houses
6 edroom houses

Affordable dwellings

3 x 2 bedroom bungalows
4 x 1 bedroom flats

4 x 2 bedroom houses

2 x 3 bedroom houses
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4.5

4.6

4.7

4.8

4.9

4.10

4.13

The principle of residential development has already been established by the appeal
decision for the site. The Planning Inspector in reaching this decision concluded that the
appeal proposal would not lead to significant and demonstrable harm to the character and
appearance of the area and that the benefits of providing additional dwellings where the
Council could not demonstrate a five-year supply of housing, outweighed the conflict with
policies that seek to protect the countryside.

A copy of the Inspector’s appeal decision and schedule of conditions is attached as
Appendix 2.

A S106 legal agreement was secured with the outline consent for the site and this
a number of obligations, including affordable housing and recreational spacg and
equipment obligations. A subsequent Deed of Variation has been agreed to
open space and play obligations in accordance with the outline consent. Qe
a sum for the extension or improvement of recreational facilities or equipmeQawiI
Swardeston, in lieu of the provision of children’s play space on site.

D

Having regard to the fact that the principle of residential developmen be
established, the main issues for consideration of this applicati

highways issues;

layout and appearance;

landscaping and open space;

ecology;

drainage;

residential amenity;

affordable housing; and

renewable energy and waterg@fficiency.

Highways issues

was considered acceptablé R stage subject to the provision of an appropriate
visibility splay on eithegid AR ss onto the B1113. The Highway Authority has
confirmed that they tioglo the proposed access arrangements subject to the
conditions offhe o ission.

The principle of the develog eing served off Bobbins Way and number of dwellings

With regar th d road layout of the site, the Highway Authority have made a
number of de d caments with regards to the technical specifications of the scheme to
compl e ty Council highway standards. Comments on the subsequent

amen re still awaited from Norfolk County Council as Highway Authority at the

time oNgIting®his report and will follow as an update.

sifict of parking provision, policy compliant levels of parking have been exceeded
0 e site, equating to 2 spaces per 2 & 3 bedroom dwelling and 3 to 4 spaces per 4
b om dwelling. Garages are also sized to ensure sufficient storage space in addition to
rking that comply with the Parking Standards for Norfolk Guide (2007).

With regards to pedestrian and cycle connections, the site layout has been designed to
connect into the surrounding village by providing direct, safe and convenient walking and
cycle routes. The layout allows easy pedestrian and cycle movement through the site
connecting to Bobbins Way and the B1113.

The proposal is therefore considered to comply with the requirements of policies DM3.12
and DM3.13 of the South Norfolk Local Plan, subject to confirmation from the highway
authority that they are satisfied that the internal site layout complies with highway
standards.

29



Development Management Committee 28 February 2018
Layout and appearance

4.14 Policy 2 of the JCS and section 7 of the NPPF requires all development to achieve good
design.

4.15 The general layout of the site, which has been informed by the outline planning permission
and amended following discussions with the Council’'s Senior Conservation and Design
Officer, is considered acceptable. The amended proposals include a variety of buildings
that face towards the street and public open space to help create a sense of character
focused around a central open space.

4.16 The proposals deliver a range of dwellings that reflects the local vernaculargsing
materials and appropriate elevational detailing informed by the surroundipg
Buildings are proposed in prominent and logical locations to reinforce th
combined with landscaping and public open space. The combination of the
ensures that the local identity is reinforced and that buildings positivel
layout.

4.17 The majority of car parking is on plot, with one small p ich is directly
overlooked by properties and screened by landscaping to migmise @ews of cars from the
road. Dwellings generally benefit from garages that h ppgt street scenes and

some instances, but

this is required to support the street scene where ing is proposed between
detached and semi-detached dwellings. In respg king provision, policy compliant

4.18 Interms of affordable housing, this
to the overall housing layout and mi
distributed in two small groups to the

ed into the site following amendments
. The affordable housing has been

419 Overall,itis @ted
the amended sge table, resulting in a development with its own distinctive

jtively to its surroundings. The proposal therefore meets the

Egards to the landscaping, the applicant has submitted a Landscaping Scheme,

hich has been amended during the course of the application to provide details of the
ovision of plants and landscaping, including a hedgerow along the eastern boundary of
the site. The Council’s Landscape Architect has carried out an assessment of the proposals
and has recommended that a further revised plan is required to provide details of the hedge
on the eastern boundary of the site and details of the proposed planting mix. It is suggested
that this is subject to a condition requiring the submission of details at a later stage and the
implementation of the landscape scheme.

4.21 Interms of open space, this has been enhanced from the original outline proposals, to
create a focal point within the development and provide a good level of separation between
the proposed dwellings and existing residential properties on Cavell Close. Other
amendments have including enhancing the site boundaries and supplementing them with
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4.22

4.23

4.24

4.25

4.26

4.27

4.28

4.30

additional planting to ensure that there is an appropriate interface with the rural setting. The
Landscape Architect has confirmed that the amendments and overall landscape approach
is acceptable in this regard.

In terms of meeting the Council’s open space requirements, an area of 2000sg/m of older
children’s/adult’s recreation space is proposed, with a commuted sum secured in the S106
Agreement, to be used for the extension or improvement of indoor or outdoor recreationa
facilities or equipment within Swardeston. The sum is to be used in lieu of the actual
provision of 1000sgm of children’s play space on site.

The principle of securing a financial contribution in lieu of the provision of children’
space was agreed at the outline stage and is necessary to deliver the num
dwellings on the site at an appropriate density. The Council’s Play and A

Ecology

The County Ecologist has carried out an assess
appeal decision and proposals do not conflict wg
such have no objections to the propos
conditions of the outline consent, it i
acceptable and accords with the N
environment and JCS Policy 1, addri@sing climje change and protecting environmental
assets.

| ecological conditions and as
ct to the compliance with the
impacts on ecology are

Surface and foul water

Condition 4 of planning pe
submission of the re
agreed in wr@g elo

4/1642, requires that concurrently with the
burface water drainage scheme is submitted to, and
¥ authority.

) pLed by a Surface Water Drainage Scheme that builds on the Flood
t tOQgovide details of the drainage proposed.

updated and additional information has been provided in response to
the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) who have subsequently agreed that

s such it is considered that sufficient information has been submitted to adhere with the
bmission element of condition 4 of planning permission ref 2014/1642, and that the
proposals comply with the second part of the condition, which requires the details of the
surface water drainage scheme to be agreed by the local planning authority.

With regards to foul water capacity, this was considered at the outline stage and is
proposed to be via the main sewer by Anglian Water who have confirmed that there is
capacity within the network. As such the proposals are considered acceptable in this
regard.
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4.31

4.32

4.33

4.34

4.35

4.36

4.37

Residential amenity

Policy DM3.13 requires development to have regard to the impacts on residential amenity.
Potential impacts on residential amenity of existing properties largely relate to those
properties along the south and west boundaries of the site. It is noted that land along the
west boundary of the site is higher than both Cavell Close and Wood Gardens and t
there is a change along this boundary.

In response to the concerns raised by the Parish Council and neighbours regarding

Cavell Close and Wood Gardens, rather than two storey dwellings. The re
and position of the properties proposed, together with the separati
properties and proposed boundaries is considered sufficient to ensu

be no significant adverse impact on existing residential amenity.

In terms of the amenities of residents on Cavell Close that fick ont@the proposed public
open space, it is felt that the relative distance and sepggalio twgln the open space is
acceptable ensuring no adverse impact on amenity i s of light, outlook or
privacy. Furthermore, the relationships between d proposed dwellings is
sufficient that future owners will each have ade of amenity in terms of outlook,

privacy and light and have suitable sized and pgfat spaces.
The amended scheme is therefore [ ply with the requirements of Policy
DM3.13 of the South Norfolk Local s development to have regard to the

impacts on residential amenity.

Affordable housing

Policy 4 of the JCS require the total number of units to be affordable, unless it
can be demonstrated that | e to do so. In this instance the scheme
proposes 12 afforda » ent and 3 for shared equity), which equates to

33% of the tqgal n 4
reviewed the mj d that it is acceptable, meeting the housing needs of a
range hou d sizes.

With regsé ation of the affordable housing, this has been integrated into the site
i T ts to the overall housing layout as noted above in my report. As such

evi@ble energy and water efficiency

olicy 1 and 3 of the JCS require the sustainable construction of buildings and water
nservation in addition to requiring 10% of the predicted energy requirements to be
delivered by on site decentralised and renewable or low carbon energy. Precise details and
compliance with the policy will be secured by the conditions of the outline planning
permission.

32



Development Management Committee 28 February 2018

4.39

4.40

5.1

5.2

Financial considerations

Under Section 143 of the Localism Act the council is required to consider the impact
on local finances. This can be a material consideration but in the instance of this
application the other material planning considerations detailed above are of greater
significance.

This application is not liable for Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) as outline
permission was granted prior to CIL being adopted by the Council.

Conclusion

With the principle of development having been established by the appeal d
that the current scheme has had regard to the conditions of the Inspecto
necessary, and the scheme complies with the requirements of Policy 1, 2,
Core Strategy and South Norfolk Local Plan Policies DM1.1, DM1.3,
DM3.8, DM3.11, DM3.12, DM3.13, DM3.14, DM3.16, DM4.2, DM4

Subiject to the imposition of conditions and no objection from t h hority, the
application is recommended for approval.

Contact Officer, Telephone Number Chris Watts 01508 53585
and E-mail: cwatts@s-norfolk u

&
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| @ The Planning Inspectorate Appendix 2

Appeal Decision

Hearing held on 29 September 2015
Site visit made on 29 September 2015

by D J Board BSc (Hons) MA MRTPI

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Governmepgt

Decision date: 29 January 2016

Appeal Ref: APP/L2630/W/15/3039150
Land off Bobbins Way, Swardeston, Norwich, NR14 8DT

e The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Pla 9
against a refusal to grant outline planning permission.

e The appeal is made by Jenkinson Properties Ltd against the 0 Norfolk
District.

e The application Ref 2014/1642/0, dated 11 August 2014, refus§l by notice dated
12 December 2014.

e The development proposed is demolition of existin il ; ential development

and ancillary works.

Decision

granted for demolition of
¥ ancillary works in accordance

1. The appeal is allowed and pl
existing buildings, residenti
with the terms of the appli
subject to the conditions i

Application for costs

2. At the Hearing an hcation for costs was made by Jenkinson Properties Ltd
against South No ncil. This application will be the subject of a separate
Decision.

Procedural M

nsideration. The other matters are reserved for future
have dealt with the appeal on this basis.

mission of the appeal the Council has updated its position on
nd Supply. In light of this the Council has, in effect, withdrawn its
ntive objection to the scheme. This is subject to the provision of

able housing and open space.

in Issue

The main issue is whether or not the proposal would be a suitable site for
housing, having regard to the principles of sustainable development.

Reasons

6. The development plan includes the Joint Core Strategy (JCS) for Broadland,
Norwich and South Norfolk and saved policies of the South Norfolk Local Plan

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate
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Appeal Decision APP/L2630/W/15/3039150

(LP). Within the current planning policy framework the site is in the
countryside.

7. The Council confirmed prior to and at the Hearing that it can no longer
demonstrate a five year supply of housing. I have no reason to disagree.
Therefore paragraphs 49 and 14 of the National Planning Policy Framework
(the Framework) are engaged and the relevant policies for the supply of
housing should not be considered up to date.

8. LP Policy ENVS8 is designed to protect the countryside rather than being

‘relevant to the supply of housing’. In this regard it is not out of an
relevant to the consideration of matters of character and appe C
also been referred to policies 3, 9 and 15 from the JCS. I consi haN@Re

policies are consistent with the Framework.

9. The largest part of the built up area of Swardeston is locatiq ept W the
site. The built up area wraps around the site to its south a
directly adjacent to the settlement boundary. I appreg t
would introduce built development onto an area that @ curr y open in
appearance. However, the limit of the site to the so east Pould be broadly
contiguous with the extent of the existing nurs i n addition I note
that there is open countryside to the east. verall, the site would
relate well to the development around it. Wi ediate context it
would not represent a significant outwa e . The immediate area has
a residential feel and as such developgent e would not appear out of
place.

10. The site would not be visibjfrom the ad (B1113) as it would sit behind
ins Way. From Wood Lane the site

properties. I appreciate that the piece
. However, it would be seen against

would be glimpsed through
of land is on the edge of the

ome economic benefits but these would be limited and in some
se@temporary.

regard to the social role the village does have some facilities. In
particular my attention has been drawn to the fact that Swardeston is identified
as a ‘service village’ within the JCS policy 15. The village also benefits from
bus services with onward connection to larger settlements in the area and to
Norwich. Walking and cycling would be possible within the village.
Nevertheless I appreciate though that access to other settlements to reach a
substantial range of facilities would be reliant on the car.

. The site is close to other housing and would not be an isolated development in
the countryside. It would be as accessible to services as other dwellings in the

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate 2
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settlement boundary. Furthermore, Swardeston is located within a rural
district. I understand that Norwich is accessible. However, in the context of the
whole district Swardeston does have some facilities. Overall whilst the location
is not a significant benefit in transport terms it is not wholly without
advantages.

14. The final dimension of sustainable development is the environmental role. I
have considered the effect of the proposal on the character and appearance of
the area and found that, overall, the provision of housing in this location
not have a harmful effect on the character and appearance of the grea.

15. I therefore conclude that the site would be a suitable site for hag@asin a
regard to the principles of sustainable development.

Other matters

16. Whilst not reasons for refusal I have carefully considered t
local residents. In particular issues have been raised r
impact on outlook, surface water and foul drainage a

17. I appreciate that near neighbours are concerned

relationship. The layout of the development the reserved
matters submission. There is strong plantin boundaries and
suitable intervening distances could be achi o theYe would not be loss of
privacy or outlook. There is no substag e that the site could not be

the development of the appeal
ere are other sites that would be
is site and another site were to be

18. Swardeston Parish Council
site and other sites. In pa
preferable and in addition t

19. The Frame y tests for the seeking of planning obligations and
ther; i g5ts contained in Regulation 122 of the Community

affordable housing is necessary to address local and national
ments and to help meet local needs for such housing. There is
for the provision of public open space on the site and an associated

essary to make it acceptable. They also related specifically and directly to
the site. Therefore I have taken the obligation into account.

1. The South Norfolk CIL has been adopted and a payment is required in respect
of infrastructure improvements in the area. The collection of the CIL is
undertaken by the relevant charging authority, on service of a notice that
planning permission has been granted in relation to chargeable development.
As such, the requirement for, and enforcement of, the payment of a
contribution in relation to infrastructure within the area is not a matter for
consideration in this appeal.

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate 3
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Conditions

22. The Council has suggested a number of conditions which it considers would be
appropriate were I minded to allow the appeal. I have considered these in light
of the Framework and Planning Practice Guidance and for clarity some of the
proposed wording is amended. Conditions are necessary that relate to the
standard time limits and submission of reserved matters. A condition
regarding the identification of the approved plans is required for the avoidance
of doubt. Landscaping would be a reserved matter. Therefore a specific
condition would not be necessary.

23. To ensure proper drainage of the site conditions relating to sur
foul drainage strategies are also necessary. In the interests of h
conditions requiring the provision of visibility splays, roads and foo
on site parking for construction would be reasonable and ne
interests of protected species conditions are necessary to s
appropriate searching of the site and any buildings.

24. To protect the living conditions of adjoining occupierg@onditi require
details of external lighting, construction works and d&@ery tilhes would be
necessary. Conditions would also be necessar adequate
measures for dealing with contamination areg In accordance with the
requirements of JCS policy 3 conditions requi e for low carbon
energy and water conservation measur

Conclusion

25. The appeal proposal would
character and appearance
when assessed against LP

nt or demonstrable harm to the
to any wider sustainability objectives
ing ENV8 and the policies of the
nefits of the proposal in providing
e conflict with policies that seek to protect

D J Board
INSPEGPOR

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate 4
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Annex A - Conditions

1. Application for the approval of the reserved matters must be made before
the expiry of three years from the date of this permission. The development
hereby permitted should be begun before the expiration of two years from
the date of approval of the last of the reserved matters to be approved.

2. No development shall commence until the plans and descriptions giving
details of the reserved matters referred to above shall have been subng
to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. Theggplan
descriptions shall relate to appearance, scale, landscaping angl la 0
building to be erected together with the precise details of the e
colour of the materials to be used in their construction.

3. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out i n ith
the application form, plans and drawings and other docu an@l details
submitted or provided by the applicant including drags be

6010/LM/01 F; 6010/RDO01; 6010/S/01 Rev A.

att a sysace water
iting by the Local

4. Concurrently with the submission of reserved
drainage scheme shall be submitted to and
Planning Authority. The scheme shall inc

drainage scheme
year rainfall even
potential impacts

c. Plans and drawings to mitted showing the locations and
all aspects of the proposed surface water management

in writing by the Local Planning Authority. All construction
SS be carried out in accordance with the approved plans and shall
r be retained in the agreed form.

works shall be carried out on roads, footways, foul and surface water
ers otherwise than in accordance with the specification of the Local
lanning Authority.

7. No dwelling shall be occupied until the road(s) and footway(s) shall be
constructed to binder course surfacing level from the dwelling to the
adjoining County road in accordance with the details to be approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority.

8. Prior to the first occupation of the development hereby permitted a visibility
splay measuring 2.4 x 59 metres shall be provided to each side of the access
where it meets the highway and such splays shall thereafter be maintained

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate 5
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at all times free from any obstruction exceeding 0.225 metres above the
level of the adjacent highway carriageway.

9. No development shall commence until a scheme detailing provision for on
site parking for construction workers for the duration of the construction
period has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. The scheme shall be implemented throughout the construction
period.

10.A qualified ecologist must be present prior to and during the demolitio
the piggery building. The building should be hand searched for
by an ecologist. The building should be left in a condition u o}
for roosting bats before demolition. The search should be conSggte
time of year when bats are unlikely to be using the building as a st
ideally November to March, avoiding the coldest periods.

11.A qualified ecologist must be present during the hand se g d@significant
piles of potential refuge habitat and prior to mechapg 4 removal.
No trenches or ground excavations should be left @en witlgo means of

reptiles/amphibians being able to find their way o All piEes of spoil, timber
or rubble should be kept clear of the ground er to a skip, or

by being elevated, to ensure that potenti ites are not inadvertently
created.

Lux) provided have first
been submitted to and a he Local Planning Authority.
Any agreed lighting shal

approved details.

me to deal with the risk identified and (b) the
e has been carried out and a validation report

urrd®tly with the submission of the reserved matters a scheme that
ta w the development shall be designed and built to achieve a water
ce@sumption rate of no more that 105litres/person/day shall be submitted to
a2 agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority. No occupation of
y dwellings shall take place until the Local Planning Authority has received
written confirmation that the development has been constructed in
accordance with this requirement. All completed water conservation
measures shall be installed in accordance with the agreed details and
thereafter retained.

15. Concurrently with the submission of the reserved matters a scheme for
generating a minimum of 10% of the predicted energy requirement of the
development from decentralised renewable and/or low carbon sources for
the dwellings shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate 6
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Planning Authority. No dwelling shall be occupied until the agreed strategy
has been implemented in so far as it relates to that dwelling. The approved
scheme shall remain for the lifetime of the development.

16. No development shall commence until a timetable for the hours of deliveries
associated with the construction works on site has been submitted to and
agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority. The agreed timetable
shall be adhered to throughout the construction phase.

&

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate 7
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APPEARANCES

FOR THE APPELLANT:

Jason Parker Parker Planning
Jason Barber David Footer Associates
Michael Bobbin Land Owner

FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY:

Chris Raine South Norfolk Council
Tracey Lincoln South Norfolk Council
Jo Hobbs South Norfolk Council
Lynn Armes South Norfolk Council

INTERESTED PERSONS:

Stuart Brown Local resident

John Marjoram Local resident

S Huntley Swardeston P h CoUQall

DOCUMENTS:

1. Appellant’s cost application

2. JCS Policy 9

3. Summary of Appeal APP/L2 27526

4. Planning obligation

5. JCS Policy 3

6. Reportont o the South Norfolk Local Plan (Site Allocations &
Policies D nt Management Policies Document and

n) dated 28 September 2015

-

Specific Allocation & Policies DPD Map 021, Swardeston

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate 8
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Application referred back to Committee

3. Appl. No . 2017/1828/RVC
Parish . ALDEBY
Applicants Name :  Mr Akerman
Site Address . Aldeby Business Park Common Road Aldeby NR34 OBL
Proposal :  Variation of Condition 4 (Hours of Use) of 2000/0917 - Change of

Use from B2 (General Industrial) use to mixed B2 (General
industrial) and B8 (Storage/Distribution) use - to allow permanen
change to hours of use (following temporary change to ho

use under Permission 2015/1994)

Recommendation :  Approval with conditions

Specific Use — B2/B8
Restricted hours of use

No extraction / fan system
No outside manufacturing

No retail sales

No vehicle repairs or mainten
retention of fencing
Highways signs to be agre
Management plan

O©CO~NOUITAWNPE

1 Planning Policies

11 National Planning Policy Framework
NPPF 01 : Building a strong competiti 0
NPPF 03 : Supporting a prosperous rura omy

1.2 Joint Core Strategy
Policy 5 : The Economy
Policy 16 : Other Vill

Policy 17 : S@II r niti d the countryside
1.3 South Nor evelopment Management Policies
DM2.1: E nd business development

and the free flow of traffic
ymoise, quality of life
olly@on, health and safety

Histor

94 Variation of Condition 4 of planning Approved
permission 2000/0917

2000/1367 Erection of fencing to secure site Approved

2000/0917 Change of Use from B2 (General Industrial)  Approved
use to mixed B2 (General industrial) and B8
(Storage/Distribution) use

2.4 2014/1410 Change of use from office to day centre for Approved

Sense and construction of access ramp and
platform

43



Development Management Committee 28 February 2018

3.

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

Consultations

Town / Parish
Council

District Councillor

NCC Highways

SNC Community
Services -
Environmental
Quiality Team

SNC Community
Services -
Environmental
Quality Team

Other
Representatigps

Recommend approval

e Positive local employer

¢ Improvements to the site

e Have given small local businesses the opportunity to rent some
of the smaller buildings

If the applicant is unwilling to re-site the gates and amend their
operation then this application will need to be determined by the
committee due to the particular impacts on the amenity of tj
door neighbour and to allow time for Environmental

out an investigation on site of the changed layouj,anSQits i@
the neighbour.
The Highway Authority have received a numb
local residents and the Parish Council conce aed
numbers of vehicles entering the busines a Cow Road
and Common Road rather than the si ou Rectory
Road/Beccles Road.

|

Recommend condition that dirg@ion3Qsig ould be agreed and
an informative note on works e pu highway.

No comments received

No objection s'"Q ubmission of a management plan.

F ett support

° oncerns over traffic - lost traffic turns at Dun Cow Road, would
suggest traffic direction signs as the application is for a permanent
change

e Small road but is used by a number of people

Three letters of objection

e Security gate at the entrance to the site, emits additional noise and
disturbance - would not be heard 24/7

Lights and pollution

Seagulls causing mess and noise

Noise caused by engines and reversing alarms

Security - if entrance gates are left open there would be a greater
risk of burglary

Increased use of traffic

e Issues with traffic - no footpath or speed restrictions

¢ Noise and disturbance from drivers late at night

A further consultation was undertaken based on further information
submitted in support of the application and the following 2 comments
were received:
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OBJECT STRONGLY to the Hamilton’s storage and distribution having
24-hour access. It is a nightmare living here because of the noise,
constant bikes reviving, cars reviving, there's a lot of banging, cars and
caravans in and out all-day long. The Hamilton’s lorries start as early as
4.30am with engines idling, radios blaring out. There is a sign on the
gate saying, "RESPECT NEIGHBOURS" but the sign is so small the
lorry drivers did not even know it was on there.

We would like to have some peace and quiet at sorge poi
evening and weekends. It would be lovely if we ¢co a
day of peace a week.

What started out as a removal company has r int®an
industrial estate which is obviously devaluin er®. Surely 7am til
10pm is more than sufficient.

A further letter of objection has been i@iceivedfnd is summarised as
follows:

The main concern is noise, traf
entering, waiting and exiting
permission for longer opesim
the year and they only §
using another,

n caused by vehicles
e previous operation did have
but these were restricted times of
e using this access, they exited
business units to rent which

itted further information in support of their
clear how drivers will be made aware of

The Wew gate is heavier and more intrusive than the old one, it makes a
ating noise and clangs once when opening and twice when closing
and the damper pads have made little difference. Hamiltons historically
have not been prompt in responding to local concerns so we are

concerned that they will not do this in the future.

4 S

kggund

ouncillors may recall this application to agree the opening hours of application reference
15/1994 on a permanent basis, which was previously heard at planning committee on
11" October 2017 and deferred for clarity on the impacts of the opening hours on the
neighbouring properties. The earlier committee report has been appended to this report for
information.

4.2 Since this time officers have been meeting with the immediate neighbour and the applicant
to progress this application. The applicant has also submitted more information and
explanation in support of their proposals and this has been publicly consulted upon to
ensure local people have the opportunity to respond. The two responses received are
summarised above in the ‘representations’ section of this report.
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4.3 Previously this application was recommended for approval with proposed conditions.
Policy

4.4 Adopted Policies NPPF 1, JCS 5 and DM2.1 all support sustainable development of the
economy both in the rural and urban area, including securing economic growth to support
jobs and prosperity.

4.5 Policies DM2.1 and DM3.13 both seek to protect the amenities of neighbouring propertie
from economic development. Impact on the amenity of neighbours is the principle conc
about allowing the increased opening hours on a permanent basis. All other matte
covered in the appended 11/10/2017 Committee report.

4.6 Following the earlier committee, the applicants have submitted the follo asgiLio
information:
4.7 They state that all staff and associated parties have been briefed an uptoa

Management Plan and Procedures, which state:

¢ All vehicles must approach with dipped headlights

e The use of radios and horns should not be used when ent@ing arf@leaving the site

e Other than when gates are opening no vehicles mus ardlfle entrance to the
site with engines idling

¢ No vehicle shall exceed 20MPH

e Staff should respect residents at all times, shg i ictly prohibited, unless in case
of an emergency

¢ Inspection of security gates for noj Pt on a monthly basis

o A yearly contract for maintenancgfof the sec ftes will be in place with a reputable
and qualified firm

e Any complaints by residents to b
investigation and response in full b

e than 10 working days.

4.8 This Management Plan an
considered acceptable.

ures could be conditioned if the application was

4.9 There is further infon edgP demonstrate how much work Hamiltons have done
to tidy up the@ite ncluding site clearance, structural works, vermin and
sea gull regpo idied-up area which serves as caravan and boat storage. They

have also | lle fire and burglary alarms, security gates, all required by insurers.

410 Then rit e has caused some local concern. The applicants state that the new
gate i d¢ 1 inch higher (this is than the gate posts which previously existed).
ergi#ssion 2000/0917 required the gate to be set back from its previous position
position. The new gate arguably requires planning permission due to the
rease in height, however, it is in the same position and a gate is shown in this
on the approved plans, therefore it is not considered that we could object to a gate
location. The applicants state that this gate adds security to the site with the ability
operate it from off site and being electronic has a quieter operation than previously. The
gate automatically opens when vehicles approach, to registered number plates. The
applicant has had pads fitted to the gate to help reduce noise as it opens and closes.

The applicant has also looked into alternative locations for the gate. The gate cannot be
located closer to the highway in order to meet highway standards. Officers previously
suggested moving the gate further into the site, the applicants state that there would be
greater risk to security if the gate is moved back and this potentially just moves the issue
further down the garden of the neighbour’s property. The neighbour states that previously
the gate was not visible over their wall and causes noise and disturbance. Although the
gate is visible over the neighbour’s wall, it is only the very top of the gate and given it is
only slightly higher,
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412

4.13

4.14

4.15

4.16

4.18

then it is unlikely that it would be considered unacceptable. However, the applicants have
stated that they would reduce the height of the gate to its previous height to address this
matter.

The applicant states that it is important to note the previous use of the site, which as
Waveney Apple growers who had in the region of 250 commercial vehicles with permitted
opening hours of 7am till 7pm Monday to Friday and 7 till 1 on Saturdays. During the
months of September to December increased operation hours were permitted on Mondays
to Fridays 6am till 10pm (Condition 4 of the 2000/0917). Neighbours have raised concer
with opening all day on Saturdays and Sundays and state that the additional opening ho
where at restricted times of the year.

In 2015 the Council granted planning permission for a temporary period Qf
allow increased opening hours at the site from 7am till 20pm Monday to
power tools being used between 7 and 10 Monday to Friday, between 1 a
Saturdays and not at all on Sundays. In addition, five of Hamiltons vejg
site 24/7 for collection and delivery purposes. This current applicati
permanent change to these opening hours. Previously it was noted nvlbnmental
Health had no objections to the proposals and had not receive c ts with
regards to the development. From the 11/10/2017 Committecfineetin@we know that there
was one neighbouring property which has been affected h velgPment and did
previously contact the Council with concerns.

The applicants have been contacted and asked t sl
on a Saturday and Sunday. They have agreed 4 th ur

more restrictive opening hours
uggested of:

7am to 7pm on Saturdays
No power tools or machinery betwedlh 1pm — 7

10am to 6pm on a Sunday
No power tools or machinery

On this basis and subject t gns, the applicant’s comments are noted in terms of the
needs of the business and
amenity of the neigh j JIt is considered that the reduced hours of operation
ona Saturda‘an i pact the amenity of neighbouring properties,
especially the'l bour, number 4, however, given this is an existing operation
and the n cal business, especially rural business and expansion in
accordanc ics NPPF 1, JCS 5 and DM2.1 then the impacts would be reduced to
accept 0 ow the operation to proceed.

In ad , toJhe above, the temporary condition allowed five of Hamiltons vehicles to

#€ between 10pm and 7am. The applicants have stated this is an essential
eir operation and only happens in exceptional circumstances when a vehicle is
il or commencing an overseas removal. Therefore, on balance of supporting an
P business in accordance with Policies NPPF 1, JCS 5 and DM2.1, then it is

cceptable to re-apply this part of the condition.

Under Section 143 of the Localism Act the council is required to consider the impact
on local finances. This can be a material consideration but in the instance of this
application the other material planning considerations detailed above are of greater
significance.

This application is not liable for Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL).
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5. Conclusion

5.1 The matters associated with the gate has been addressed above. It is noted that the site has an
open B2/B8 permission which could operate 7am till 7pm Monday to Friday and 7am till 1pm on a
Saturday without needing planning permission. It is considered that there would be impacts from
the development if this was to operate into the evening till 10pm all day on Saturdays and
Sundays, albeit without power tools. The applicant’'s comments are noted in terms of the Qgeds
of the business and this needs to be balanced against the potential impact on amenity of th
neighbouring property. It is considered that the reduced hours of operation on a Saturda;

Sunday could still impact the amenity of neighbouring properties, especially the immedia

neighbour, number 4, however, given this is an existing operation then the impacts
reduced to acceptable hours to allow the operation to proceed. On this basj
considered in accordance with the relevant National and Development Plan
recommended for approval.

Contact Officer, Telephone Number Rebecca Collins 01508 533794
and E-mail: rcollins@s-norfolk.gov.uk

&
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Appendix 2
Development Management Committee 11 October 2017
5 Appl. No : 2017/11828/RVC
Parish : ALDEBY
Applicants Name :  Mr Akerman
Site Address :  Aldeby Business Park Common Road Aldeby NR34 0BL
Proposal . Variation of Condition 4 (Hours of Use) of 2000/0917 - Change of

Use from B2 (General Industrial) use to mixed B2 (General
industrial) and B8 (Storage/Distribution) use - to allow permanent
change to hours of use (following temporary change to hours
use under Permission 2015/1994)

Recommendation :  Approval with Conditions
1 Specific use
Restricted hours of use
No extraction / fan system
No outside manufacturing
No retail sales
No vehicle repairs or maintenance
Retention of fencing
Highway signs to be agreed
Management plan

QoO~NOA,MmbhWN

1. Planning Policies

1.1 National Planning Policy Framework
NPPF 01 : Building a strong competitive ecqiio
NPPF 03 : Supporting a prosper | ec®n

1.2 Joint Core Strategy
Policy 5 : The Economy
Policy 16 : Other Villages
Policy 17 : Small rural communitie countryside

1.3 South Norfolk Local g
Development Mana@e
DM2.1 : Employme 55 development

DM3 13 : i i iof life

Y. B :

Variation of Condition 4 of planning Approved
permission 2000/0917- to vary the hours of
use (temporary)
Approved
0/1367 Erection of fencing to secure site
Approved
2 2000/0917 Change of Use from B2 (General Industrial)
use to mixed B2 (General industrial) and B8
(Storage/Distribution) use
Approved
2.4 2014/1410 Change of use from office to day centre for
Sense and construction of access ramp and
platform
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Development Management Committee 11 October 2017
3. Consultations

3.1 Town/ Parish Recommend approval
Council s Positive local employer
s |mprovements to the site
+ Have given small local businesses the opportunity to rent some
of the smaller buildings

3.2  District Councillor If the applicant is unwilling to re-site the gates and
operation then this application will need to be deter
committee due to the particular impacts on the
door neighbour and to allow time for Environment
out an investigation on site of the changed layout an
the neighbour.

3.3 NCC Highways The Highway Authority have received a nu cojments from
local residents and the Parish Councj e indeased
numbers of vehicles entering the bufihess p un Cow Road

and Common Road rather than the ed role along Rectory
Road/Beccles Road.

Recommend condition tha
an informative note o Q

ygns should be agreed and
e public highway.

34  SNC Community No objectiop subjef@to jon of a management plan.
Services -
Environmental
Quality Team
3.5 Other Four le rt
Representations s Conce r traffic - lost traffic turns at Dun Cow Road, would

suggest traffic direction signs as the application is for a permanent
hange

i road but is used by a number of people

ers of objection

rity gate at the entrance to the site, emits additional noise and
disturbance - would not be heard 24/7

¢ Lights and pollution

» Seagulls causing mess and noise

» Noise caused by engines and reversing alarms

» Security - if entrance gates are left open there would be a greater
risk of burglary

s Increased use of traffic

« [ssues with traffic - no footpath or speed restrictions

» Noise and disturbance from drivers late at night
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Development Management Committee 11 October 2017

4 Assessment

4.1 The application relates to a site forming 'Aldeby Business Park' that adjoins the
development boundaries of Aldeby. Permission was granted in 2000 for use of the site for
B2 and B8 uses with an hours of use condition that prevented use in the evenings and at
the weekends other than Saturday morning. A further application was submitted under
application ref. 2015/1994 to vary the condition which restricted hours of use of the site,
so that the opening hours could be extended. This permission was granted for a
temporary period of 18 months from the date of permission.

4.2 This application seeks consent to vary condition 4 of application ref. 20
the previously temporarily agreed opening hours are granted permanent
would allow for the use of the site between Monday to Friday 07:00 to 22:0

power tools or machinery used between 19:00 and 22:00, Saturday ith
no power tools or machinery used between 13:00 and 22:00 and S ic
Holidays 07:00 and 22:00 hours inclusive with no power tools and b used.
Also, between the hours of 22:00 and 07:00 inclusively, five i Hamilton’s

Removals are permitted access to the site.

4.3 The applicant (Hamilton’s Removals) originally soug
of use to be altered for the benefit of their own oper;

44

45
reasonable standard of amenity r he character of the local area. Although SNC
Environmental Qualitygam have not reported any complaints within the 18 month
period, | acknowled ber of concerns raised during the consultation period on this
application. These es of noise, light pollution and disturbance, specifically in
regards to vehicle ise from drivers late at night and disturbance from

48 i i NC Environmental Quality Team, although it is not

lan to the local planning authority, to be agreed and complied with. This
sidered a reasonable condition to address the concerns raised, given the
nc the neighbouring residential occupiers of Common Road.

4. Wil regard to the noise disturbance from the use of the security gate, | acknowledge
ments from a local resident and the District Councillor concerning the impact on
amenity through constant access to the site. Although { fully appreciate this concern, as
the application relates to the change in operational hours only, it would not be considered
reasonable to require the gate to be re-sited, however it is considered that issues of noise
could be dealt with by the recommended management plan.
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Development Management Committee 11 October 2017

4.8 In regards to highway safety, a number of residents have raised concerns with the
increase in the number of vehicles entering the business park via Dun Cow Road and
Common Road rather than the signed route along Rectory Road/Beccles Road.
Following consultation with NCC Highways officer, although it is appreciated that reliance
on satellite navigation systems is likely to contribute to this, the extended hours are
considered likely to increase traffic movements on the small country roads. As such,
minor changes to the existing signage has been suggested, and a condition to this effect
has been recommended and would be added to any subsequent permission.

4.9 Under Section 143 of the Localism Act the council is required to consider t
on local finances. This can be a material consideration but in the instance
application the other material planning considerations detailed above a
significance.

4.10  This application is not liable for Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL
space.

5 Conclusion

5.1 Overall, the revised hours of use granted under the tempor
considered to give rise to such a significant level of
business use of the site, as to warrant refusal of thy

ave not been
ance, from the

Contact Officer, Telephone Number Lucy Smith 0
and E-mail: Ismith@s-

&
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Other Applications

4.

11

1.2

13

Appl. No . 2017/2515/F

Parish . DISS

Applicants Name :  Morrisons

Site Address . Morrisons, Victoria Road, Diss, IP22 4XF

Proposal . Erection of 4 mixed use retail units, car wash area, tyre service

area and small retail pod, within the existing car park.

Recommendation :  Approval with Conditions
1 Full Planning permission time limit (C)
2 In accordance with submitted drawings
3 External materials to be agreed
4 Drainage/Ecology

Planning Policies

National Planning Policy Framework

NPPF 01 : Building a strong competitive economy
NPPF 02 : Ensuring the vitality of town centres
NPPF 04 : Promoting sustainable transport

NPPF 07 : Requiring good design

NPPF 10 : Meeting the challenge of climate chang and
coastal change

NPPF 11 : Conserving and enhancing g ent
NPPF 12 : Conserving and enhancin Pbnment

Joint Core Strategy
Policy 1 : Addressing climate change
assets

Policy 2 : Promoting good de
Policy 5 : The Economy
Policy 6 : Access and Tran
Policy 13 : Main Tow,

lopment Management Policies
cation of new development

nd business development

in town centre uses

: Amenity, noise, quality of life

. Pollution, health and safety

. Sustainable drainage and water management
M4.10 : Heritage assets

Statutory duties relating to Listed Buildings, setting of Listed Buildings and Conservation
Areas:

S66(1) Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) 1990 provides: “In considering
whether to grant planning permission for development which affects a listed building or its setting,
the local planning authority, or, as the case may be, the Secretary of State shall have special
regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special
architectural or historic interest which it possesses.”
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S72 Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 provides: “In the exercise, with
respect to any buildings or other land in a conservation area, of any functions under or by virtue of
[the Planning Acts], special attention shall be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing
the character or appearance of that area.”

2. Planning History

2.1 2017/2385 Home Shopping Canopy with associated Approved
Delivery Vehicle Parking Zone

2.2 2008/1803 To vary condition 10 on planning permission  Approved
2005/1329 - To reflect the Highway
Authorities advice that the exit only egress
into Park Road is not needed

2.3 2005/2178 Demolition of 119 Victoria Road in relation to
works for new superstore

2.4  2005/2169 Demolition of existing buildings and ved

extension to car park for an additional@3
spaces - amendments to approv
application 2005/0910/D.

2.5 2005/1770 Refused

2.6 2003/2180 Approved

2.7 2003/0953

2.8 1997/1709

xtension to existing store and car park with  Approved
associated works

2.9 1994/ Erection of petrol filling station and car wash  Refused

Erection of petrol filling station and car wash Allowed

onsultations

Town / Parish Car wash and tyre service area — these proposals are more suited

Council to out of town centres; especially as there is an existing car wash
facility within the petrol station forecourt. The impact on the
riverside walk and its access would be compromised and given that
the provision and maintenance of the riverside walk was a condition
of the original development consent, these proposals are
considered unacceptable. In addition, these services are likely to
impact on the ecology of the River Waveney immediately adjacent.
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Loss of car parking spaces - in a 2015 car parking survey on Mere
Street, Morrisons was the most popular place to park, evidence
shows that a significant proportion of people parking at Morrisons
also visit the town centre, there is concern that the loss of car
parking spaces will impact on this mutually beneficial co-
relationship between this supermarket retailer and Diss town centre.

Retail impact — This proposal could have a detrimental impact on
the Heritage Triangle, a recent multi-million pound investment in the
town centre and the proposed additional retail units have not bee
justified. The 2007 retail assessment used in the Core Strategy 0
the Local Plan to determine what additional retail floorspac

could accommodate to 2026 was deemed ‘less releyant n

Planning Inspector at a recent appeal for retail
neighbouring Marstons site. The applicant has pro

essential for this proposal. It is considered th
space within their existing footprint to accom
retail units. It is also premature to our
Neighbourhood Plan which is in its ea

racts significantly
from the conservation area a service areas to the road
frontage creating an unat '
f the proposed retail units

creates a ‘the n centre which is considered

inappropriat en the existing co-relationship.

Traffic Impa
on A1066 tra

ncern about the impact of this proposal
impact these units would have on internal

3.2 District Councillor

3.3 Ipswich Cour@'l

comments received

34 Environm

35 NCCE St Initially expressed a recommendation for a Preliminary Ecological
Assessment (PEA) but following the submission of further
information from the applicant, they recognised the existing land-
use, the relatively small-scale of the development and the detail
regarding the direction of the water from the car wash. Therefore,
they raise no objection to the proposal without the need for further
information in this instance.

C Water Initially objected to the proposals on the grounds that no drainage
Management Officer  information had been submitted. Following submission of the
necessary information, they have no objections with regards to
drainage.

3.7 SNC Environmental No comments received
Waste Strategy
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3.8  SNC Community No comments received
Services -
Environmental
Quality Team
3.9 NCC Highways The Transport Statement includes a parking survey to determine

existing traffic movements into and out of the car park and the
parking accumulation at the busiest times of the week for trading.
The parking survey indicates that the peak parking requirement g
the Friday was 55% of available parking spaces and on the
Saturday, was 75%. With 404 cars parked and 133 vacant
Adding in the parking requirement for the new develgpme
Statement indicates that this will add a need for gn a

spaces to the above figures.ie 424 cars parked. in

of the year therefore the additional facilities are un t use
any particular problem, as | suspect that the ¢ ha
adequate free spaces for customers. It is at ere a

problem may occur.

According to your figures, The Transp@t Statefnent submitted
indicates that the Parking Stand ire ti@® store to have 499
spaces, there are currently 537 sed development will
use up 62 spaces leaving onl , Which is obviously
below the 499 required pl

a parking recommendation
for a total of 5 ‘ the new floor area of 7405m2.

Of maximum standards for car parking.
tion at Longwater, the effect of the

destrian ectivity to the reminder of the town and is
closegsililbe bus station. The site is therefore accessible by all

@ pdes.

parking spaces at 11.15. Which would indicate that about

0 spaces were in use. If the car park is therefore reduced to 475
spaces there would have been a shortfall of 25 spaces at the time
of my visit. By contrast a survey 30 minutes later at Tesco's

showed that there were 105 free spaces in their car park. It is clear
therefore that the Morrisons is the busier car park. | am aware that
many people use the Morrisons Car Park in order to access the
town. It would therefore be my opinion that if the Morrisons Car park
is full, customers will divert to Tesco's instead.

Both the access road into, and the car parking areas themselves,
are privately owned by the applicants, and do not form part of the
public highway. We would only be able to object if there is a clear
problem on the public highway itself.

The driveway into the car park is quite lengthy and in the event that
some queueing back from the car park does occur this is unlikely to
back up to the roundabout. Whilst therefore the proposed
development will reduce the effectiveness of the car park for
customers at peak trading times, for the majority of the year
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sufficient parking should be available. There does not therefore
appear to be sufficient reason to refuse this application on highway
grounds.

In term of the details, experience shows that the car wash can be
very popular and is likely to result in some waiting vehicles at busy
times. The proposed location for the car wash is not therefore ide
and will result in vehicles waiting in the aisle and causing
congestion. In addition, taking into account the likely shortfall of
parking as above, | would question whether the proposed tyre ba
iS necessary or appropriate.

3.10 Other Six letters of objection have been received making fol (s
Representations comments:
e Further imbalance the two main trading areas is d negate the

benefits of the Diss Heritage Triangle proj

e Increase traffic congestion,

e Insufficient car parking provision,

e Inappropriate design. The view fr cto d will be of the
back of the units with the dirty bin ore a’f@ fire exits not exactly a
welcoming view from the maj ertainly not enhancing
the built environment in wij

e Set a precedent for nearb

e Cause pollution in t r

ets to build in their car parks,

CIO objects to this development on the

incomplete without daily surveys of existing
need to show how or whether loss of 62 car

he Vehicle tyre and treatment units would adversely impact on
the future of the River Waveney walkway and riverine park. No
details are provided of the drainage needed to avoid pollution. Nor
is any undertaking given not to remove from general use additional
car parking spaces necessary for waiting customers’ cars.

3. There is an unfortunate anomaly in the Local Plan. Map007
delineating the town centre north of and including Mere Street
excludes associated car parks and specifically designates primary
and secondary retail use as sections of and frontages of buildings.
For the supermarkets the car parks are included within the Town
Area with no retail areas defined. Approval of this proposal will
establish precedence for all three supermarkets to build separate
retail shops within their car parks.

4.  The layout of the shop units is retrograde, reverting to retail
frontage with pedestrian access adjacent to a busy road. There will
also be temptation for delivering vehicles to use the car park for
easier off-loading rather than the goods-trolley route shown.

5. The design treatment of the units is unacceptably low and they are
unrelated to their surroundings.
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6.

The proposal will undermine the future economic and social
sustainability of the traditional and historic town centre. This
application for 93sgm of shopping space has to be read and
considered in conjunction with the adjacent Morrison site labelled
‘for future development’ (Morrison’s intentions for this site need
also to be made clear), the impending application on the ad;
Marston site for 16,000sgm of new retail space and the LoCY
designation of Site DIS 7, which together could lead to ma
thousand square metres of retaill use. Anyone o

decay of the historic trading centre of Diss a
the provisions of the NPPF.

The last Marston’s application was refuse

unacceptable design. In addition, the specifically
recognised and gave considerable refusal to the
ground that retail warehouses of the si rance and location
then proposed would be detri thgfuture of the Diss
Heritage Triangle. Her decisiofifthus included the likely
adverse impacts on the historRg centr@ What then applied, still

n cation and the Marston
Diss Town Council. Deleterious
st be taken into account.

of Park Road/Victoria Road within
Town Centre should be determined
unction of the service road roundabout
imposg@ on the ga supermarket approval currently part of
i k access. This roundabout was meant and
ve adjacent sites. Full use of its potential is
essential planning practice, the corollary being that it is
@O planning practice to consider requirements for individual sites

applies both for the
proposal as recently pr,
impacts on the traditiona

No proposal for

DISs centre. Although issued for consultation it was not carried
forward as part of the 2015 Local Plan. South Norfolk Council
delegated that responsibility to Diss Town Council. At the same
time their Market Towns were encouraged to prepare their own
Neighbourhood Plans, now a firm political and planning feature of
South Norfolk Council policy and practice. This is what Diss and
series of surrounding parishes are engaged in. Importantly, and for
the first time, this plan will include parishes either side of the
county boundary allowing a broad, and sustainable planning
approach than was previously achieved, and more realistically
take into account recent pressures and demands on High Street
trading. The Diss and District Plan is in early stages and the sites
between Park Road Victoria Road and the river essential to its
success. Any individual proposal now for those sites has to be
deemed premature; development needs to accord with the
emerging Neighbourhood and Action plans.
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4 Assessment

Principle
4.1 The site is located within the Diss Town Centre boundary. Policies 2 of the NPPF and

DM2.4 of the South Norfolk Local Plan seeks to locate main town centre uses, such as

retail within Town Centre boundaries. Therefore, the principle of development in this

location is established by these policies.

Character and appearance

4.2 The proposed units within the car park of Morrisons are single storey and ofa si
design, consisting of four retail pods set in a basic structure with sloping sin [
clad in aluminium cladding with brick cladding to front elevation and po
aluminium windows and doors. The tyre fitting area and car wash are sim
structures constructed of composite panels.

4.3 The car wash and tyre fitting area are located to the rear far souther ofhe car park,
these are unlikely to be visible other than from within the car p @Fowever, a
public walkway into Morrisons car park in this southern corne which runs in both
directions adjacent to the River Waveney. Although the tail pod run along
the southern boundary, it is considered that they are si similar to the trolley
stores within the car park and therefore unlikely to ha nt visual impact on the
area.

4.4 The proposed four retail pods are to b
road to Morrisons. These will be ob
of exceptional design. This part of t
and railings to the boundary of the s
within the site, the pods will be seen

e of the car park off the access
red from v hind the petrol station, which is not
isaIso single storey and there is a wall

ia Road, blocking clear views. From

4.5 The proposal therefore will
encompasses the opposite

B Clearly visible from the Conservation Area, which
ictoria Street to Morrisons. It is considered that given
d parf

backdrop of hardsta

unacceptablwp ?
accordance wit Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act

1990 and e NPPF and DM4.10 of the Local Plan.

4.6 Some een raised that visually the proposals for the car wash and tyre bay will
block river walk. There is space between the two proposals to continue to
acce wdlK, which currently enters into the car park.

i& also a row of Listed Buildings to the north of Victoria Road on the corner of Victoria
ad d Mere Street. These buildings are sufficiently distanced from the proposals and
posals are single storey in the setting of Morrisons car park so as not to impact

ither the setting or significance of listed buildings nearby. The proposal is therefore
nsidered in accordance with Section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and
Conservation Areas) Act 1990 and Policies 12 of the NPPF and DM4.10 of the Local Plan.

Amenity

4.8 Paragraph 17 of the NPPF and Policy DM3.13 seeks to protect the amenity of neighbouring
properties. Given the location and scale of the development proposed, then it is sufficiently
distanced from neighbouring properties so as not to impact amenity and the proposal is
therefore considered in accordance with Paragraph 17 and Policy DM3.13.
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Highways and car parking

4.9 The Highways Authority have assessed the proposals and conclude that the Transport
survey submitted is appropriate and that the proposals would not impact the highway
network. The highways authority has recognised that the proposed development would
result in less spaces available for car parking within the Morrisons car park than the
maximum number which is set out in their car parking guidance note i.e. there is currentl
537, for the size of store 499 spaces maximum would be required and the application
proposes the loss of 62 spaces. In addition, the new development would generate the
requirement for an additional 30 spaces, taking the maximum requirement to 529 space

4.10 The Highways Authority have deemed that the resulting 475 spaces is suffigient tg
needs of the store, other than in exceptionally busy times; that there is syffi
car parking within the vicinity to meet any overspill needs; and that the SNl
park. The Highways Authority does however acknowledge that queueing
wash could back up to the roundabout (not the public highway) and qussig
appropriateness of the tyre bay. The applicants have been approac w
comments and wish to proceed with the application in its current for (S
that queuing in the car park is a material planning consideratio,
onto the highway.

4.11 Policies DM3.11 and DM3.12 require new developmen
provide appropriate car parking ‘using the parking sta
‘starting point’ which may be varied to reflect loc

way safety and
ted by the council as a

isions, and design and

3.12). The Highways Authority
therefore the proposal is

gh, the proposal would have less car
ndards, the Highways Authority have
accordance with policy DM3.12 the

raise no objection on the grounds of
considered in accordance with Poli
parking than set out in the adopted

4.12 The applicants have subm gy to demonstrate that current car parking levels
would provide suffici | fglthe existing and new development and the Highway
Authority agr@s ' '
proposal is cong

Ecology

Pical survey would not be required and have no objections to the proposal. Subject to
e drainage method being conditioned then the proposal is considered to adequately
otect ecology in accordance with Policy 11 of the NPPF.

Flood risk

4.14 Policy 10 of the NPPF seeks to direct development to avoid areas at risk of flooding.
Information has been submitted to demonstrate that the car wash drainage would not be
into the adjacent River Waveney, they propose that all dirty water from the car wash
operation shall run into the centre of the graded concrete wet bays into a centralised silt
trap connected to the existing petrol interceptor on site. The water shall then connect to the
main sewer pipe as existing. This arrangement is subject to receipt of a trade effluent
licence which would be sought in due course.
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4.15

4.16

417

4.18

4.19

4.20

This is acceptable to the water management officer and the County ecologist. The
drainage methodology can be conditioned and therefore the proposal is considered in
accordance with Policy 10 of the NPPF.

Other matters

External parties have raised concerns about the potential competition from retail units
in this location to the heritage triangle. Competition is not a material planning
consideration and the site is located within the town centre boundary where retail
provision is supported in principle.

Local concerns have been raised about this development setting a precedegt for
future development of supermarket car parks. As with any new applicatign, S
proposal would be considered on its own merits based on relevant parki
transport survey information.

It is noted that Diss in combination with other neighbouring areas ar
Neighbourhood plan, however, the determination of a planning appli cnot be
delayed awaiting new policy development and must be determy n nce with
current adopted development plan policies and the national pigning @ licy framework,
as set out above.

The Marston’s/Thatchers Needle application has bee ote relevant to the
determination of this application. This applicationdss issed at appeal due to
impact on the setting of the Conservation Area S act on trees and
insufficient information to justify any i and viability of the town
centre. The primary concerns of theg4 irds to impact on the setting of
the Conservation Area related to th proposed, which were
considered disproportionate to scal lopment in this location i.e. much
larger. Obviously, the units propose est scale and single storey and
wouldn’t be clearly visible in the Conserv Area or at odds with the current scale of
g Area. This proposal is therefore materially different

to the refused appeal. In 8
town centre boundary so n [ act assessment would be required in

Under Sectio? 3
on local fi

lism Act the council is required to consider the impact
be a material consideration but in the instance of this

application th aterial planning considerations detailed above are of greater
signific
This ati@ is liable for Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL).

bposal is located within the town centre boundary, outside the Diss Conservation
rea. The proposal is for single storey units and on a backdrop of other similar designed
ildings. The proposal would provide additional retail and facilities to support the existing
town centre and is unlikely to have a significant impact on the safety of the highway. Some
loss of car parking is envisaged at busy times but other sustainable means of transportation
and other nearby parking exists with capacity to meet those needs. The existing store,
access and car park is private. The proposal is unlikely to impact amenity, ecology or
drainage and for these reasons, as set out above, the proposal is considered in accordance
with the relevant National and Development plan policies.

Contact Officer, Telephone Number Rebecca Collins 01508 533794
and E-mail: rcollins@s-norfolk.gov.uk
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5.

11

1.2

13

2.1

3.1

3.2

3.3

4.2

Appl. No . 2018/0126/H

Parish :  COSTESSEY

Applicants Name : Mr & Mrs Simon & Sarah Hawken

Site Address : 192 West End Costessey Norfolk NR8 5AW

Proposal . Demolition of existing utility and garage, erection of two-storey front

and side extension, incorporating new integrated garage.
Recommendation :  Approval with Conditions
1 Full Planning permission time limit

2 In accord with submitted drawings
3 Windows to be obscure glazed

Planning Policies

National Planning Policy Framework
NPPF 07 : Requiring good design

Joint Core Strategy
Policy 2 : Promoting good design

South Norfolk Local Plan Development Managegfien il

DM3.4 : Residential extensions and co jonPwij tlements
DM3.8 : Design Principles applying t develop

DM3.12 : Provision of vehicle parkin

DM3.13 : Amenity, noise, quality of Ii

Planning History

No relevant history

Consultatlons

Town CounC|I Appr
District Co 0 be reported if appropriate.
Other
Repr ti 1 letter of objection
Loss of light
Overlooking

Materials not appropriate to streetscape

The proposal seeks planning permission for the demalition of an existing utility room and
garage and the erection of a two storey front and side extension incorporating an integral
garage.

The property is a two storey semi detached dwelling within the development limit for
Costessey.
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4.3 The application is assessed against Policy DM3.4 which confirms that extensions to
dwellings within a development boundary will be permitted provided they:

a) Incorporate a good quality design which maintains or enhances the character and
appearance of the building, street scene and surroundings; and

b) Do not have an unacceptable impact on the amenities of neighbouring occupiers or
adversely affect neighbouring commercial uses.

Specifically, proposals must provide and maintain:
c¢) Suitable amenity and utility space; and
d) Adequate access and parking

4.4 With regard to criteria a), whilst the proposal will be visible within the street ne
surrounding area has a mix of different house types, designs and materi
uniformed appearance to the street scene and as such it is not considere
extension as proposed would have a significant adverse impact on theg
virtue of its size, design or position on the site. It is evident that the @v"

R\

and choice of materials are all consistent and appropriate to the exis

these reasons it is considered that the scheme complies with -

of Policy DM3.4 as well as those of Policy DM3.8 which requirlls a sceme to achieve an
acceptable standard of design.

4.5 With regard to criteria b) objections have been receiv
the dwelling situated to the south of the applicati '

4.6 With regard to the loss of light to the
proposed extension to the north of t
or loss of light from the proposal wo

4.7 With regard to overlooking from the prop there is only one proposed first floor window

window will be obscure gla
only be top light opening ags the submitted plans. For this reason it is not
considered that any ' ) ing would occur.

4.8 With regard tg ting to the proposed aluminium panel on the front elevation
of the pro mix of materials and design of properties in the street scene the
panel is no sid t0 be so out of character with the locality as to represent a reason
for refu

4.9 The p al Pould continue to provide sufficient private amenity space and it is evident
al would not have any impact on the existing parking for the site.

thgiabove reasons the requirements of criteria b) are met as are those of Policy
which requires sufficient on-site parking to be provided and those of DM3.13 which
afeguards neighbour’s amenity.

Under Section 143 of the Localism Act the council is required to consider the impact on
local finances. This can be a material consideration but in the instance of this application
the other material planning considerations detailed above are of greater significance.

4.12 The application is not liable for Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)
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5. Conclusion

5.1 The site is within the development limit for Costessey. The proposed extension is considered
acceptable in design terms and would safeguard neighbour amenities and therefore accords with
policies DM3.4, DM3.8, DM3.12 and DM3.13 of the South Norfolk Local Plan 2015. The proposal
is therefore recommended for approval.

Contact Officer, Telephone Number Lynn Armes 01508 533960
and E-mail: larmes@s-norfolk.gov.uk

&
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2018/0126 Appendix 1

Allotment
Gardens

™~ g Scale 1:1,250
South Nor(fgrlm( © Crown copyright and database rights 2011 to date. A
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Planning Appeals
Appeals received from 20 January 2018 to 19 February 2018

Ref Parish / Site Appellant Proposal n Maker | Final Decision
2016/2635 Tacolneston Mr J Coston Outline application lopment Refusal
Land West Of Norwich self build plots wi anagement
Road Tacolneston details of up Committee
Norfolk access, all ofger melers
reserv
2017/1686 East Carleton Mr Alan Jones Oowtlin rmission for Delegated Refusal
Former Nursery Site To WS
The West Of Low
Common Swardeston
Norfolk
2017/1818 Broome Mrs Paula Lineha roposed three Delegated Refusal
Land North West Of bedroom bungalow
Yarmouth Road Broome
Norfolk
2017/2386 Cringleford Ja Removal of Condition 3 | Delegated Approval with
19 Patteson Close ‘ of planning permission Conditions
Cringleford NR4 6X 2000/0909 to allow
permitted development
(classes A, B,C,D, E
and H)

&



Planning Appeals

Appeals decisions from 20 January 2018 to 19 February 2018

Denton Norfolk
IP20 OAN

\ 4

preeding of dogs

Ref Parish / Site Appellant Proposal Appeal
Decision
2017/0707 | Hingham Mr Joe Berry - Glynn Proposed alterations and Appeal Allowed
The Barn White Lodge extension with new
Farm Hardingham Road garage/car port
Hingham Norfolk
NR9 4LY
2017/1466 | Newton Flotman Mr & Mrs Andrew Extension and ocia Delegated Refusal Appeal Allowed
10 Dell Close Newton Smith alterations, egectiof
Flotman Norfolk detached
NR15 1RG
2017/1653 | Newton Flotman Mr And Mrs lan o storey | Delegated Refusal Appeal
3 St Marys Walk Shurmer dismissed
Newton Flotman Norfolk
NR15 1PH
2016/8183 | Denton Mr Adrian Gree hange of use from Committee | Serve Appeal
Rainbows End sidential, agricultural Enforcement | dismissed
Norwich Road d to keeping and Notice Enforcement

Notice upheld
with a correction
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