
 

Planning applications committee 

Date: Thursday, 14 December 2017 

Time: 09:30 

Venue: Mancroft room,  City Hall, St Peters Street, Norwich, NR2 1NH  

 

Committee members: 
 
Councillors: 
Driver (chair) 
Maxwell (vice chair) 
Bradford 
Button 
Carlo 
Henderson 
Jackson 
Malik 
Peek 
Sands (M) 
Woollard 
Wright 
 

For further information please 

contact: 

Committee officer: Jackie Rodger 
t:   (01603) 212033 
e: jackierodger@norwich.gov.uk   
 

Democratic services 
City Hall 
Norwich 
NR2 1NH 
 
www.norwich.gov.uk 
 
 

Information for members of the public 
Members of the public and the media have the right to attend meetings of full 
council, the cabinet and committees except where confidential information or 
exempt information is likely to be disclosed, and the meeting is therefore held in 
private. 
 
For information about attending or speaking at meetings, please contact the 
committee officer above or refer to the council’s website  
 

 

If you would like this agenda in an alternative format, such as a 
larger or smaller font, audio or Braille, or in a different 
language, please contact the committee officer above. 
 

 

Page 1 of 146

http://www.norwich.gov.uk/


Agenda 

  
 

 Page nos 

1 Apologies 
 
To receive apologies for absence 
 

 

 

2 Declarations of interest 
 
(Please note that it is the responsibility of individual 
members to declare an interest prior to the item if they arrive 
late for the meeting) 
 

 

 

3 Minutes 

To approve the accuracy of the minutes of the meeting held 
on 9 November 2017 

 

 

5 - 10 

4 Planning applications  
Please note that members of the public, who have 
responded to the planning consultations, and applicants and 
agents wishing to speak at the meeting for item 4 above are 
required to notify the committee officer by 10:00 on the day 
before the meeting. 
 
Further information on planning applications can be obtained 
from the council's website: 
http://planning.norwich.gov.uk/online-applications/ 
 
Please note: 

• The formal business of the committee will commence 
at 9.30; 

• The committee may have a comfort break after two 
hours of the meeting commencing.  

• Please note that refreshments will not be 
provided.  Water is available  

• The committee will adjourn for lunch at a convenient 
point between 13:00 and 14:00 if there is any 
remaining business.  

 

 

 

 Summary of applications for consideration 
 

11 - 12 

 Standing duties 
 

13 - 14 

4(a) Application no 17/01295/F - Car Park adjacent to Sentinel 
House 37 - 43 Surrey Street Norwich 

15 - 60 

Page 2 of 146

http://planning.norwich.gov.uk/online-applications/
http://planning.norwich.gov.uk/online-applications/


 
4(b) Tree Preservation Order [TPO], 2017. City of Norwich 

Number  523; 32 Leopold Road, Norwich, NR4 7PJ. 
 

61 - 76 

4(c) Tree Preservation Order [TPO], 2017. City of Norwich 
Number  524; The Moorings, Norwich. 
 

77 - 92 

4(d) Tree Preservation Order [TPO], 2017. City of Norwich 
Number  526; To the front of North Earlham Stores, 308 
Bowthorpe Road, Norwich, NR5 8AB 
 

93 - 108 

4(e) Application no 17/01180/F - 171 Newmarket Road, 
Norwich, NR4 6AP 
 

109 - 124 

4(f) Application no 17/01535/F - 25 Pitchford Road, Norwich, 
NR5 8LQ 
 

125 - 136 

4(g) Application no 17/01452/F - 15 Wordsworth Road, 
Norwich, NR5 8LW 
 

137 - 146 

 

Date of publication: Wednesday, 06 December 2017 

Page 3 of 146



 

Page 4 of 146



  Minutes  
 

Planning applications committee 
 
09:30 to 11:35 9 November 2017 
 
 
Present: Councillors Driver (chair), Maxwell (vice chair), Bradford, Bremner 

(substitute for Councillor Sands (M)), Button, Carlo, Jackson, 
Lubbock (substitute for Councillor Wright), Malik, Peek, and 
Woollard  

 
Apologies: Councillor Henderson, Sands (M) and Wright 

 
 

1. Declarations of interest 
 
Councillor Jackson referred to item 4 (below), Application no 17/01259/MA - 19 
Leopold Road, Norwich, NR4 7AD and said that he had spoken to the resident of the 
adjacent property but did not have a pre-determined view on this application.  
 
2. Minutes 

 
RESOLVED to agree the accuracy of the minutes of the meeting held on  
12 October 2017. 

 

3. Application no 17/01515/F, Somerley Residential Care Home, 
Somerleyton Street, Norwich NR2 2BT  

 
The planner presented the report with the aid of plans and slides.  During the 
presentation she explained the measures that the applicant had agreed to address 
concerns received from adjacent residents about the change of use from a care 
home to student accommodation. 
 
The planner and the area development manager (inner area) referred to the report 
and answered members’ questions.  It was not possible to move the bus stop 
because of the narrow pavement in Unthank Road.  However, the use of a plastic 
grid which was over-seeded would protect the tree roots and facilitate the informal 
extension of the pavement, making more room for pedestrians and people waiting at 
the bus stop.  A hedge was not proposed to protect the tree roots as it would 
obstruct the view of the trees and open space.  The scheme was for the conversion 
of an existing building and measures to encourage biodiversity were not required.  
However, bio-diversity enhancement would be considered as part of the landscaping 
scheme, particularly in relation to boundary treatments.  Members were referred to 
the plans and advised that the room sizes and bathroom provision complied or 
exceeded national space standards.  Members also asked about cycle storage 
provision and sought reassurance that more could be provided if required.    A 
member pointed out that there would be congestion at the start and end of term 
when students were dropped off.  Officers advised that arrangements for this could 
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Planning applications committee: 9 November 2017 

be incorporated into the management plan where residents would be given a time 
slot.   
 
Members commented on the change of use from a residential care home to student 
accommodation and noted that there residents had been relocated to the new care 
home at Bowthorpe.  Councillor Bradford expressed concern about the loss of a 
residential care home at this site as he said that it was in an “ideal location” for older 
people, near to the city and adjacent to a bus stop and that residents missed their 
neighbours.  Other members noted that this application would bring back a vacant 
building into use, provide student accommodation and help free up housing for 
families rather than converting family homes to houses in multiple-occupation. 
 
Discussion ensued on the provision of cycle parking and members noted that 40 
spaces for 66 residents did not meet the council’s policy.  There was no provision for 
the bicycles of visitors.  A member said that whilst this deficiency did not outweigh 
the benefits of the scheme, the agreement on cycle storage details should 
demonstrate that additional storage could be provided to ensure that demand was 
met.  Members were advised that the emerging cycle hire scheme had not been 
taken into account when assessing the amount of cycle storage but experience from 
other sites showed that not all of the cycle parking spaces were being taken up when 
the full policy compliant number of spaces was provided.    
 
RESOLVED, with 10 members voting in favour (Councillors Driver, Maxwell, Button, 
Bremner, Carlo, Jackson, Wright, Malik, Peek and Woollard) and 1 member voting 
against (Councillor Bradford) to approve application no. 17/01515/F - Somerley 
Residential Care Home, Somerleyton Street, Norwich, NR2 2BT and grant planning 
permission subject to the following conditions: 
 

1. Standard time limit; 
2. In accordance with plans; 
3. Cycle storage details to be agreed; 
4. Management arrangements to be agreed; 
5. Refuse arrangements to be agreed; 
6. Landscaping scheme to be agreed; 
7. Method for protecting the bare earth bank to the front of the site to be agreed; 
8. Security measures to be agreed; 
9. Matching materials. 

 
4. Application no 17/01259/MA - 19 Leopold Road, Norwich, NR4 7AD 
 
The area development manager (inner area) presented the report with the aid of 
plans and slides.   

The immediate neighbour of the site addressed the committee and outlined her 
concerns and those of other local residents about the development of the site and 
that it was not in accordance with the agreed plans and was detrimental to the 
amenity of existing neighbours.  This included concern that the porch extension of 
the first floor of the detached house would result in higher occupancy.  The larger 
dormer windows of the terraced houses would result in loss of privacy to the 
neighbouring properties.  Other concerns included the lack of car parking on the site 
and the discrepancy in the roof line with existing buildings in Melrose Road. 
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Planning applications committee: 9 November 2017 

The agent addressed the committee on behalf of the applicant.  He explained that 
the height of the buildings had been constructed in accordance with the original 
planning permission.  The dormer windows were no higher or larger than the 
approved dormer windows.  However, building regulations required the windows to 
be used as a secondary means of escape and therefore the sills had been lowered 
and the windows could open out to allow egress.  Plot 1 (the detached house) had 
the same ground floor footprint as the original plan.  The first floor was slightly larger.   

The area development manager (inner area) referred to the report and responded to 
the issues raised by the speakers and members’ questions.  He explained which 
elements of the application were included in the retrospective application.  The 
existing consent did not include car parking and therefore it would be unreasonable 
to include it as part of this application.  The height of the adjacent building had been 
misrepresented in the original plans but this was a corner plot and the difference in 
the roofline did not make a material difference to the street scene.  The applicant had 
not breached the planning permission as the buildings had been constructed to the 
approved roof height of 8.6 metres.  The applicant had given no reason for the 
removal of the solar panels from the scheme and there was no policy to support this 
requirement.  The size of the solar panels would not have produced a great deal of 
energy.    

Discussion ensued in which members considered the application.  Members 
expressed concern about the loss of the solar panels from the scheme.  

Councillor Jackson said that he was concerned about the amendments to the 
planning permission for this scheme.  He considered that the changes to the 
detached house and the dormer windows of the terraced houses were detrimental to 
the amenity of the neighbouring properties at 21 Leopold Road and 52 Melrose 
Road.  He also regretted the loss of the solar panels from the scheme.   
Councillor Wright expressed his concern about the removal of the solar panels from 
the scheme and the misstating of the ridge height in the original plans, and that the 
scheme was not being built in accordance with the approved plans.   

RESOLVED, with 6 members voting in favour (Councillors Driver, Maxwell, Button, 
Peek, Woollard and Bradford), 2 members voting against (Councillors Jackson and 
Wright) and 3 members abstaining from voting (Councillors Bremner, Carlo and 
Malik) to approve application no. 17/01259/MA - 19 Leopold Road, Norwich, NR4 
7AD and grant planning permission subject to the following conditions: 

1. In accordance with plans; 
2. Materials, boundary treatments and external lighting in accordance with 

application 14/00770/D; 
3. Obscure glazing to rear of plot 1 (upper floor);  
4. Bin and bike stores in accordance with 14/00770/D; 
5. No occupation until vehicular access shown on drawing 5800A-P01 rev L 

have been extinguished and adjacent footway reinstated with full height kerbs 
in accordance with 14/00770/D;  

6. Landscaping of plots 2-4 in accordance with details approved under 
14/00770/D; 

7. Details of landscaping to plot 1 to be agreed prior to occupation;  
8. Water efficiency; 
9. No occupation until verification report submitted; 
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Planning applications committee: 9 November 2017 

10. Monitoring, maintenance and contingency action in relation to condition 9.   
 

Article 35(2) Statement 
The local planning authority in making its decision has had due regard to paragraph 
187 of the National Planning Policy Framework as well as the development plan, 
national planning policy and other material considerations and has approved the 
application subject to appropriate conditions and for the reasons outlined in the 
officer report. 
 
(The committee adjourned for a short break at this point.  The committee reconvened 
with all members listed present as above.) 
 
5. Application no 17/01192/O - 215 Woodcock Road, Norwich, NR3 3TE   
 
The senior planner presented the report with the aid of plans and slides.  He referred 
to the supplementary report of updates to reports which was circulated at the 
meeting and contained a summary of two further representations from objectors and 
the officer response.  Members were advised that the application was an outline 
planning application for the principle of development and that details would be 
considered in a reserved matters application.   
 
The senior planner, together with the area development manager (inner area), 
referred to the report and answered members’ questions.  He explained that the 
plans were indicative of the layout of the scheme for two houses and one bungalow.   
 
During discussion, Councillor Carlo expressed her concern that the council did not 
have an approved policy on the development of garden land.  She objected to the 
development on a garden site when there were designated brownfield sites with 
planning consent which had not been developed.  Other members considered that 
the garden space was sufficiently large enough for the two houses and a bungalow 
and that residential dwellings overlooking St Clements Park would improve safety.   
A member said that as the scheme contributed to the five year land supply, it would 
be pointless to refuse this outline application as the council did not have a policy on 
development of garden land. 
 
RESOLVED, with 10 members voting in favour (Councillors Driver, Maxwell, Button, 
Bremner, Jackson, Wright, Malik, Peek, Woollard and Bradford), and 1 member 
voting against (Councillor Carlo) to approve application no. 17/01192/O - 215 
Woodcock Road, Norwich, NR3 3TE and grant planning permission subject to the 
following conditions: 

1. Application for reserved matters to be made within 3 years of the date of 
permission, development to commence within 2 years of approval of reserved 
matters 

2. No development to take place without approval of reserved matters relating to 
appearance, landscaping, scale, layout and access. 

3. Unexpected contamination to be reported. 
4. Imported topsoil/subsoil to be certified. 
5. No occupation to take place without details of bicycle storage, vehicle parking 

and servicing facilities being approved and the approved details to be 
implemented in full.  

Page 8 of 146



Planning applications committee: 9 November 2017 

6. No development to take place until a scheme to mitigate the impacts of 
surface water flooding has been submitted for approval and approved scheme 
to be implemented in full.  

7. Water efficiency condition. 
8. Two no. street trees to be provided on grass verge outside 217 Woodcock 

Road. 
 

Article 35(2) Statement: 
The local planning authority in making its recommendation has had due regard to 
paragraph 187 of the National Planning Policy Framework as well as the 
development plan, national planning policy and other material considerations, 
following negotiations with the applicant and subsequent amendments the 
application has been recommended for approval subject to appropriate conditions 
and for the reasons outlined in the officer report. 

6. Application nos 17/00896/F and 17/00902/L - 68 St Stephens Road, 
Norwich, NR1 3RE 

 
The planner presented the report with the aid of plans and slides.   
 
During discussion, the planner referred to the report and answered members’ 
questions.  He explained that the interior of the listed building had been changed 
many times over the years and that the window that was proposed to be removed 
was not the original one.  The current ground floor layout was not conducive to 
modern family living.  There were no changes to the façade.  A member suggested 
that the roof of the extension should be a flat, sedum roof.  The planner advised that 
whilst he would normally support the suggestion of a sedum roof, in this case it was 
not in keeping with the listed building.  The proposal did not affect the arrangements 
for parking on the site. 
 
Councillor Jackson said that he would be voting against the proposal because he did 
not think the benefits of the extension justified tampering with a listed building, which 
was not unusable as a house.   
 
Discussion ensued in which members noted that the terraced housing had been a 
nurses’ home and original features had been stripped out and reinstated as part of 
the refurbishment prior to sale. 
 
RESOLVED, with 10 members voting in favour (Councillors Driver, Maxwell, Button, 
Bremner, Carlo, Wright, Malik, Peek, Woollard and Bradford) and 1 member 
(Councillor Jackson) to approve: 

(1) application no. 17/00896/F - 68 St Stephens Road Norwich NR1 3RE  and 
grant planning permission subject to the following conditions: 

1. Standard time limit; 
2. In accordance with plans; 

 

(2) application no. 17/00902/F - 68 St Stephens Road, Norwich, NR1 3RE and 
grant Listed Building Consent subject to the following conditions: 
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Planning applications committee: 9 November 2017 

1. Standard time limit; 
2. In accordance with plans; 
3. Details of materials: including brick sample and sample panel including 

brick bond and mortar, roof covering, fascia details, rainwater goods, 
specification of doors and rooflight. 

4. Demolition by hand to new opening to rear wall and enlargement of 
opening between existing kitchen and dining room. 

5. Section details of increased structural openings 
6. Listed building making good 
7. Stop works if unidentified features revealed. 

 
Reason for approval - The development is in accordance with the requirements of 
the National Planning Policy Framework and the Development Plan, and it has been 
concluded that there are no material considerations that indicate it should be 
determined otherwise. 
 
 
 
 
 
CHAIR 
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Summary of applications for consideration ITEM 4 

14 December 2017  
Item 
no 

Application no Location Case Officer Proposal Reason for 
consideration at 
Committee 

Recommendation 

4(a) 17/01295/F Car park adj 
Sentinel House, 
Surrey Street 

Joy Brown Redevelopment of site to 
provide 285 student bedroom 
development with associated 
access and landscaping. 

Objections and 
departure from 
local plan  

Approve 

4(b) TPO 523 32 Leopold 
Road 

Mark Dunthorne Tree Preservation Order – 1 
No. Sycamore in rear garden. 

Objections Confirm without 
modifications 

4(c) TPO 524 The Moorings Mark Dunthorne Tree Preservation Order – 3 
No. Italian Alder in front of 1 – 
3 The Moorings. 

Objections Confirm without 
modifications 

4(d) TPO 526 Bowthorpe 
Road at the 
front of 308 
North Earlham 
Stores 

Imogen Mole Tree Preservation Order – 2 
No. Lime Trees in front of 308 
Bowthorpe Road. 

Objections Confirm without 
modifications 

4(e) 17/01180/F 171 Newmarket 
Road 

Steve Polley Construction of detached 
two-storey dwelling. 

Objections Approve 

4(f) 17/01535/F 25 Pitchford 
Road 

Steve Polley Extensions and conversion to 
large HMO. 

Objections Approve 

4(g) 17/01452/F 15 Wordsworth 
Road 

Steve Polley Change of use from dwelling 
(Class C3) to 7 bed HMO 
(Sui Generis) with single 
storey side and rear 
extension. 

Objections Approve 
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ITEM 4

STANDING DUTIES 

In assessing the merits of the proposals and reaching the recommendation 
made for each application, due regard has been given to the following duties 
and in determining the applications the members of the committee will also 

have due regard to these duties. 

Equality Act 2010 

It is unlawful to discriminate against, harass or victimise a person when providing a 

service or when exercising a public function. Prohibited conduct includes direct 
discrimination, indirect discrimination, harassment and victimisation and 

discrimination arising from a disability (treating a person unfavourably as a result of 
their disability, not because of the disability itself). 

Direct discrimination occurs where the reason for a person being treated less 
favourably than another is because of a protected characteristic. 

The act notes the protected characteristics of: age, disability, gender reassignment, 
marriage and civil partnership, pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, sex 

and sexual orientation. 

The introduction of the general equality duties under this Act in April 2011 requires 
that the council must in the exercise of its functions, have due regard to the need to: 

 Eliminate unlawful discrimination, harassment and victimisation and other
conduct prohibited by this Act.

 Advance equality of opportunity between people who share a relevant

protected characteristic and those who do not.

 Foster good relations between people who share a relevant protected

characteristic and those who do not.

The relevant protected characteristics are:  age; disability; gender reassignment; 
pregnancy and maternity; race; religion or belief; sex; sexual orientation.  

The council must in the exercise of its functions have due regard to the need to 
eliminate unlawful discrimination against someone due to their marriage or civil 

partnership status but the other aims of advancing equality and fostering good 
relations do not apply. 

Crime and Disorder Act, 1998 (S17) 

(1) Without prejudice to any other obligation imposed on it, it shall be the 
duty of each authority to which this section applies to exercise its 
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various functions with due regard to the likely effect of the exercise of 
those functions on, and the need to do all that it reasonably can to 

prevent, crime and disorder in its area.  
(2) This section applies to a local authority, a joint authority, a police 

authority, a National Park authority and the Broads Authority. 

Natural Environment & Rural Communities Act 2006 (S40) 

(1) Every public authority must, on exercising its functions, have regard, so 
far as is consistent with the proper exercise of those functions, to the 

purpose of conserving biodiversity. 

Planning Act 2008 (S183) 

(1) Every Planning Authority should have regard to the desirability of 

achieving good design 

Human Rights Act 1998 – this incorporates the rights of the European 
Convention on Human Rights into UK Law 

Article 8 – Right to Respect for Private and Family Life 

(1) Everyone has the right to respect for his private and family life, his 

home and his correspondence. 
(2) There shall be no interference by a public authority with the exercise of 

his right except such as in accordance with the law and is necessary in 

a democratic society in the interests of national security, public safety 
or the economic well-being of the country, for the prevention of disorder 

or crime, for the protection of health or morals, or for the rights and 
freedoms of others. 

(3) A local authority is prohibited from acting in a way which is incompatible 

with any of the human rights described by the European Convention on 
Human Rights unless legislation makes this unavoidable. 

(4) Article 8 is a qualified right and where interference of the right can be 
justified there will be no breach of Article 8. 
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Report to  Planning applications committee Item 

 14 December 2017 

4(a) 
Report of Head of planning services 

Subject Application no 17/01295/F - Car Park Adjacent To 
Sentinel House 37 - 43 Surrey Street Norwich   

Reason         
for referral 

Objection and significant departure from development 
plan 

 

Ward:  Mancroft 
Case officer Joy Brown - joybrown@norwich.gov.uk 

 
Development proposal 

Redevelopment of site to provide 285 student bedroom development with associated 
access and landscaping. 

Representations on application as submitted  
Object Comment Support 

33 0 0 
Representation of revised proposal  

Object Comment Support  
43 0 0 

 
Main issues Key considerations 
1 Principle of development  Loss of office led allocation and the provision of 

student accommodation.  
2 Design  Routes through the site, position of entrances, 

footprint and layout, height and massing, external 
appearance and external spaces.  

3 Heritage Impact on the conservation area and nearby 
statutory listed buildings and locally listed Carlton 
Terrace.  

4 Landscaping, trees and 
biodiversity  

Hard and soft landscaping, trees along Queens 
Road, St Catherine’s Yard Walk, external amenity 
spaces, biodiversity  

5 Transport  Car free development, provision of bin and bike 
stores, drop off/pick up at the start/end of term.  

6 Amenity  Impact upon neighbouring residents of Carlton 
Terrace and future residents of Sentinel House 
taking into consideration noise, overlooking, 
overshadowing and loss of light. Living conditions 
for future residents including size of units, light, 
external space, noise and air quality.  

7 Energy and water Renewable energy and water efficiency.   
8 Flood risk  The management of surface water drainage  
9 Contamination  Requirement for further intrusive testing  
Expiry date 13 November 2017 (extension of time agreed until 

21 December 2017) 
Recommendation  Approve subject to conditions 
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The site and surroundings 
1. The 0.48 ha site is situated on the southern side of Surrey Street with the southern 

boundary of the site abutting the public car park on Queens Road, which forms part 
of Norwich’s inner ring road.  

2. The site is a car park which is adjacent to Sentinel House, a former Aviva office 
building which was last in use in October 2015. Sentinel House is a predominately 
five to six storey building with the element on the corner of Queens Road and All 
Saints Green being three storey. Work is currently underway to convert Sentinel 
House to 199 residential units which was permitted under a prior approval 
application.  

3. The site is currently accessed from Surrey Street but the application site does also 
include a stretch of grass to the south of Sentinel House which is owned by Norfolk 
County Council. This stretch of grass runs along Sentinel House to the corner of 
Queens Road and All Saints Green.     

4. The surrounding area is mixed in terms of is uses with there being offices and 
residential nearby and also a school, public house, restaurants and shops 
(including Sainsbury supermarket) all in close proximity. The site is also close to 
Norwich’s bus station and other student accommodation.  

5. Within the Conservation Area Appraisal it notes that the area is dominated by large 
office developments from the late 20th century which results in odd building lines 
and areas of surface car parking. The most prevalent building type is the Georgian 
house dating from the 19th century with Carlton Terrace located on Surrey Street 
being a typical example of this. This terrace is locally listed There are also a 
number of listed building within close proximity to the site. Sentinel House is 
considered a negative building within the appraisal along with Norfolk Tower.  

Constraints  
6. The site is situated within the City Centre Conservation area. It is opposite grade II 

listed buildings on Surrey Street and Queens Road and is adjacent to Carlton 
Terrace which is locally listed. It is within the area of main archaeological interest.  

7. The site is within a regeneration area and is allocated for office led mixed use 
development to include an element of residential (policy CC29). The site is opposite 
a secondary retail area (Sainsburys) and is adjacent to the office development 
priority area. The site also falls within the car parking increase area of the city 
centre parking area.  

8. The main part of the site itself is relatively flat although there is a significant change 
in level between the site and the public car park which is defined by a retaining wall 
and there is also a change in level of around 1m between the rear of Carlton 
Terrace’s car park and the site There are no trees on the main part of the site 
although there are a band of trees along the boundary of the site and the public car 
park.    
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Relevant planning history 
9. There is little relevant planning history on the site itself with the most recent 

application being a Certificate of Lawful Use for the continued use of the site for car 
parking ancillary to the main use of Sentinel House (11/02164/CLE). This was 
approved in February 2012.  

10. The planning history for Sentinel House is also of particular relevance. A prior 
approval application was approved in January 2017 for the change of use of the 
basement, first, second, third, fourth and fifth floors from commercial (class B1(a)) 
to residential (class C3) to provide 228 residential units (16/01838/PDD). A further 
application was approved in April 2017 which reduces the number of units to 199 
(17/00304/PDD). Work has commenced on site. An application was also approved 
for the installation of 75 no. additional windows and the extension of existing 
lightwells at Sentinel House (17/00402/F).   

The proposal 
11. The application seeks full planning permission for the redevelopment of the site for 

the erection of a 285 student bedroom development with associated access, hard 
and soft landscaping. The application as submitted was for 307 student bedrooms; 
however the number of units has been reduced by 22 as some parts of the building 
have been reduced in height in order to address concerns with regards to loss of 
light to the neighbouring Carlton Terrace.  

12. The mix of units within the development will be for the follow:  

• 250 single bedrooms (including 14 accessible bedrooms) which are arranged 
in clusters of five to seven people  

• 35 studios 

13. The development will also deliver a new pedestrian link between Queens Road and 
Surrey Street which will run through the site between the new building and Sentinel 
House. The use of hard and soft landscaping will direct pedestrians to the signal 
controlled crossing on the corner Queens Road and All Saints Green. A number of 
areas of external amenity space for future residents are proposed some of which 
are communal and some of which are for specific clusters. These spaces include a 
courtyard and two roof top terraces.  

14. All servicing will be carried out from Surrey Street. The site will be car free and 
includes the provision of 168 cycle storage spaces for residents and 14 spaces for 
visitors.  

15. With regards to the design and form of the proposal, the application as submitted 
was for a ‘L’ shaped building which varied in height from four to eight storeys with 
the highest part being on the south west corner and the building reducing in scale to 
the north and east. The revisions to the proposal include changes to the height. 
Previously the Queens Road building stepped up from 4 to 6 storeys. This has been 
changed to be predominately 4 storeys in height with the south-east end of the 
building stepping down to 3 storeys.  
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16. With regards to materials the predominant material will be brick (red, buff and grey 
brick) although the rear of the building will be white rendered. Metal is also used 
through the site with zinc cladding being used on the upper recessed floors, metal 
privacy screens and corten steel gates and panels at ground floor level.  

Summary information 

Proposal Key facts 

Scale 

Total no. of bedspaces 285 bedspaces (250 single bedrooms, 35 studios) 

Total floorspace  7,788 sq m 

No. of storeys Varies from three to eight.  

Max. dimensions Block fronting Queens Road – 82m length, 14m deep 

Block fronting St Catherines Yard Walk and Sentinel House – 
60m length, 15m deep.  

Heights vary from 9m to 24m.  

Appearance 

Materials Brick (red, buff and grey), white render, zinc cladding, metal 
privacy screens, corten steel gates and panels.  

Energy and resource 
efficiency measures 

Photovoltaic panels and/or air source heat pump 

Operation 

Opening hours Hours of use of roof terrace to be limited to 8am – 10pm.  

Ancillary plant and 
equipment 

Mechanically ventilated rooms. Plant room at ground floor 
level in north west corner of building.   

Transport matters 

Vehicular access From Surrey Street (for servicing only) 

No of car parking 
spaces 

0 

No of cycle parking 
spaces 

168 for residents and 14 for visitors  

 

Servicing arrangements 25 x 1,100 litres bins. 
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Representations 
Application as submitted 

17. Advertised on site and in the press.  Adjacent and neighbouring properties have 
been notified in writing.  33 letters of representation have been received citing the 
issues as summarised in the table below. This includes a letter of representation 
from Broadland Housing who owns Carlton Terrace and the Norwich Society.  All 
representations are available to view in full at http://planning.norwich.gov.uk/online-
applications/ by entering the application number. 

Issues raised Response 

Carlton Terrace is an affordable housing 
scheme which includes many residents who 
are vulnerable and whose quality of life will 
be impacted by the proposed development. 
The design of the proposal will have an 
adverse impact on the health and welfare of 
the residents of Carlton Terrace.  

See main issue 6 

The site has been undeveloped for over 20 
years. The residents of Carlton Terrace have 
acquired an easement for rights to light.  

This is a private law issue between the 
landowners. The presence or absence 
of private rights to light is not a material 
planning consideration.  

The daylight and sunlight report highlights the 
impact that the development will have upon 
the residents of Carlton Terrace. There will 
be an increase of 21% in the number of 
windows failing to achieve BRE standards for 
daylight as a result of the development and 
the proposal will result in 7 out of 80 rooms 
failing to meet standards for sunlight which 
are all living rooms. The proposal will also 
lead to overshadowing. The report also fails 
to consider the impact on the eastern terrace. 
The proposal will turn our flats into dull dingy 
depressing places to live.   

See main issue 6 

The proposed scheme is poorly designed 
with little attention given to the height, scale, 
mass and materials. The proposed 
development will have an overbearing and 
visually intrusive impact on residents of 
Carlton Terrace which is locally listed and 
would look out of place. Little consideration 
has also been given to the impact on the 
other nearby listed buildings. The proposal 
does therefore not respect, enhance and 
respond to the character and local 
distinctiveness of the area.  

See main issue 2 and 3 
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Issues raised Response 

The proposed development will increase 
noise and in particular the roof terraces will 
result in noise, disturbance and overlooking 
to Carlton Terrace. It will cause a complete 
loss of outlook and privacy.  

See main issue 6 

The students will get a lovely rooftop garden. 
This is an insult as I will be looking at them 
enjoying their sunny rooftop garden while I 
am sitting on my dull dingy balcony.  

See main issue 6 

The location of the bins could create issues 
with smells close to Carlton Terrace.  

Bins need to be located close to the 
road. They will be enclosed within a 
store.  

The development is contrary to Policy and 
limited information has been provided to 
justify the loss of land allocated for 
employment or to demonstrate how and 
where Norwich’s housing need would be net 
if this site is removed as a space for general 
housing. The proposal will also result in a 
destabilisation of the community due to 
‘studentification’. There have been a large 
number of students schemes approved or 
that are currently under construction in the 
area. This will result in the city centre being 
dominated by short term tenure households 
where people are more transient and have 
less attachment and sense of belonging. The 
local character of All Saints Green and St 
Stephens Areas needs to be protected and 
enhanced with additional mixed permanent 
residential housing.  

See main issue 1 

The proposal is an over development of an 
important site with minimal provision of open 
space.  

See main issue 2 and 4.  

The proposal will affect the view for one of 
the largest communities of social housing in 
the city centre – Carlton Terrace.  

This is not a material planning 
consideration.  

There are four permit spaces on the road. 
There may be ways round the students 
getting permits.  

Students would not be entitled to 
resident permits.  

Carlton Terrace has suffered historic 
subsidence and the proposed construction 
could lead to damage to Carlton Terrace due 
to the need to dig out to change the levels. 

Condition 25 requires a Construction 
Method Statement.  
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Issues raised Response 

During the construction phase there would 
also be a lot of noisy and dirt.  

The proposed student accommodation and 
the conversion of Sentinel House will place 
great strain on existing services and 
infrastructure. This could potentially overload 
existing sewers and drains.  

See main issue 8. Anglian Water has 
confirmed sufficient capacity.  

 

Revised proposal 

18. Advertised on site and in the press.  Adjacent and neighbouring properties have 
been notified in writing.  Three letters of representation have been received from 
individual residents and a letter has been received from the Carlton Residents 
Action Group which is sent on behalf of the residents of 39 properties. A letter of 
representation has also been received from Broadland Housing who own Carlton 
Terrace.  The issues are summarised in the table below. All representations are 
available to view in full at http://planning.norwich.gov.uk/online-applications/ by 
entering the application number. 

Issues raised Response 

The revisions make little difference and do 
not go far enough. The revised proposal is 
still too big for the site, too close to Carlton 
Gardens, will still be overbearing and have a 
visually intrusive impact on residents. The 
proposal will cause overshadowing in area 
where people live and children play and will 
deprive the flats of daylight which will turn our 
flats into dull dark depressive places to live.  
The sole intension of the development is to 
maximise profit and little regard has been 
shown for the residents of Carlton Terrace 
and Gardens. 

See main issue 6. 

The reduction in rooms is minimal and will 
make very little difference to the size of the 
building. Adding a few more trees does not 
diminish its impact. The proposal will still 
directly affect the amount of light into the flats 
and dramatically affect the outlook.  

See main issues 2, 4 and 6.  

I do not wish to have any student 
accommodation built at the back of my flat. I 
cannot see the need to have yet another new 
student building.  
 

See main issue 1 
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Issues raised Response 

The redevelopment of Sentinel House has 
resulted in noise pollution and a poor air 
quality. This development will make things 
much worse.   

Condition 25 requires a Construction 
Method Statement. 

The roof terraces are particularly offensive 
and encroach on our privacy. They will result 
in overlooking and noise which has been 
exacerbated with the inclusion of glass 
screens.  

See main issue 6.  

The site should be developed in line with the 
design principles set out in the St Stephens 
Street area outline master plan and should 
respect the setting of nearby locally listed.  

See main issue 1 and 3.  

The proposal may impact upon the stability of 
Carlton Terrace.  

Condition 25 requires a Construction 
Method Statement. 

The proposed student accommodation will 
put a great strain on existing services and 
infrastructure as well as refuse collection, GP 
and dental practices.  

See main issue 8. Anglian Water has 
confirmed sufficient capacity. UEA has 
medical centre.  

‘Studentification’ can lead to the unbalancing 
of local community particularly as they are 
more transient. There have already been a 
number of permitted student schemes in the 
area. The overdevelopment of purpose built 
accommodation for students will encourage 
further marketization of student 
accommodation, taking rent levels to new 
heights. This will discourage bright students 
from working-class backgrounds away from 
university.  

See main issue 1 

 

Consultation responses 
19. Consultation responses are summarised below the full responses are available to 

view at http://planning.norwich.gov.uk/online-applications/ by entering the 
application number. 

Anglian Water 

20. There is currently sufficient capacity for foul drainage and foul sewerage. The 
surface water strategy submitted with the application is unacceptable and request a 
condition requiring a drainage strategy.  
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City wide services 

21. The proposal is acceptable. The bins are being stored in a location with easy 
access to the road.  

Design and conservation 

22. This is a well-considered development proposal that will significantly enhance the 
design, conservation and landscape quality of the conservation area.  

Environmental protection 

23. Based on the location and proposed use good quality sealed unit double glazed 
window units on all windows should be proposed. An alternative means of 
ventilation should be provided so that fresh air from the roof or from Surrey Street 
can be supplied to the residential units without the need for opening windows. The 
development is located within an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) hence the 
alternative means of ventilation. I would also ask that the applicant submit details of 
the installation of any plant or machinery including mechanical ventilation units etc. 
The applicant should also consider mitigating noise emissions from the plant and 
machinery and any plant and machinery installed on site must be serviced and 
maintained in accordance with manufacturers or installers recommendations.  

24. An advisory should be attached to any permission advising that the 25 x 1100-litre 
bins might not be sufficient to service the 307 units. If a second collection is 
required because the bin provision is not sufficient then it would be up to the 
managing agent or owner of the site to make the necessary arrangements for a 
second collection.   

25. Standard conditions required for contamination 

Environment Agency 

26. No comments received  

Highways (local) 

27. No objection. The proposal provides a car free development and improved walking 
route to the signal controlled crossing at Brazengate. The landscape scheme 
adjacent to Queens Road deters jaywalking to a certain extent by directing 
pedestrians along the walking route but I would like to see the landscape treatment 
being more robust.  

28. The travel plan makes reference to the start and end of term times but there is no 
way of knowing how successful this will be. It is suggested that a condition is 
attached to any consent requiring a review of the travel plan if necessary.  

29. Comments on revised plans – Overall the revised scheme is successful from a 
transportation point of view. The landscaping proposals adjacent to Queens Road 
will develop a highly attractive walking route to the sites and the planting should 
deter jaywalking across to Sainsbury’s. This may take time to be established and 
should suggest some interim fencing whilst this grows to maturity. It is proposed 
that the highway authority will adopt the corner paving as part of a s278/s38 
agreement. There will need to be tactile paving and the removal of the extant guard 
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railings. A number of matters will also need to be addressed on Surrey Street which 
can be included in the s278 application.  

Highways (strategic) 

30. No strategic highway objection provided the connecting footway link is provided. 
The applicant indicates transfer of land will take place when planning permission 
granted. I recommend the decision notice is withheld until the transfer takes place 
or alternatively the land transfer and planning consent take place simultaneously.  

Historic England 

31. No comment 

Landscape  

32. A number of suggestions have been made to improve the landscaping scheme and 
to enhance biodiversity – full comments available on public access.   

Norfolk County Council – Travel Planning 

33. No comments received  

Norfolk County Council - Lead Local Flood Authority 

34. Initially insufficient information was provided in terms of the drainage strategy. The 
applicant has since provided additional details including calculations and an 
exceedance route plan. These have satisfied our concerns and the applicant has 
demonstrated how surface water drainage will be managed on site without 
increasing flood risk. Therefore we have no objection to the application subject to a 
condition requiring the approved surface water drainage scheme to be implemented 
prior to the first occupation of the development.  

35. Comments on revised plans – The proposal includes an amended roof layout which 
may change minor details of the drainage strategy. Therefore the wording of the 
condition should be changed to require the submission of a surface water drainage 
scheme prior to commencement.  

Norfolk Fire Service 

36. No comments received  

Norfolk historic environment service 

37. An archaeological trial trenching evaluation carried out at the proposed 
development site revealed evidence of medieval to early post-medieval activity in 
the form of ditches, pits, a hearth and possible lane. Archaeological deposits were 
present at a shallow depth across the site. Therefore there is a high potential that 
further heritage assets will be present at the site and that their significance will be 
adversely affected by the proposed development. If planning permission is granted 
this should be subject to conditions requiring a programme of archaeological 
mitigatory works.  
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Norfolk police (architectural liaison) 

38. No comments as discussions are ongoing with the agent.  

Tree protection officer 

39. Trees T1-T3 are adequately protected from the development by virtue of their 
location within the site. The linear group of self-set sycamores located along the 
Queens Road car park boundary have been categorised correctly as C and should 
not be a material constraint on the development. They are however a highly visible 
landscape feature and any loss of trees should be mitigated. I would recommend 
that any replacement planting does not occur along this boundary as establishment 
and retention adjacent to a retaining wall is problematic. Alternative locations 
should be looked at on and off site. An ideal opportunity would be to explore the 
possibility of planting new street trees along the back of Queens Road footway.  

Assessment of planning considerations 
Relevant development plan policies 

40. Joint Core Strategy for Broadland, Norwich and South Norfolk adopted March 
2011 amendments adopted Jan. 2014 (JCS) 

• JCS1 Addressing climate change and protecting environmental assets 
• JCS2 Promoting good design 
• JCS3 Energy and water 
• JCS4 Housing delivery 
• JCS5 The economy 
• JCS6 Access and transportation 
• JCS7 Supporting communities 
• JCS9 Strategy for growth in the Norwich policy area 
• JCS11 Norwich city centre 
• JCS20 Implementation 

 
41. Norwich Development Management Policies Local Plan adopted Dec. 2014 

(DM Plan) 
• DM1 Achieving and delivering sustainable development 
• DM2 Ensuring satisfactory living and working conditions 
• DM3 Delivering high quality design 
• DM5 Planning effectively for flood resilience 
• DM7 Trees and development  
• DM9 Safeguarding Norwich’s heritage 
• DM11 Protecting against environmental hazards 
• DM12 Ensuring well-planned housing development 
• DM13 Communal development and multiple occupation 
• DM15 Safeguarding the city’s housing stock  
• DM19 Encouraging and promoting major office growth 
• DM28 Encouraging sustainable travel 
• DM29 Managing car parking demand in the city centre  
• DM30 Access and highway safety 
• DM31 Car parking and servicing 
• DM32 Encouraging car free and low car housing 
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• DM33 Planning obligations and development viability 

42. Norwich Site Allocations Plan and Site Specific Policies Local Plan adopted 
December 2014 (SA Plan) 

• CC29  Land at Queens Road and Surrey Street  

Other material considerations 

43. Relevant sections of the National Planning Policy Framework March 2012 
(NPPF): 

• NPPF0 Achieving sustainable development 
• NPPF1 Building a strong, competitive economy 
• NPPF2 Ensuring the vitality of town centres 
• NPPF4 Promoting sustainable transport 
• NPPF6 Delivering a wide choice of high quality homes 
• NPPF7 Requiring good design 
• NPPF8 Promoting healthy communities 
• NPPF10 Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal 

change 
• NPPF11 Conserving and enhancing the natural environment 
• NPPF12 Conserving and enhancing the historic environment 

 
44. Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD) 

• Trees, development and landscape SPD adopted June 2016 
 
Case Assessment 

45. Planning law requires that applications for planning permission must be determined 
in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise.  Relevant development plan polices are detailed above.  Material 
considerations include policies in the National Planning Framework (NPPF), the 
Councils standing duties, other policy documents and guidance detailed above and 
any other matters referred to specifically in the assessment below.  The following 
paragraphs provide an assessment of the main planning issues in this case against 
relevant policies and material considerations. 

Main issue 1: Principle of development 

46. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – DM12, DM13, DM15, DM19, SA CC29, NPPF 
paragraphs 14, 19, 22, 23 and 49.  

47. The site is allocated in the Site Allocations Plan, under policy CC29, for office led 
mixed use development to include an element of residential development (40 units). 
The application site does not include the entire allocated site (0.38ha of wider 0.5 
ha allocation) as it excludes the public car park fronting Queen’s Road. 

48. The site was also identified as an office redevelopment opportunity in the St 
Stephens Street Area Outline Masterplan although this masterplan has no formal 
status. As such with regards to the principle of development there are two main 
issues to consider – the loss of an office led allocation and the provision of student 
accommodation.  
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Loss of office led allocation 
 

49. In the right market conditions the site has the potential to deliver high quality 
commercial office space in a highly accessible and central location. As such it is 
capable in theory of making a contribution to the Joint Core Strategy requirement 
for 100,000 sqm of new office floorspace in the city centre. The development as 
proposed includes no office space and therefore the proposal would be a departure 
from the local plan. Recent evidence does suggest a lack of market demand for 
offices and a substantial pool of unlettable, poor quality office floorspace in the 
centre. There is also no obvious end-user for an office-led development here at 
present.   
 

50. Each application needs to be considered on its own merits and the NPPF sets out 
that where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being used for the allocated 
employment use, applications for alternative uses of land or buildings should be 
treated on their merits having regard to market signals and the relative need for 
different land uses to support sustainable local communities.  Therefore if it can be 
demonstrated by the applicant through the provision of up-to-date and robust 
evidence that the office allocation would not be viable or deliverable, then this 
would be taken into consideration and may be afforded significant weight in the 
determination process. The applicant has provided information on recent marketing 
of the site (and Sentinel House) which demonstrates that there was very little 
interest in the site.  

 
51. The emerging Greater Norwich Local Plan (GNLP), which will include strategic 

policies and site specific allocations within Norwich, Broadland and South Norfolk, 
is in the course of preparation. This site, together with the adjoining Sentinel House 
has been put forward through the recent GNLP Call for Sites for a prospective 
allocation for town centre uses or mixed-use development of an undetermined type. 
Sentinel House is currently being converted from office to residential use under 
permitted development rights and will provide 199 new apartments.  

 
52. The regulation 18 draft GNLP is timetabled to be published in January 2018. To 

support the emerging plan a number of evidence studies have been commissioned 
and are ongoing, including a Greater Norwich Retail, Economic and Town Centres 
Study prepared by the Greater Norwich Development Partnership’s retained 
consultants GVA. The study, due to be completed imminently is expected to include 
updated evidence on the need and capacity for office employment and 
development in the Greater Norwich area in general and the city centre in 
particular. As part of their assessment of the greater Norwich area the consultants 
have been requested to appraise a number of specific sites currently allocated for 
employment, office or office led development, to assess their continued suitability 
for that purpose. This includes Sentinel House and the adjoining allocated site 
CC29. 

 
53. Early indications are that the quantum of employment land required to support 

planned growth in greater Norwich to 2036 may be relatively modest and that there 
is already a significant surplus of employment land allocated and committed which 
has not been taken up. This does not mean that sites or buildings could not be 
retained or repurposed for an element of employment use (for example for small or 
start-up businesses) if a specific need could be identified, but it is recognised that 
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changing working practices and sectoral requirements will not necessarily give rise 
to a requirement for large concentrations of office floorspace in one location. 

 
Provision of student accommodation  

 
54. Paragraph 21 of Planning Practice Guidance – Housing and economic development 

needs assessment requires local planning authorities to plan for sufficient student 
accommodation which may include communal halls of residence or self-contained 
dwellings on or off campus. It states that the development of more dedicated 
student accommodation may take the pressure off the private rented sector and 
increase overall housing stock. Policy DM13 of the Development Management 
Policies Plan sets out criteria for the development of residential institutions and 
student accommodation; it does not include consideration of need for student 
accommodation.  
 

55. At present we lack detailed information on the need for student housing in the city 
and Greater Norwich area. The Council is currently undertaking a study of need for 
student accommodation within Norwich but the results will not be available for 
several months. The Central Norfolk Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) 
2017 notes that students have been counted in the Objectively Assessed Need 
figures and therefore student bedspaces can be counted towards the five year 
housing land supply, albeit that monitoring of growth in student numbers will be 
required to ensure that accommodation need assumptions in the SHMA are robust.  

 
56. There are currently over 2000 units of purpose built student accommodation ‘in the 

pipeline’ either under construction (Alumno development on All Saints Green (244 
units) and St Stephen’s Towers (702 units)), or the subject of current planning 
applications including this one (285 units), St Crispin’s House (614 units) and land 
adjacent to the Premier Inn on Duke Street (147 units).  

 
57. The applicant has provided some information about the need for student housing in 

Norwich. This information would suggest that there will be a total of 20,000 full time 
students in Norwich by 2018 with almost 17,000 in need of accommodation. Both of 
Norwich’s universities own and manage a number of bed spaces themselves. The 
UEA has around 5,000 bedrooms and the NUA has around 345. When combining 
the existing provision with schemes that are currently under construction this 
equates to around 6,750 bed spaces which is significantly below the student 
numbers of 17,000 which need accommodation.  

 
58. The applicant has also cited a recent visit to the All Saints Green development and 

this shows that nearly 500 people applied for 228 rooms. The management of the 
accommodation also confirmed that one issue is that students wanted to stay in 
purpose build accommodation for their whole time at university but the 
accommodation is restricted to first year students. This means that after completing 
their first year, the only available option for students is the private rented sector; 
which has historically led to problems with certain areas becoming dominated by 
HMOs.  

 
59. Within Norwich there has been discussions about how student accommodation and 

HMOs can be controlled and in March 2015 the sustainable development panel 
approved the approach of promoting development of accommodation types (such 
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as student accommodation) to reduce the demand on the conversion of existing 
family homes to HMOs.  

 
60. Overall it is felt that the information provided by the applicant is not comprehensive, 

albeit it does suggest that there is capacity for further purpose built student 
accommodation. Furthermore in the absence of an up-to-date assessment of need, 
it is considered that there is no justification for refusal on grounds of lack of need. 

 
61. Therefore in this instance it if felt that it is unlikely that the site will be developed in 

accordance with the site allocation due to a lack of demand for office 
accommodation and due to a surplus of land currently allocated or committed for 
employment use. Therefore on balance an alternative form of development for 
student accommodation can be supported, particularly as it is could deliver 
substantial economic benefits for the city centre from the expanding student 
population and would help promote Norwich as a ‘learning city’. It would therefore 
help reinforce the vibrancy of the city centre in accordance with the Joint Core 
Strategy (JCS policy 11 promotes the city centre as the main focus in the sub-
region for retail, leisure and office development, with housing and educational 
development also appropriate) and would help provide education opportunities for 
existing and future students of Norwich universities (in accordance with policy 7 of 
the Joint Core Strategy). The proposal would also contribute towards Norwich’s five 
year housing land supply and reduce pressure on the general housing stock from 
student HMOs and shared houses. 

Main issue 2: Design 

62. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – JCS2, DM3, NPPF paragraphs 9, 17, 56 and 
60-66. 

63. The current condition of the site is poor and development has the potential to 
significantly enhance the quality of the conservation area and the streetscene, both 
along Queens Road and Surrey Street. The main issues relating to the design of 
the proposal are set out below:   

Routes through the site 

64. The redevelopment of this site provides a pedestrian connection between Surrey 
Street and Queens Road which could form part of a strategic pedestrian route from 
the train station / Lady Julian Bridge to Brazengate as an extension to Chapel Loke. 
This is an alternative to a longer route around the front of John Lewis and fulfils the 
objectives of the St Stephens Masterplan. 

65. Although the principle of providing this link was very much supported by planning 
officers there was some concern particularly from the local highway officer that 
students may try and run across five lanes of traffic to reach Sainsbury’s rather than 
using the nearby pedestrian crossing. It order to mitigate this a robust planting 
scheme has been proposed on land to the front of Sentinel House. The use of 
planting and railings should act as a barrier that encourages people to use a new 
path that runs obliquely across the grass towards the signal controlled crossing. 
This area of grass is currently owned by Norfolk County Council and although 
Norfolk County Council do not want to release the land as a freehold disposal as 
they wish to retain the potential for the land to be used for a highway improvement 
scheme in the future if needed (which was the original intention for the land), they 
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would be happy to agree a long lease to the applicant. This would allow the 
implementation of the new route and landscaping scheme. The ‘square’ at the 
crossing will also be enlarged and enhanced as part of the proposal.  

Position of entrances 

66. The creation of St Catherine’s Yard Walk means that the development can be 
accessed from both Surrey Street and Queens Road. Normally it would be 
desirable to have a clear entrance off the main street approach so it is clear how to 
enter the building; however as this development has two faces and routes of 
approach placing the main entrance and reception area at the mid-point of St 
Catherine’s Yard Walk works well. The entrance area provides good access from St 
Catherine’s Yard Walk and the private residential courtyard and is adjacent to the 
communal ground floor facilities. The landscape plan suggests that the openness of 
St Catherine’s Yard Walk at the Surrey Street end will successfully guide people 
towards the entrance and the use of corten steel at the ground floor will highlight 
the entrance and create a physically and visually robust base to the building. 

Footprint and layout  

67. The ‘L’ shaped plan of the building is the natural response to the shape of the site 
and makes most efficient use of the land. By aligning the two wings with Queens 
Road and Sentinel House it creates the maximum distance from Carlton Terrace in 
order to minimise harmful impacts to this building and its occupants. It also allows 
for the new building to address Queens Road, which currently lacks enclosure as a 
result of road widening and the demolition of buildings in the past. The end of the 
north wing neatly closes the gap in the Surrey Street frontage.   

68. The “shuffle” in the building’s north block footprint helps to break down the mass of 
the building and creates enclosure and definition to the internal courtyard and at the 
entrance to St Catherine’s Yard Walk. 

69. At the pre application stage a lot of consideration was given to the relationship of 
the proposed building with Queens Road and in particular whether the west end of 
the public car park could be incorporated into the scheme and used to enhance the 
landscape quality of Queen Road and provide significant public realm 
improvements including an avenue of trees. This would also have had the benefit of 
allowing the north south orientated building to be brought closer to the road and the 
site area would have been more akin to the allocated site.  

70. The public car park is owned by Norfolk County Council and part leased to Norwich 
City Council who run the car park. Several discussion have taken place, the 
conclusions of which is that the release of land would not be viewed favourably due 
to the loss of revenue to the Councils and due to the loss of public car parking 
spaces which are of great value to the nearby local shops and businesses.   

Height and massing 

71. It is considered that the proposed development has been carefully and 
appropriately modelled so that the greatest height and architectural emphasis is 
focused on the south-west corner adjacent to Sentinel House, with the buildings 
stepping down to the north and east. The height proposed at the north-west corner 
is similar to Sentinel House (the top storey is slightly higher but is set back from the 
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façade) and it will make a gradual transition down towards Surrey Street so that 
there is an appropriate and sensitive relationship with Carlton Terrace at both ends 
of the site. 

72. The revisions further reduced the height of the section of building that it closest to 
the rear of Carlton Terrace from four to three storey and in combination with the 
reduction in the ground level by 1.5m, this will ensure that the new building, whilst 
having a strong presence, will not unacceptably dominate the view from the back of 
Carlton Terrace. The new building will also have the benefit of helping to shield the 
rear of the terrace from the view of and noise from the inner ring road. 

73. The proposal is higher than that which is set out within the site allocations 
document; however in this instance it is felt that it has been demonstrated that the 
relationship between the proposed development and the neighbouring buildings 
works well and a development of this height will not have a significantly detrimental 
impact upon neighbouring residents.   

74. With regards to the mass of the development, it should be noted that Sentinel 
House is regarded as a negative building in the Conservation Area Appraisal 
because of scale, even though it is architecturally much better than Norfolk Tower. 
The Conservation Area Appraisal seeks buildings with lesser bulk than Sentinel 
House and Norfolk Tower. Although this building is relatively large both in terms of 
its footprint and its height, having two wings has helped reduce the bulk and mass 
along with the stepped heights, setting some floors further back and the use of 
materials.  

External appearance 

75. The visualisations submitted with the application suggest a successful piece of 
architecture will be created. The modelling of the building’s mass is complemented 
by the choice of materials that apply to the different building elements. The use of 
different types and colours of brick separated by zinc cladding with standing seam 
details will avoid the monolithic appearance for which neighbouring Norfolk House 
and Sentinel House can be criticised. The top storey on Queens Road is set back 
and faced in metal cladding. This should be aesthetically successful in further 
reducing the sense of a heavy mass of building. 

76. The predominant use of brick on the external elevations will create a good 
relationship with neighbouring buildings e.g. Sentinel House, Carlton Terrace, 113 
Queens Road and the Notre Dame building opposite the site and subtle brick 
detailing will add a deeper level of quality. The use of white render on the courtyard 
elevation of the building is understandable given the need to reflect light into that 
space. However, it will be important that the render is specified correctly with anti-
fungal coating and occasionally cleaned to avoid discolouration and staining. 

77. The communal kitchen areas, including those most visible at the three corner 
extremities of the building, are expressed with large windows that create variety and 
allow good views out. It is considered that distinguishing the communal areas and 
the careful use of fenestration has provided visual interest in a similar way to the 
nearby NUA / Alumno block which also does this very effectively. 

78. The windows facing Carlton Terrace will be obliquely angled to avoid overlooking, 
which creates small recesses within the student rooms. The revision have enlarged 
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the recesses which has made the angle less oblique as it was felt that levels of light 
were compromised to the future residents of these rooms. Furthermore a secondary 
obscure glazed window has been added to further increase levels of light whilst 
creating no additional overlooking. Adding the additional obscured glazed windows 
also removes what was considered a rather imposing blank section of the building.  

79. In order to ensure that the proposed development is of high quality, a palette of 
material samples will be required for approval by condition. 

External spaces 

80. The proposed footprint of the building has allowed a number of external spaces to 
be created for the enjoyment of future residents, some of which are communal and 
some of which are for specific clusters. This include a courtyard area which will 
have a sense of enclosure from the two wings, two roof terraces, St Catherine’s 
Yard Walk and a small public square to the front of the building on Surrey Street. 
There will also be a landscaped strip to the front of Sentinel House which will help 
enhance the setting of Sentinel House and the approach to this proposed 
development.  

81. The footprint of the building also allows for the retention of a large number of the 
trees on site and careful consideration has been given to replacement planting and 
additional trees and soft landscaping. Details of this are explained further under 
main issue 4.  

Main issue 3: Heritage 

82. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – DM9, NPPF paragraphs 128-141. 

83. As set out within main issue 2 it is considered that the design of the proposal is of 
high quality with appropriate consideration being given to the overall size, height 
and mass of the development and therefore it is considered that the proposal will 
result in an enhancement to the conservation area.  

84. There are four listed buildings close to the site with a setting that will be affected by 
the proposed development: Surrey House (56 Surrey Street), 113-115 Queens 
Road, Phoenix House (131-139 Queens Road) and St Francis House (141-147 
Queens Road). The current contribution of the site to the setting of these assets 
does not add anything to their significance but on the contrary, the emptiness of the 
site is harmful to the character and appearance of the conservation area and the 
setting of the three listed buildings on Queens Road. It is considered that a built 
frontage will help reduce the blank openness that makes it feel overwhelmingly 
dominated by its highway function and makes the listed buildings opposite look like 
isolated survivors of a damaged street. Furthermore, the new buildings will obscure 
the view of Norfolk Tower, which is one of the most negative buildings in the city 
centre, thereby improving the setting of these listed buildings.  

85. Surrey House is set back behind a wall and mature trees. The modest scale of 
buildings proposed to infill the gap in the Surrey Street frontage will be scarcely 
perceived from within the building or its front garden. The glimpsed view will be 
positive by comparison with a view of an open car parking. 

86. Carlton Terrace is locally listed. The proposed building line on Surrey Street 
corresponds with Sentinel House and is set back behind Carlton Terrace, meaning 
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that the oblique townscape view of Carlton Terrace, which the conservation area 
appraisal recognises as a positive contribution to the character of the area, will not 
be obscured or intruded upon. Further the height of the proposed building on the 
Surrey Street frontage is lower than Carlton Terrace and is therefore considered 
appropriate.  

87. The site is situated within the Area of Main Archaeological Interest. An 
archaeological trial trenching evaluation has been carried out at the proposed 
development site which revealed evidence of medieval to early post-medieval 
activity in the form of ditches, pits, a hearth and possible lane. Archaeological 
deposits were present at a shallow depth across the site. Therefore it is considered 
that there is a high potential that further heritage assets will be present at the site. If 
planning permission is granted this should be subject to conditions requiring a 
programme of archaeological mitigatory work.   

Main issue 4: Landscaping, trees and biodiversity  

88. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – JCS 1, DM3, DM6, DM7, DM8, NPPF 
paragraphs 9, 17, 56, 109 and 118.  

89. The application as submitted included some details regarding landscaping; however 
there were a number of areas where it was considered that additional measures 
could be incorporated and a number of amendments were also suggested to 
enhance the overall landscaping scheme. Overall taking into consideration the 
changes that have been made it is now felt that the proposed hard and soft 
landscaping will help improve the setting of the buildings, provide areas for the 
enjoyment of future residents, enhance biodiversity and improve the environment 
for the general public.  

Trees along Queens Road 

Norwich City Council’s tree officer has confirmed that the existing linear group of 
self-set sycamores located along the Queens Road car park boundary have been 
categorised correctly as C and therefore should not be a material constraint on the 
development. They are however considered to be a highly visible landscape feature 
and any loss of trees should be mitigated. The tree officer recommended that any 
replacement planting does not occur along this boundary as establishment and 
retention adjacent to a retaining wall is problematic and therefore alternative 
locations should be looked at on and off site. It would have been preferable for 
replacement tree planting to consist of new street trees along the back of Queens 
Road footway as this would help screen the existing public car park and continue 
the avenue of trees which currently existing to the east end of the public car park; 
however investigations have showed that there are services underneath the 
footpath so unfortunately this is not feasible. Therefore the applicant is proposing to 
plant additional trees along the boundary but by creating a rooting zone underneath 
the car park in order to allow the new trees to establish and grow. It is also 
proposed to create an avenue of trees to the front of Sentinel House which will 
provide a nice landscape feature. 

90. Overall it is felt that the proposed trees will help screen the development and fill in 
the gaps in this section of the green link between the All Saints Green junction and 
the mature street trees along Queens Road toward the Surrey Street junction. It will 
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also have the benefit of helping to filter noise and air pollution from Queens Road 
for future residents.  

St Catherine’s Yard Walk 

91. The proposed walkway between Surrey Street and Queens Road is fully supported 
from a landscape point of view and will be a valuable pedestrian link within this part 
of the city centre. A condition should be attached to any future permission to ensure 
public access at all times and to set out the arrangements for its management and 
maintenance. Measures such as ensuring that the trees along St Catherine’s Yard 
Walk will have a minimum clear stem height of 2.5m will ensure that pedestrians 
can clearly see the route from Surrey Street through to Queens Road.  

92. In order to deter pedestrians from using the direct desire line to Sainsburys a 
landscaped strip has been created which will direct pedestrians to the signal 
controlled crossing at the corner of Queens Road and All Saints Green. The 
planting has been carefully considered so it is robust and a low rail provided along 
the path edge. 

93. At the western end of the walkway the proposed ‘square’ is welcomed as providing 
much needed pedestrian space at this crossing location. It is proposed to use the 
Marshall’s palette of adoptable materials.  

External amenity spaces 

94. A number of private and public areas of space have been landscaped for the 
enjoyment of future residents and the public. St Catherine’s Yard Walk provides 
areas of seating along with the newly created square to the front of the Surrey 
Street elevation. The courtyard area is shown as mainly hard paved with low 
planting areas adjacent to buildings. A tree has been added to create a central focal 
point, an end-stop for views along the service access from Surrey Street, and to 
provide a vertical soft element to counter the height of the proposed buildings. As 
well as providing an amenity space, the courtyard is required for servicing and the 
square on Surrey Street will be required for drop off/pick up at the start/end of term. 
This does raise challenges as these spaces will be multi-functional; however it is 
felt that the applicant has  managed to incorporate soft landscaping and features 
such as seating to create spaces which can be enjoyed by residents.   

95. Given the density of the development and the relative low level of open space 
provision within it, the two proposed roof terraces will provide valuable space for 
residents and potential biodiversity benefits. Details of these can be conditioned to 
ensure that a low maintenance biodiverse planting mix is used. It is also proposed 
to create basement gardens for the ground floor flats facing onto Queens Road. 
These gardens will be shaded; however the details provided do show that a 
successful area of amenity could be provided through using hard and soft 
landscaping that responds well to shaded conditions. 

Biodiversity 

96. The existing site has low ecological value with no protected species present; 
however it was felt important to take the opportunity to enhance biodiversity and as 
part of the revisions additional measures have been incorporated into the proposal. 
The proposed removal of six relatively large mature trees along the Queens Road 

Page 35 of 146



       

car park boundary represents a loss of biomass and habitat, and an erosion of the 
ecological corridor function of trees along Queens Road but this has been mitigated 
through replacement planting, including additional trees to the rear of the public car 
park.  

97. Two areas of green roofs have also been incorporate which will provide an 
enhanced ecological environment. In addition bird (for nesting swifts) and bat boxes 
have been incorporated into the brickwork design of the north-east and south-east 
elevations at high level. The design utilises systems which provide nesting solutions 
within the external wall construction of the building.  

Main issue 5: Transport 

98. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – JCS6, DM28, DM30, DM31, NPPF 
paragraphs 17 and 39. 

99. As a city centre location there is relatively limited vehicular access therefore uses 
which have less significant needs in these terms should be seen as more 
appropriate. Student accommodation has relatively low servicing requirements from 
vehicles, and students would generally not own cars and would either be walking or 
cycling within the city centre.  The site therefore represents a good location for this 
use and car free development is acceptable in principle in this location. 

100. The travel plan sets out the arrangements for the drop off/pick up at the start/end of 
term. There is one drop off/pick up space on site but residents will be encourage 
and incentivised to use alternative car parking locations as part of the Travel Plan. 
These include park and ride services and the Queens Road pay and display car 
park and the St Stephens multi-storey car park. The applicant will be negotiating 
with the nearby existing student accommodation blocks to seek if a more 
coordinated arrangement can be developed to coordinate drop-off and pick up 
arrangements at the start and end of terms. This will include discussions with NCP 
and Norwich City Council to ascertain whether they can reserve a number of 
spaces on specific dates at the start and end of term. At this stage we have no way 
of knowing if loading and unloading on Surrey Street will be acceptable or not. 
Therefore it is proposed that a condition is attached to any future permission 
requiring further details of the parking and management arrangements for dealing 
with the arrival and departure of residents at the beginning and end of the academic 
terms. This should include details of a review mechanism to enable further anti 
congestion measures to be considered, if required. 

101. The servicing arrangements are satisfactory and it is considered that the number 
and location of bins is acceptable. A refuse vehicle would be able to turn within the 
site so can exit in forward gear. In terms of bike storage, 168 spaces will be 
provided for the 285 residents and an additional 14 spaces will be provided for 
residents in an easily accessible location. Although the does not equate to 1:1 
provision, it is considered to be an appropriate level for this city centre location and 
additional provision is likely to result in a surplus as it is not expected that all 
residents would own a bike particularly given the proximity to bus services and 
given the new bike rental scheme which now operates within Norwich. The number 
of spaces will be reviewed as part of the travel plan and additional spaces will be 
provided if required.  

Page 36 of 146



       

102. The provision of an improved ‘square’ at the corner of Queens Road and All Saints 
Green is welcomed although this will need to reflect the actual geometry of the 
junction. There will be a need for tactile paving and the removal of the extant guard 
railings. It is proposed that the highway authority adopted this paving as part of a 
s278/s38 agreement and the exact details can be negotiated as part of this 
agreement. The local highway officer is now also satisfied that the landscaping will 
successful direct people towards to the signal control crossing although has 
suggested that some form of temporary fencing is erected until the plants have 
established. 

Main issue 6: Amenity 

103. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – DM2, DM11, NPPF paragraphs 9 and 17. 

Impact upon neighbouring residents 

104. With regard to the impact upon neighbouring residents the main consideration is the 
impact upon the existing residents of Carlton Terrace and the future residents of 
Sentinel House.  

105. Directly to the north/east of the site is Carlton Terrace which are residential 
properties owned by Broadland Housing Association. The properties are divided 
into flats and it is understood that there is a flat at basement level and ground floor 
level with there being a maisonette at first and second floor level.  The area to the 
rear of Carlton Terrace is predominately car parking although the lower two levels 
benefit from a small terrace or balcony.   

106. With regards to overlooking it is not considered that the proposal will have much of 
an impact upon residents of Carlton Terrace due to the distances involved, the 
careful positioning of windows and the provision of obscure glazing. The rear 
elevation of the Queens Road block faces onto the rear of Carlton Terrace; 
however the windows have been angled in order to direct any views away from the 
neighbouring properties. The revisions do include additional windows that are 
directed towards to the rear of Carlton Terrace; however these will be obscure 
glazed. It is also not considered that the roof terrace will reduce privacy due to the 
roof terrace being 37m from the rear elevation of Carlton Terrace.    

107. With regards to loss of light and overshadowing, there was concern that the 
application as submitted would have a detrimental impact upon some of the 
residents of Carlton Terrace. A sunlight/daylight assessment was submitted with the 
application and the modelling which was undertaken found that as a result of the 
development seven windows failed to meet the required sunlight analysis and 30 of 
the ground and first floor windows failed to achieve the BRE standards for vertical 
sky component (VSC) as a result of the development. The failure to meet this 
standard does not automatically mean that an application should be refused and in 
this instance it is also important to note that 10% of windows currently fail to meet 
the minimum recommendation prior to development occurring; however in this 
instance there were concerns that this did mean that the proposal would have a 
noticeable impact upon a significant number of residents. Therefore discussions 
took place with the applicant to look how the proposal could be amended in order to 
minimise the impact upon the nearby residents.  
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108. The modelling showed that by reducing the height of the Queens Road block to a 
predominately four storey building and reducing to three storey at the south east 
end, the impact that the proposal would have upon neighbouring residents would be 
significantly less. In the revised scheme there are 15 windows which do not meet 
the recommendations; however eight of these fail currently due to the presence of 
the canopies. The other seven which fail are all located on the ground floor but their 
failure against the BRE minimum of 27% Vertical Sky Component is marginal by 
achieving values such as 24.99, 23.75 and 26.47. In relation to sunlight there are 6 
windows which do not meet the BRE recommendations but all 6 windows are 
canopied so it is not the development will results in a failure but the design of 
Carlton Terrace itself. In terms of winter sunlight there are three windows on the 
ground floor which do not meet the recommendations; however these three 
windows all serve rooms which have two other windows which do meet the 
recommendations.  

109. Therefore on the basis of the information submitted it is considered that the scheme 
has been amended in a way that means that the proposal will not result in harm to 
neighbouring residents. Loss of light and overshadowing will be minimal and in 
most cases where there is a failure to meet the standards it is by virtue of the 
design of Carlton Terrace itself rather than the impact of the proposed 
development.     

110. Concern has been raised by neighbouring residents regarding noise and in 
particular noise from the roof terrace. The revisions have reduced the size of the 
roof terrace and in doing so means that at its nearest point the communal roof 
terrace is 37m from Carlton Terrace. It is proposed to have acoustic glazing 
surrounding the roof terrace to minimise noise. Furthermore it can be conditioned 
that the roof terrace will only be used between the hours of 8am and 10pm. 
Therefore it is not considered that the roof terrace will have a significantly 
detrimental impact upon neighbouring residents.  

111. It is inevitable that the proposal will have an impact upon future residents of 
Sentinel House particular due to the height and the distances involved; however 
measure have been put in place to minimise the impact which include the provision 
of privacy screens and through the positioning of the blocks within the site. It is 
considered that all rooms within Sentinel House will have adequate light and 
privacy as a result of this proposal and given that the conversion of Sentinel House 
is still underway any future residents would be aware of this proposed development 
before committing to purchasing or renting a flat there.  

Living conditions for future residents 

112. The site will provide accommodation for 285 students. The majority of students will 
be accommodated within single bedrooms. These are arranged within cluster of five 
to seven bedrooms and each cluster will have a shared communal space. The 
single bedrooms are 13-14 sqm which is of a comparable size to the single 
bedrooms at the recently approved St Stephens Tower and those which are under 
construction at the former Mecca Bingo Site on All Saints Green. The studios and 
accessible bedrooms are 21 sqm which is again in line with recently approved 
student schemes. National space standards do not apply to student 
accommodation and it is considered that the space provided will ensure that 
residents are able to live comfortably.  
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113. Some rooms will benefit from more light than others and in particular there was 
concern that the rooms that faced onto the rear of Carlton Terrace would have 
insufficient light due to the angled windows that were proposed to avoid overlooking 
to Carlton Terrace. As a result the angle has been increased to allow more light and 
a secondary obscure glazed window is proposed to allow more light. This has 
overcome the officer’s concern without compromising the privacy of Carton Terrace 
residents. Consideration has also been given to the positioning of windows to 
prevent overlooking from one block to the other and also to prevent overlooking to 
future residents of Sentinel House. Overall it is concluded that the internal living 
conditions for all future residents of the proposed development will be satisfactory 
or good.   

114. Although the site is situated within the city centre and is within a relatively 
constrained site a number of external amenity spaces are provided for the 
enjoyment of residents. This includes some spaces which are for specific clusters 
i.e. basement gardens, roof terrace fronting onto Surrey Street but there are also 
some communal spaces i.e. courtyard, roof terrace, square fronting Surrey Street 
and seating area within St Catherine’s Yard Walk.  

Noise and air quality for future residents 

115. The site is situated on Queens Road which forms part of Norwich’s inner ring road. 
A noise impact assessment has been submitted with the application and this 
concludes that adequate mitigation can be incorporated into the scheme in order 
that new residents will not be adversely affected by the external noise environment 
A condition should be attached to any future permission required details of these 
measures, including details of the windows and the glass barrier which surrounds 
the roof terrace. 

116. The site is situated within an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA). An air quality 
assessment has been submitted with the application and this shows that there 
would be no expected exceedances of the UK air quality objectives at the 
developments facades and therefore no mitigation is required for the operation of 
the development. Therefore the windows on all elevations can be fully opening. 
Notwithstanding the above, due to potential noise from Queens Road it is 
considered that the rooms facing onto the inner ring road should have an alternative 
means of being ventilated so residents do not need to rely on opening windows. It 
would also be preferable for air for the mechanical ventilation to be drawn from the 
Surrey Street elevation or from the roof. The mechanical ventilation system can be 
secured by condition.  

117. Furthermore the report makes some recommendations that should be considered 
during the construction phase of the development. These relate to the construction 
management of the site and incorporate best practice procedures for contractors. 
An informative should be attached to any permission requiring considerate 
construction and a condition is proposed requiring a Construction Method 
Statement.  

Main issue 7: Energy and water 

118. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – JCS3, DM1, NPPF paragraphs 94 and 96. 
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119. Policy 3 of the Joint Core Strategy sets out that development of 1,000 sqm or more 
of non-residential floorspace should provide at least 10% of the scheme’s expected 
energy requirements from a renewable, low carbon or decentralised source. A 
sustainability strategy has been submitted with the application and this identifies 
that the core principle of the design of the development is to reduce energy use 
through effective fabric energy efficiency measures. A number of options have been 
looked at in order to meet the 10% policy requirement which include photovoltaic 
panels on the roof and an air source heat pump. A condition should be attached to 
any future permission requiring full details of the preferred option.  

120. The scheme also needs to incorporate water efficiency measures and again a 
condition should be attached requiring the development to be designed to meet 
110/litres/person/day.  

Main issue 8: Flood risk 

121. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – JCS1, DM5, NPPF paragraphs 100 and 103. 

122. The site is situated within flood zone 1 ‘low probability’ of flooding and the site area 
is less than 1 hectare. Therefore a flood risk assessment is not required. The site is 
also not within a critical drainage area. In accordance with policy DM5 a drainage 
strategy has been provided which seeks to address surface water runoff and to 
minimise the risk of flooding.  

123. Due to the urban nature of the site a number of options are not appropriate; 
however in this instance it is proposed to have permeable paving, sub-surface 
attenuation tank and blue and green roofs. Norfolk County Council as the Lead 
Local Flood Authority (LLFA) and Anglian Water both had concerns with regards to 
the information submitted. Additional information has since been provided which 
includes calculations and an exceedance route plan. Although the proposed run off 
rate of 5l/s is greater than greenfield runoff, it does provide betterment relative to 
the existing brownfield runoff rates. Therefore subject to a condition requiring 
implementation of the approved drainage strategy scheme the LLFA have no 
objection to the proposed development as it has now been demonstrated 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).  

Main issue 9: Contamination 

124. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – DM11, NPPF paragraphs 120-122. 

125. A phase I contamination assessment has been undertaken on site and this has 
identified that additional intrusive testing will be required prior to commencement of 
work on site. The report does state that it is not considered likely that there is gross 
contamination which would limit the development potential. Therefore conditions 
should be attached to any future permission requiring further work and mitigation 
measures to be carried out.  

Compliance with other relevant development plan policies  

126. A number of development plan policies include key targets for matters such as 
parking provision and energy efficiency.  The table below indicates the outcome of 
the officer assessment in relation to these matters. 
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Requirement Relevant policy Compliance 
Cycle storage DM31 No – see main issue 5 

Car parking 
provision 

DM31 Yes  

Refuse 
Storage/servicing 

DM31 Yes subject to condition 

Energy efficiency JCS 1 & 3 

DM3 

Yes subject to condition 

Water efficiency JCS 1 & 3 Yes subject to condition 

Sustainable 
urban drainage 

DM3/5 Yes subject to condition 

 

Equalities and diversity issues 

127. There are no significant equality or diversity issues. There will be level access to 
the building and the application includes 14 accessible study rooms.  

S106 Obligations 

128. The application does not trigger any s106 contributions.  

Local finance considerations 

129. Under Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 the council is 
required when determining planning applications to have regard to any local finance 
considerations, so far as material to the application.  Local finance considerations 
are defined as a government grant or the Community Infrastructure Levy. The 
development is CIL liable with the payment being £49718.04.   

130. Whether or not a local finance consideration is material to a particular decision will 
depend on whether it could help to make the development acceptable in planning 
terms.  It would not be appropriate to make a decision on the potential for the 
development to raise money for a local authority. 

131. In this case local finance considerations are not considered to be material to the 
case. 

Conclusion 
132. The site is allocated for office led mixed use development to include an element of 

residential development and therefore this application for 285 student bedrooms is 
a departure from the local plan. The NPPF sets out that where there is no 
reasonable prospect of a site being used for the allocated employment use, 
applications for alternative uses should be treated on their merits having regards to 
market signals and the relative need for different land uses to support sustainable 
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local communities. In this instance it is felt that it is unlikely that the site will be 
developed in accordance with the site allocation due to a lack of demand for office 
accommodation and due to a surplus of land currently allocated or committed for 
employment use. Therefore on balance it is considered that an alternative form of 
development for student accommodation can be supported, particularly as it can 
deliver substantial economic benefits for the city centre from the expanding student 
population, help contribute towards Norwich’s five year housing land supply and 
reduce pressure on the general housing stock.  

133. Furthermore the proposal has the potential to significantly enhance the quality of 
the streetscene, both along Queens Road and Surrey Street and will provide a new 
pedestrian connection which would form part of the strategic pedestrian route from 
the train station to Brazengate. The proposed footprint makes efficient use of land 
and it is considered that the stepped height and ‘L’ shaped footprint will ensure that 
the building has a strong presence whilst not overdominating views of Carlton 
Terrace. The fenestration and choice of materials will add visual interest and it is 
considered that the proposal will have a good relationship with neighbouring 
buildings. The proposal will therefore result in an enhancement to the conservation 
area and will help reduce the bland openness that makes this area feel 
overwhelmingly dominated by its highway function and will also improve the setting 
of the nearby listed buildings.  

134. The proposed hard and soft landscaping will help improve the setting of the 
building, provide enjoyment for future residents, enhance biodiversity and improve 
the environment for the general public. It will provide good living conditions for 
future residents and the revision to the proposal will mean that the development will 
not result in any significant harm to the neighbouring residents of Carlton Terrace or 
the future residents of Sentinel House taking into consideration overlooking, loss of 
light and overshadowing.    

135. With regards to highways, it is proposed that the development is car free and 
student accommodation has relatively low servicing requirements. 168 cycle spaces 
will be provided for students and 14 cycle spaces will be provided for visitor.  
Although this is not 1:1 it is considered to be sufficient and can be reviewed in the 
future. The greatest impact upon the highway will be at the start and end of the 
academic terms, but this can be mitigated through satisfactory management 
arrangements which can be conditioned and reviewed in the future.    

136. Overall therefore the material considerations (namely the lack of market demand for 
offices and the need for student accommodation, and the social and economic 
contribution of the proposal to the local economy and city centre) are sufficient to 
outweigh the presumption of determining the application in accordance with the 
provisions of the Development Plan, particularly given the absence of a five year 
housing land supply in the Norwich Policy Area. The proposal will deliver a high 
quality development on a vacant site within the city centre and will have a positive 
contribution to the streetscene and this part of the City Centre Conservation area 
without having a harmful impact upon neighbouring residents. It is therefore 
recommended that the application is approved.  

Recommendation 
To approve application no. 17/01295/F - Car Park Adjacent To Sentinel House 37 - 43 
Surrey Street Norwich  and grant planning permission subject to the following conditions: 
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1. Standard time limit; 
2. In accordance with plans; 
3. No works above ground until following details agreed:  

a) Materials for walls (including brick bond and mortar), 
b) Materials for roof (including green roof) 
c) Windows and doors (including lintels and cils, glazing frames and profiles, 

opaque glazing and reveals)  
d) Rainwater goods, fascias, bargeboards  
e) Privacy screens  
f) Privacy louvres, glass screens and railings to roof terraces 
g) Bat boxes   

4. No works until archaeology written scheme of investigation agreed   
5. Stop work if unidentified features revealed  
6. No works until a scheme to deal with contamination has been agreed.   
7. No occupation until a verification plan and a proposed monitoring, maintenance 

and contingency plan has been agreed.  
8. Stop work if unknown contamination found   
9. With the exception of site clearance, archaeology, tree protection works and 

ground investigation no development shall take place until slab levels have been 
agreed.  

10. No occupation until implementation of the approved surface water drainage 
scheme.  

11. No occupation until obscure glazing installed in accordance with the plans.  
12. No occupation until external lighting agreed and implemented.  
13. No works above ground until fire hydrant provision agreed.   
14. No works above ground until scheme for generating a minimum of 10% of the 

predicted energy requirement from decentralised renewable and/or low carbon 
sources has been agreed.  

15. The development shall be designed to meet 110 litres/person/day water efficiency.  
16. Works to be carried out in accordance with AIA, AMS.   
17. No occupation until landscaping scheme has been approved.  
18. No occupation until a scheme has been agreed for the maintenance of trees with 

the public car park 
19. No occupation until following details agreed:  

a) Cycle storage and parking for residents and visitors to the site 
b) Servicing, including waste and recycling bin storage and collection facilities  

20. No occupation until the vehicular access have been constructed and made 
available for use in accordance with the approved plans.  

21. Removal of permitted development rights for boundary treatments.   
22. No occupation until changes to waiting restrictions facilitated by a Traffic 

Regulation Order has been secured by the Highway Authority.  
23. Travel information to be made available in accordance with the approved travel 

plan. To be maintained and reviewed in accordance with agreed details.  
24. No occupation until details of the parking and management arrangements for 

dealing with the arrival and departure of residents at the beginning and end of the 
academic terms shall be agreed. This should include details of a review 
mechanism.  

25. No works until a Construction Method Statement has been approved.  
26. No works above ground until details of plant, machinery and mechanical 

ventilation system have been agreed.   
27. No use of the roof terraces between the hours of 22:00 and 08:00 on any day.   
28. No occupation until a management plan has been approved.  
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Informatives:  

1. Archaeological Brief and Norfolk Historic Environment Record 
2. No entitlement to on-street parking permits 
3. Refuse bins and collection arrangements to be arranged prior to first occupation  
4. Highway works required – relocation of a street light, relocation of the school sign, 

footway crossover, reinstated waiting restrictions   
5. Construction working hours 
6. Details of windows (condition 3(c)) to include information to demonstrate that the 

windows comply with the recommendations within the noise impact assessment 
and details of glass screen to roof terrace (condition 3(f)) to include information to 
demonstrate that it complies with the recommendations within the noise impact 
assessment.   

Article 35(2) Statement 
 
The local planning authority in making its decision has had due regard to paragraph 187 
of the National Planning Policy Framework as well as the development plan, national 
planning policy and other material considerations, following negotiations with the 
applicant and subsequent amendments the application has been approved subject to 
appropriate conditions and for the reasons outlined in the officer report. 
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Report to Planning applications committee Item 
14 December 2017 

4(b) 
Report of Head of planning services 
Subject Tree Preservation Order [TPO], 2017. City of Norwich 

Number  523; 32 Leopold Road, Norwich, NR4 7PJ. 
Reasons for 
referral 

To consider representations received regarding the 
confirmation of the order. 

Ward: Eaton 
Case officer Mark Dunthorne, arboricultural officer  

markdunthorne@norwich.gov.uk 

Proposal 

To confirm Tree Preservation Order 2017, City of Norwich Number 523, 32 Leopold 
Rd, Norwich, NR4 7PJ without modifications. 

Representations 
Object Comment Support 

1 0 1 

Main issues: Key considerations: 
1 Amenity Impact on street scene.  

Level of amenity for residents of/visitors to the area 
around Leopold Rd. 

2 Climate change Trees increase resilience to climate change 
3 Air quality Trees improve air quality 
4 Biodiversity & wildlife Trees aid biodiversity and wildlife 
TPO Expiry date 14 December 2017 
Recommendation Confirm TPO 523 without modifications 
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Introduction 
1. The mature sycamore tree is situated on land at the rear of 32 Leopold Road, 

Norwich, NR4 7PJ. 

2. The location of the tree is shown on the attached plan.  

3. Tree Preservation Order No 523 was served on the 14 June 2017 following a 
request by a nearby resident who was concerned about tree work occurring in the 
immediate area at the time, perceiving there may be a threat to the tree.   

The site, surroundings and content 
4. The tree is located in the central garden area of a block of residential properties 

on Leopold, Melrose, Upton, and Waldeck Roads. 

5. The council’s arboricultural officer visited the site and assessed the tree using the 
nationally recognised Tree Evaluation Method for Preservation Orders (TEMPO).  
The assessment has the following classifications:  

TEMPO score: TEMPO Decision guide 
0 - 11 Does not merit a TPO 
12 -15 TPO defensible 
16 - 25 Definitely merits TPO 

 

6. The assessment resulted in a score of 13 for the tree, indicating that a Tree 
Preservation Order would be defensible. City of Norwich, no. 523 Tree 
Preservation Order, 2017: 32 Leopold Road, was served on 14 June 2017. 

7. Tree Preservation Order No 523 is provisionally in effect from 14 June 2017, until 
the 14 December 2017, six months from the date on which it was served.  

8. During this period the council gives consideration as to whether the order should 
be confirmed, that is to say, whether it should take effect formally. Before this 
decision is made, the people affected by the order have a right to make 
objections or other representations about any trees covered by the order. The 
Council received one objection and one statement of support. 

9. The council’s standing orders require that when an objection to an order is 
received, a report must be presented to planning committee before the order is 
confirmed.   

10. Notice of the new Order (along with a letter of explanation) was served on the 
owner of the property, on the neighbouring properties, and on interested parties.   

Representations 

11. One objection and one statement of support were received in response to the 
consultation. Full details of the representations are available on request. 
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12. The statement of support for the TPO highlights the visual amenity value of the
tree and its importance as a haven for wildlife (already threatened by the removal
of nearby trees).  The resident refers to the tree’s contribution to the ecology of
the area and their desire to ensure local wildlife is protected and the green
infrastructure of all the gardens is preserved.

13. The issues set out in the objection, and the responses from the arboricultural
officer are summarised below:

Representation Response 

I live in a densely populated 
area. 

It is the view of the officer that trees located 
in densely populated areas are more 
important, hold more value, and have 
greater benefits to the public and wildlife, 
than trees situated in less populated areas. 
Rather than being perceived as a negative 
view of the order, this is seen as a positive 
reason to confirm the TPO. 

It is a huge sycamore tree This is a large tree. Its size, and public 
visibility, a relevant factor in evaluating its 
suitability for a TPO. Although large, the 
relationship between the garden of no.32 
(and the surrounding gardens) and the tree, 
is proportionate. 

These trees are considered to 
be weeds 

An unfair description for a tree providing a 
wide range of values in this densely 
populated area. A commonly held view, 
cultivated due to the tree’s success, and its 
ability to thrive in areas that do not readily 
support other species.Not the view of the 
officer. 

The tree shades the garden 
interfering with plant growth 

There are many shade-tolerant species able 
to thrive in such situations. Not confirming 
the TPO because of this, would be an 
unbalanced response to a common situation 
that effects many residents across the city. 

Issue of removing thousands 
of seedlings every spring.   

A natural occurrence, considered to be part 
of normal garden maintenance, and a 
reasonable burden given the overriding 
benefits the tree affords. Not confirming the 
TPO because of this, would be an 
unbalanced response to a common 
situation. 
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Main issues 
Issue 1 

14. The threat to, and potential loss of, a mature, healthy tree, which is in good 
condition and highly visible to residents and visitors of Leopold Road and the 
surrounding area. TPO status will help to ensure its future retention for the benefit 
of the area.   

Issue 2 

15. The potential loss of this tree would also contribute to the impacts of climate 
change. Through photosynthesis trees naturally absorb CO2 a key greenhouse 
gas and act as a carbon sink by sequestering it.  Also, by a combination of 
reflecting sunlight, providing shade and evaporating water through transpiration 
trees moderate the local microclimate and temperature.  

Issue 3 

16. The tree has a positive effect on air quality by cutting levels of airborne 
particulates and removing air pollutants. 

Issue 4 

17. The tree enhances biodiversity by providing habitats for a variety of species,   
thereby contributing to providing a healthy food chain that is of benefit to birds 
and mammals. 

Conclusion 
18. The objection to the Order has been taken note of, and whilst officers appreciate 

the concerns raised, it is their opinion that the tree should be protected to ensure 
future retention. It makes a positive contribution to the amenity of the area, and 
has sufficient value to validate its continued protection by confirming the Tree 
Preservation Order.  

Recommendation 
19. To confirm Tree Preservation Order [TPO], 2017. City of Norwich Number 523; 

32 Leopold Road, NR4 7PJ, without modifications.  
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Report to Planning applications committee Item 

14 December 2017 

4(c) 
Report of Head of planning services 

Subject Tree Preservation Order [TPO], 2017. City of 
Norwich Number  524; The Moorings, Norwich. 

Reason for referral To consider representations received regarding 
the confirmation of the order. 

Ward: Mancroft 
Case officer Mark Dunthorne, arboricultural officer – 

markdunthorne@norwich.gov.uk 

Proposal 

To confirm Tree Preservation Order 2017, City of Norwich Number 524, The Moorings, 
Norwich, without modifications. 

Representations 
Object Comment Support 

1 2 0 

Main issues: Key considerations: 
1 Amenity Impact on street scene.  

Level of amenity for residents and visitors to the 
area.  

2 Climate change Trees increase resilience to climate change 
3 Air quality Trees improve air quality 
TPO Expiry date 10 January 2018 

Recommendation Confirm TPO 524 without modifications 
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Introduction 
1. A group of three, council-maintained, mature Italian alders situated at the front of

1-3 The Moorings, Norwich.

2. The location of the trees is shown on the attached plan.

3. Tree Preservation Order No 524 was served on the 10 July 2017 following an
enquiry from Councillor Herries on behalf of residents at Indigo Yard. The
residents had expressed concerns regarding recent pruning work that had taken
place to one of the trees in the group, saying that the work had made the tree
look very strange (in comparison to the other trees), fearing that the tree had
been damaged, and the effect the pruning had on the street scene.

The site, surroundings and content 
4. A residential area, the trees being located alongside a riverside pathway,

accessible to the public.

5. The council’s arboricultural officer visited the site and assessed the tree. The
canopy of the tree had effectively been lifted by removing a large section of lower
branches. The pruning cuts were considered to be of a satisfactory standard, but
the extent of the work was excessive, and did not comply with industry best
practice. (The work was not carried out by council contractors). Concerned that
this work may set an undesirable precedent, and to discourage any further
unauthorised work, consideration was given to serving a TPO. The Tree
Evaluation Method for Preservation Orders (TEMPO) was used to evaluate the
trees. The assessment has the following classifications:

TEMPO score: TEMPO Decision guide 
0 - 11 Does not merit a TPO 
12 -15 TPO defensible 
16 - 25 Definitely merits TPO 

6. The assessment resulted in a score of 18 for the trees, indicating that they
definitely merited a Tree Preservation Order. City of Norwich, no. 524 Tree
Preservation Order, 2017: The Moorings, was served on 10th July 2017.Tree
Preservation Order No 524 is provisionally in effect from 10th July 2017, until the
10 January 2018, 6 months from the date on which it was served.

7. During this period the council gives consideration as to whether the Order should
be confirmed, that is to say, whether it should take effect formally. Before this
decision is made, the people affected by the Order have a right to make
objections or other representations about any trees covered by the Order. The
Council received one objection and two comments.

8. The council’s standing orders require that when an objection to an Order is
received, a report must be presented to planning committee before the Order is
confirmed.
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9. Notice of the new Order (along with a letter of explanation) was served on the
owner of the properties, on the neighbouring properties, and on interested
parties.

Representations
10. One objection was received.  Comments received from two other members of the

public.  Full details of the representations are available on request.

11. The comments focus around the problems caused by the tree, namely falling
debris, branches hitting her property, and her concerns regarding the lean of one
of the trees.   A resident stated that he would not be against the order, if the
owners of The Moorings were allowed the ability to prune back branches.

12. These issues, and the issues set out in the objection, are summarised below.
Responses are by the arboricultural officer.

Representation Response 

Falling debris, branches hitting property Norwich City Council inspects the trees 
on a regular basis as part of a cyclical 
inspection programme of trees 
throughout the city. Most recent 
inspections were in 2014 and 2016. 
The 2016 inspection recognised that 
branches were low and close to 
properties, and specified lifting the 
crowns and pruning away from 
balconies to appropriate growth points. 
No major defects were identified. It is 
inevitable that some minor debris 
(small twigs/leaves etc) will fall from 
time to time, but the branches have 
now been pruned away from the 
balconies, thus reducing the issue. 

Tree is leaning Norwich City Council inspects the trees 
on a regular basis as part of a cyclical 
inspection programme of trees 
throughout the city. The lean is not a 
safety issue. 

Would the owners of The Moorings be 
allowed the ability to prune back 
branches. 

A TPO does not prevent work being 
carried out to a tree, it merely prevents 
inappropriate work. Consent would be 
granted for appropriate pruning work.  

Concerns that the trees are too close to 
the houses. Suitability of this species in 
proximity to houses. A reasonable 
distance being 9m away (A quote from 

The Leeds document is a guidance 
document adopted by Leeds City 
Council.  It does not carry weight in 
decisions within Norwich.  In any case, 
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Representation Response 

Leeds CC Guideline Distances from 
Development to Trees, 2011). 

many trees protected by planning 
conditions, Tree Preservation Orders or 
Conservation Area legislation exist in 
closer proximity to existing dwellings 
than recommended in the Dimensions 
Table. The removal of such trees will 
not normally be justified purely on the 
basis of substandard distances. Any 
problems in such circumstances can 
normally be addressed through 
standard arboricultural practices such 
as thinning or crown lifting. Serious 
problems of shade, ill health or 
evidence of structural damage would 
have to be apparent to override the 
normal presumption in favour of the 
retention of such trees for visual 
amenity or other reasons. (Quote from 
Leeds CC Guideline Distances from 
Development to Trees, 2011).  

Bird droppings are a hygiene problem. We do not prune or remove trees to 
deal with: 

• Leaf and fruit fall from a tree
onto a property or highway

• Bird noise and droppings as this
is a natural occurrence

• Pollen, sap and insect excretions

• Reduced daylight entering a
property

• Branches overhanging a
property boundary

• Poor television reception

• Interference with telephone
cables

(Extract from Norwich City Council) 

Root growth could be an issue. No supporting evidence of any damage 
to buildings or drains has been 
supplied. 
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Main issues 
Issue 1 

13. The threat to, and potential loss of, mature, healthy trees, which are in good
condition and which contribute significantly to the area. TPO status will help to
ensure their future retention for the benefit of the vicinity.

Issue 2 

14. The potential damage to/loss of, these trees, would contribute to the impacts of
climate change. Through photosynthesis trees naturally absorb CO2 a key
greenhouse gas and act as a carbon sink by sequestering it.  Also, by a
combination of reflecting sunlight, providing shade and evaporating water through
transpiration trees moderate the local microclimate and temperature.

Issue 3 

15. These trees have a positive effect on air quality by cutting levels of airborne
particulates and removing air pollutants.

Conclusion 
16. The objection and comments regarding the Order have been taken note of, and

whilst officers appreciate the concerns raised, it is their opinion that the trees
should be protected to ensure future retention. They make a positive contribution
to the amenity of the area, and have sufficient value to validate their continued
protection by confirming the Tree Preservation Order.

Recommendation 
17. To confirm Tree Preservation Order [TPO], 2017. City of Norwich Number 524;

The Moorings, without modifications.
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Planning Services, City Hall, Norwich NR2 1NH 

Please ask for: 

6 Interested Parties as Listed Mark Dunthorne 
Arboricultural Officer (TPO) 
Tel: 01603 212426 
Email: planning@norwich.gov.uk 
Date: 10 July 2017 
Our reference: 17/00524/TPO 
Please quote this when contacting us. 

Dear Sir/Madam 

TOWN & COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 (as amended). 
TOWN & COUNTRY PLANNING (Tree Preservation) (England) REGULATIONS 2012 

CITY OF NORWICH TREE PRESERVATION ORDER NUMBER 524 

Location: The Moorings Norwich  

Description: Tree Preservation Order, 2017 City of Norwich Number 524, The 
Moorings Norwich 

I enclose a formal notice advising you that the Council has made a Tree Preservation Order at 
the above address.  It is necessary for me to notify the owner/occupier of the land in question 
and any other adjoining residents and interested parties of the making of the order.  A copy of 
the Order is enclosed. 

As you will see from the Notice, you may make written representations or objections in respect 
of the Order within a period of 28 days from the serving of this Notice.  Any objections should be 
sent to the case officer named above to planning@norwich.gov.uk or the address below. 
Please be aware that your comments (including your name and address) will be available 
as public information. Therefore, please do not include any sensitive information and you 
may choose to provide your comments as an attachment if corresponding by email and 
exclude your signature. 

I would be most grateful if you could give me the name and address of any other person(s) you 
know who may have an interest in the premises which belong to or are associated with you.  

Yours sincerely 

Mark Dunthorne 
Tree Protection Officer 
Norwich City Council 

Appendices 
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IMPORTANT – THIS COMMUNICATION MAY AFFECT YOUR PROPERTY 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 (as amended). 

TOWN & COUNTRY PLANNING (Tree Preservation) (England) REGULATIONS 2012 

TREE PRESERVATION ORDER 2017 

THE CITY COUNCIL OF NORWICH NUMBER 524 

ADDRESS:  
The Moorings 

Norwich 

DESCRIPTION: Tree Preservation Order, 2017 City of Norwich Number 524, The Moorings 
Norwich 

DATE: 10 July 2017 

THIS IS A FORMAL NOTICE to let you know that on 10 July 2017, the Council made the 
above Tree Preservation Order. 

A copy of the Order is enclosed.  In simple terms, it prohibits anyone from cutting down, 
topping or lopping any of the trees described in the Schedule and shown on the map 
without the Council’s consent.  More information on Tree Preservation Orders can found on 
the government’s Planning Practice Guidance website:  

http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/tree-preservation-orders/ 

The Council has made the Order to protect the amenity of the area. 

The Order took effect, on a provisional basis, on 10 July 2017.  It will continue in force on 
this basis for a further 6 months until the Order is confirmed by the Council, or if the Council 
decide not to confirm the order, the date on which the Council decide not to confirm the 
order, whichever occurs first.]  The Council will consider whether the Order should be 
confirmed, that is to say, whether it should take effect formally.  Before this decision is 
made, the people affected by the Order have a right to make objections or other 
representations about any of the trees, groups of trees or woodlands covered by the Order. 

If you would like to make any objections or other comments, we must receive them in 
writing by 8 August 2017 (28 days after the date of the notice). Your comments must 

Please ask for: 
Mark Dunthorne 
Arboricultural Officer (TPO) 
Tel: 01603 212426 
Email: planning@norwich.gov.uk 
Date: 10 July 2017 
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comply with Regulation 6 of the Town and Country Planning (Tree Preservation) (England) 
Regulations 2012, a copy of which is provided overleaf.  Please send any comments by 
email to planning@norwich.gov.uk or to the Tree Protection Officer, Norwich City Council, 
City Hall, St Peter’s Street, Norwich NR2 1NH. All valid objections or representations are 
carefully considered before a decision on whether to confirm the Order is made.  The 
Council will write to you again when that decision has been made.  In the meantime, if you 
would like any further information or have any questions about this letter, please contact the 
officer named above. 

Yours sincerely 

Graham Nelson 
Head of Planning Services 
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Copies of this letter have been sent to: 

Name: Address: 
The Owner/Occupier 4 The Moorings 

Norwich 
NR3 3AX 

Name: Address: 
The Owner/Occupier 3 The Moorings 

Norwich 
NR3 3AX 

Name: Address: 
The Owner/Occupier 2 The Moorings 

Norwich 
NR3 3AX 

Name: Address: 
The Owner/Occupier 1 The Moorings 

Norwich 
NR3 3AX 

Name: Address: 
The Owner/Occupier 19 Indigo Yard 

Norwich 
NR3 3QZ 

Name: Address: 
Cllr Christine Herries Norwich City Council 

City Hall 
St Peters Street 
Norwich 
NR2 1NH 
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Copy of Regulation 6 of The Town and Country Planning (Tree 
Preservation)(England) Regulations 2012 

Objections and representations 

6.—(1) Subject to paragraph (2), objections and representations— 

(a) shall be made in writing and— 

(i) delivered to the authority not later than the date specified by them under regulation 

5(2)(c); or 

(ii) sent to the authority in a properly addressed and pre-paid letter posted at such time 
that, in the ordinary course of post, it would be delivered to them not later than that 
date; 

(b) shall specify the particular trees, groups of trees or woodlands (as the case may be) in 
respect of which such objections and representations are made; and 

(c) in the case of an objection, shall state the reasons for the objection. 

(2) The authority may treat as duly made objections and representations which do not 
comply 
with the requirements of paragraph (1) if, in the particular case, they are satisfied that 
compliance with those requirements could not reasonably have been expected. 
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FORM OF TREE PRESERVATION ORDER 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 (as amended) 

THE CITY OF NORWICH TREE PRESERVATION ORDER NUMBER 524 

The City Council of Norwich, in exercise of the powers conferred on them by Section 198 of 
the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 hereby make the following Order – 

Citation 

1. This Order may be cited as Tree Preservation Order, 524 
 City of Norwich, The Moorings Norwich    

Interpretation 

2.  1. In this Order “the authority” means the City Council of Norwich. 

2. In this Order any reference to a numbered section is a reference to the section
so numbered in the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and any reference
to a numbered regulation is a reference to the regulation so numbered in the
Town and Country Planning (Tree Preservation)(England) Regulations 2012.

Effect 

3. 1. Subject to article 4, this Order takes effect provisionally on the date on which it 
is made. 

2. Without prejudice to subsection (7) of section 198 (power to make tree
preservation orders) or subsection (1) of section 200 (tree preservation
orders: Forestry Commissioners) and, subject to the exceptions in regulation
14, no person shall—

(a) cut down, top, lop, uproot, wilfully damage, or wilfully destroy; or

(b) cause or permit the cutting down, topping, lopping, uprooting, wilful
damage or wilful destruction of, any tree specified in the Schedule to 
this Order except with the written consent of the authority in 
accordance with regulations 16 and 17, or of the Secretary of State in 
accordance with regulation 23, and, where such consent is given 
subject to conditions, in accordance with those conditions. 

Application to trees to be planted pursuant to a condition 
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4. In relation to any tree identified in the first column of the Schedule by the letter “C”,
being a tree to be planted pursuant to a condition imposed under paragraph (a) of
section 197 (planning permission to include appropriate provision for preservation
and planting of trees), this Order takes effect as from the time when the tree is
planted.

DATED this 10 July 2017 

Signed on behalf of the City Council of Norwich: 

Graham Nelson 
Head of planning services 

Authorised by the Council to sign in that behalf 
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SCHEDULE 

Article 3 
SPECIFICATION OF TREES 

 Groups of Trees (GROUP) 
(within a broken black line on the map) 

Reference 
on Map 

Description Situation 

G1 3 x Italian Alder Located in front of 1-3 The 
Moorings. 
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Report to Planning applications committee Item 
14 December 2017 

4(d) 
Report of Head of planning services 
Subject Tree Preservation Order [TPO], 2017. City of Norwich 

Number  526; To the front of North Earlham Stores, 
308 Bowthorpe Road, Norwich, NR5 8AB 

Reasons for 
referral 

To consider representations received regarding the 
confirmation of the order. 

Ward: Wensum 
Case officer Imogen Mole, Lead arboricultural officer 

imogenmole@norwich.gov.uk 

Proposal 

To confirm Tree Preservation Order 2017, City of Norwich Number 526, At the front of 
North Earlham Stores, 308 Bowthorpe Road, Norwich, NR5 8AB without modifications 

Representations 
Object Comment Support 

1 0 0 

Main issues: Key considerations: 
1 Amenity Impact on local residents  

Level of amenity for future occupiers 
2 Climate change Trees increase resilience to climate change 
3 Air quality Trees improve air quality 
3 Biodiversity & wildlife Trees aid biodiversity and wildlife 
TPO Expiry date 
Recommendation Confirm TPO 526 without modifications 
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Introduction 
1. The two lime trees are situated on the highway at the front of the property at 308

Bowthorpe Road. They are prominent features of Bowthorpe Road forming a
cohesive avenue of trees along the highway.

2. The location of the trees is shown on the attached plan.

3. The trees are publically owned and maintained by Norwich City Council.

4. Tree Preservation Order No 526 was served on the trees following an application
to remove the trees and ongoing correspondence from the owner of North
Earlham Stores, 308 Bowthorpe Road.

The site, surroundings and content 
5. The trees are a planned avenue of highways trees.  The avenue stretches from

the junction of Earlham Green Lane across the ring road at Guardian Road to
outside the community hospital, approximately 1,170m of continuously tree lined
road.

6. The owner/occupiers of 308 Bowthorpe Road applied to the council on 28 
November 2016 requesting that the trees be felled as they were concerned about 
customers safely parking and that the street lights were ineffective. They were 
advised that there would be a 4 to 6 month wait for a tree inspection.  The 
inspection was carried out on 6 June 2017 and a letter of “no work 
recommended” was sent to the owner/occupiers of 308 Bowthorpe Road on 19 
June.  This letter explained the reasons for the owner’s request to fell the trees 
did not comply with council policy.  Therefore the council would not be felling the 
trees.  Further correspondence with the owner/occupiers of 308 Bowthorpe Road 
has given rise to concern that the trees are under a perceived threat and 
therefore in this circumstance a TPO is considered to be expedient.

7. The council’s arboricultural officer assessed the tree using the Tree Evaluation
Method for Preservation Orders (TEMPO).  The assessment has the following
classifications:

TEMPO score: TEMPO Decision guide 
0 - 11 Does not merit a TPO 
12 -15 TPO defensible 
16 - 25 Merits a TPO 

The assessment resulted in a score of 22 for each of the lime trees which 
indicated that a Tree Preservation Order was defensible.  

8. Tree Preservation Order, 2017 City of Norwich Number 526, Land in front of 308
Bowthorpe Road, Norwich NR5 8AB was served on the two lime trees on
12 July 2017. The Order was provisionally in effect for 6 months from the date on
which it was served.
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9. Tree Preservation Order No 526 was provisionally in effect from 12 July 2017
until the 12 January 2017, 6 months from the date on which it was served.

10. During this period the council gives consideration as to whether the Order should
be confirmed that is to say, whether it should take effect formally. Before this
decision is made, the people affected by the Order have a right to make
objections or other representations about any trees covered by the Order. The
Council received one objection to TPO 526.

11. The council’s standing orders require that when an objection to an Order is
received a report must be presented to planning committee before the Order is
confirmed.

12. Notice of the new Order (along with a letter of explanation) was served on the
owner of the property, on the neighbouring properties and on interested parties.

Representations
13. One letter of representation has been received in response to the serving of

Order No 526. 

14. The letter of objection to the Order was received by the owners of 308 Bowthorpe
Road.

15. Full details of this letter are available on request. The issues set out in the letters
and the responses from the tree consultant are summarised below:

Representation Response 

Driver cannot see the road 
whilst pulling out, which 
causes conflict for the driver to 
get a view of the road, which is 
a health and safety risk  

Tree lined roads have been proven to slow 
traffic speeds and increase road safety. 

The trees do partially obstruct the view 
along the road encouraging a cautious exit. 

Drainage issue, Unable to 
drain water due to fallen leafs 
blocking the drainage which in 
advance causes substantial 
puddles, which are a health 
risk and people have slipped 
before. 

Clearing fallen leaves is part of general 
maintenance expected to be undertaken by 
residents. 

The council also undertakes a leaf 
clearance programme in this area on an 
annual basis. 

People park on the main road 
sometimes, which can cause 
more frequent overtaking 
occurring on the road which 
again increases the risk of 
accidents. 

Dangerous parking is a police matter, cars 
obstructing the highway or footpath is not 
caused by the trees. 
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Representation Response 

 

 

The tree is not trimmed on a 
regular basis. This can also 
cause a conflict for the driver 
and make it harder for the 
vehicle to pull in and out on the 
road side..  

The trees’ basal growth is trimmed on an 
annual basis, 

Additional work to the basal cutting rounds 
was last carried out 06/2016 to remove low 
branches and deadwood. 

 

Main issues 
Issue 1 

16. The loss of two large, mature trees which are in good condition and visible from 
Bowthorpe Road, Earlham Cemetery and Fieldview would impact negatively on 
the amenity of the area for local residents and for future occupiers.  

Issue 2 

17. The loss of these trees would also contribute to the impacts of climate change. 
Through photosynthesis trees naturally absorb CO2 a key greenhouse gas and 
act as a carbon sink by sequestering it.  Also, by a combination of reflecting 
sunlight, providing shade and evaporating water through transpiration trees 
moderate the local microclimate and temperature. 

Issue 3 

18. The tree has a positive effect on air quality by cutting levels of airborne 
particulates and removing air pollutants. 

 Issue 4 

19. The tree enhances biodiversity by providing habitats for a variety of species and 
thereby contributes to providing a healthy food chain that is of benefit to birds and 
mammals.  

Conclusion 
20. Objections to the Order have been taken note of and whilst officers appreciate 

the concerns raised it is their opinion that the tree in question makes a positive 
environmental contribution and has significant amenity value to validate their 
continued protection by the confirming of the Tree Preservation Order.  
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Recommendation 
21. To confirm Tree Preservation Order [TPO], 2017. City of Norwich Number 526;

Land In Front of 308 Bowthorpe Road, NR5 8AB without modifications.

Page 98 of 146



Planning Services, City Hall, Norwich NR2 1NH 

Please ask for: 

3 Interested Parties Mark Dunthorne 
Arboricultural Officer (TPO) 
Tel: 01603 212426 
Email: planning@norwich.gov.uk 
Date: 12 July 2017 
Our reference: 17/00526/TPO 
Please quote this when contacting us. 

Dear Sir/Madam 

TOWN & COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 (as amended). 
TOWN & COUNTRY PLANNING (Tree Preservation) (England) REGULATIONS 2012 

CITY OF NORWICH TREE PRESERVATION ORDER NUMBER 526 

Location: Land In Front Of 308 Bowthorpe Road Norwich  NR5 8AB  

Description: Tree Preservation Order, 2017 City of Norwich Number 526, Land In 
Front Of 308 Bowthorpe Road Norwich NR5 8AB 

I enclose a formal notice advising you that the Council has made a Tree Preservation Order at 
the above address.  It is necessary for me to notify the owner/occupier of the land in question 
and any other adjoining residents and interested parties of the making of the order.  A copy of 
the Order is enclosed. 

As you will see from the Notice, you may make written representations or objections in respect 
of the Order within a period of 28 days from the serving of this Notice.  Any objections should be 
sent to the case officer named above to planning@norwich.gov.uk or the address below. 
Please be aware that your comments (including your name and address) will be available 
as public information. Therefore, please do not include any sensitive information and you 
may choose to provide your comments as an attachment if corresponding by email and 
exclude your signature. 

I would be most grateful if you could give me the name and address of any other person(s) you 
know who may have an interest in the premises which belong to or are associated with you.  

Yours sincerely 

Mark Dunthorne 
Tree Protection Officer 
Norwich City Council 

APPENDICES

Page 99 of 146



IMPORTANT – THIS COMMUNICATION MAY AFFECT YOUR PROPERTY 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 (as amended). 

TOWN & COUNTRY PLANNING (Tree Preservation) (England) REGULATIONS 2012 

TREE PRESERVATION ORDER 2017 

THE CITY COUNCIL OF NORWICH NUMBER 526 

ADDRESS:  
Land In Front Of 308 Bowthorpe Road 

Norwich 
NR5 8AB 

DESCRIPTION: Tree Preservation Order, 2017 City of Norwich Number 526, Land In Front 
Of 308 Bowthorpe Road Norwich NR5 8AB 

DATE: 12 July 2017 

THIS IS A FORMAL NOTICE to let you know that on 12 July 2017, the Council made the 
above Tree Preservation Order. 

A copy of the Order is enclosed.  In simple terms, it prohibits anyone from cutting down, 
topping or lopping any of the trees described in the Schedule and shown on the map 
without the Council’s consent.  More information on Tree Preservation Orders can found on 
the government’s Planning Practice Guidance website:  

http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/tree-preservation-orders/ 

The Council has made the Order to protect the amenity of the area. 

The Order took effect, on a provisional basis, on 12 July 2017.  It will continue in force on 
this basis for a further 6 months until the Order is confirmed by the Council, or if the Council 
decide not to confirm the order, the date on which the Council decide not to confirm the 
order, whichever occurs first.]  The Council will consider whether the Order should be 
confirmed, that is to say, whether it should take effect formally.  Before this decision is 
made, the people affected by the Order have a right to make objections or other 
representations about any of the trees, groups of trees or woodlands covered by the Order. 

If you would like to make any objections or other comments, we must receive them in 
writing by 10 August 2017 (28 days after the date of the notice). Your comments must 

Please ask for: 
Mark Dunthorne 
Arboricultural Officer (TPO) 
Tel: 01603 212426 
Email: planning@norwich.gov.uk 
Date: 12 July 2017 
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comply with Regulation 6 of the Town and Country Planning (Tree Preservation) (England) 
Regulations 2012, a copy of which is provided overleaf.  Please send any comments by 
email to planning@norwich.gov.uk or to the Tree Protection Officer, Norwich City Council, 
City Hall, St Peter’s Street, Norwich NR2 1NH. All valid objections or representations are 
carefully considered before a decision on whether to confirm the Order is made.  The 
Council will write to you again when that decision has been made.  In the meantime, if you 
would like any further information or have any questions about this letter, please contact the 
officer named above. 

Yours sincerely 

Graham Nelson 
Head of Planning Services 
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Copies of this letter have been sent to: 
 
 Name: Address: 
The Owner/Occupier North Earlham Post Office 

308 Bowthorpe Road 
Norwich 
NR5 8AB 

 Name: Address: 
The Owner/Occupier 308 Bowthorpe Road 

Norwich 
NR5 8AB 

 Name: Address: 
The Owner/Occupier 310 Bowthorpe Road 

Norwich 
NR5 8AB 
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Copy of Regulation 6 of The Town and Country Planning (Tree 
Preservation)(England) Regulations 2012 

Objections and representations 

6.—(1) Subject to paragraph (2), objections and representations— 

(a) shall be made in writing and— 

(i) delivered to the authority not later than the date specified by them under regulation 

5(2)(c); or 

(ii) sent to the authority in a properly addressed and pre-paid letter posted at such time 
that, in the ordinary course of post, it would be delivered to them not later than that 
date; 

(b) shall specify the particular trees, groups of trees or woodlands (as the case may be) in 
respect of which such objections and representations are made; and 

(c) in the case of an objection, shall state the reasons for the objection. 

(2) The authority may treat as duly made objections and representations which do not 
comply 
with the requirements of paragraph (1) if, in the particular case, they are satisfied that 
compliance with those requirements could not reasonably have been expected. 
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FORM OF TREE PRESERVATION ORDER 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 (as amended) 

THE CITY OF NORWICH TREE PRESERVATION ORDER NUMBER 526 

The City Council of Norwich, in exercise of the powers conferred on them by Section 198 of 
the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 hereby make the following Order – 

Citation 

1. This Order may be cited as Tree Preservation Order, 526 
 City of Norwich, Land In Front Of 308 Bowthorpe Road Norwich NR5 8AB  

Interpretation 

2.  1. In this Order “the authority” means the City Council of Norwich. 

2. In this Order any reference to a numbered section is a reference to the section
so numbered in the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and any reference
to a numbered regulation is a reference to the regulation so numbered in the
Town and Country Planning (Tree Preservation)(England) Regulations 2012.

Effect 

3. 1. Subject to article 4, this Order takes effect provisionally on the date on which it 
is made. 

2. Without prejudice to subsection (7) of section 198 (power to make tree
preservation orders) or subsection (1) of section 200 (tree preservation
orders: Forestry Commissioners) and, subject to the exceptions in regulation
14, no person shall—

(a) cut down, top, lop, uproot, wilfully damage, or wilfully destroy; or

(b) cause or permit the cutting down, topping, lopping, uprooting, wilful
damage or wilful destruction of, any tree specified in the Schedule to 
this Order except with the written consent of the authority in 
accordance with regulations 16 and 17, or of the Secretary of State in 
accordance with regulation 23, and, where such consent is given 
subject to conditions, in accordance with those conditions. 

Application to trees to be planted pursuant to a condition 
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4. In relation to any tree identified in the first column of the Schedule by the letter “C”,
being a tree to be planted pursuant to a condition imposed under paragraph (a) of
section 197 (planning permission to include appropriate provision for preservation
and planting of trees), this Order takes effect as from the time when the tree is
planted.

DATED this 12 July 2017 

Signed on behalf of the City Council of Norwich: 

Graham Nelson 
Head of planning services 

Authorised by the Council to sign in that behalf 
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SCHEDULE 

Article 3 
SPECIFICATION OF TREES 

 Trees specified individually  
(encircled in black on the map) 

Reference 
on Maps 

Description Situation 

T1 1 x Lime In front of 308 Bowthorpe Road 

Reference 
on Maps 

Description Situation 

T2 1 x Lime In front of 308 Bowthorpe Road 
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Report to  Planning applications committee Item 

 14 December 2017 

4(e) 
Report of Head of planning services 

Subject Application no 17/01180/F - 171 Newmarket Road, 
Norwich, NR4 6AP   

Reason         
for referral 

Objection 

 

 

Ward:  Eaton 
Case officer Stephen Polley - stephenpolley@norwich.gov.uk 

 
Development proposal 

Construction of detached two-storey dwelling. 
Representations 

 Object Comment Support 
First 
Consultation 

10 0 4 

Second 
Consultation 

5 0 0 

 
Main issues Key considerations 
1 Principle of development The principal of development in the context 

of the development plan. 
2 Design & Heritage The impact of the development within the 

context of the site / character of the 
surrounding area / impact upon the 
surrounding conservation area. 

3 Amenity The impact of the development on the 
occupiers of the neighbouring properties. 

4 Transport Access arrangements to the site 
5 Trees The impact of the development on nearby 

trees 
Expiry date 15 December 2017 
Recommendation  Approve 
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The site and surroundings 

1. The application site is located within the rear garden of 171 Newmarket Road, on 
an area currently used as a tennis court. 171 Newmarket Road is a large, two 
storey detached dwelling constructed circa 2000 in a traditional style. The site 
features an extensive front garden area, gravel driveway which provides access to 
Newmarket Road, parking / turning area to the rear and a further area of garden to 
the rear where a tennis court has been installed adjacent to the rear boundary. The 
majority of the garden areas have been laid to lawn, although there is mature 
planting separating the driveway and road from the garden area. There are also tall 
mature trees marking the boundaries to the south and east.  

2. The site is bordered by 173 Newmarket Road to the west, a large detached two 
storey dwelling constructed on a large plot, and 165 Newmarket Road to the east, a 
large detached two storey character property constructed within extensive grounds. 
To the north of the site is an unsurfaced track known as The Loke which runs 
between Judges Walk to the east and Unthank Road to the west. Beyond The Loke 
is 424 Unthank Road, a two storey detached dwelling forming part of a small cul-de-
sac of similar properties. Tall mature trees are in place along the neighbouring 
boundary to the north.  

3. The prevailing character of the surrounding area is predominantly residential with 
most properties being large detached dwellings constructed on large plots. It should 
also be noted that there are a number of smaller dwellings which have recently 
been constructed or are under construction within the gardens of neighbouring 
properties. Many of the neighbouring properties were constructed around the 
beginning of the twentieth century and form important elements of the character of 
the conservation area in terms of form and material. The significant number of tall 
mature trees also contribute significantly to the character of the area, creating a 
verdant appearance.   

Constraints  

4. Conservation Area: Newmarket Road 

5. Conservation Area: Adj. Unthank and Christchurch 

6. Tree Preservation Order Site: 171 Newmarket Road 

Relevant planning history 

7.  

Ref Proposal Decision Date 
 

4/1994/0676 Erection of single dwelling and detached 
garage. 

APCON 22/09/1994  

4/1997/0224 Erection of house and annexe. APCON 05/09/1997  
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The proposal 

8. The application seeks full planning consent for the construction of a two storey 
detached dwelling to the rear (north) of 171 Newmarket Road with sole access 
being provided via the existing driveway. It should be noted that the proposal has 
been revised during the course of its determination. Most notably, the original 
scheme included the use of The Loke as a sole access and included the 
construction of a garage block. Changes have also been made to the external 
appearance of the proposed dwelling in a reduction in the size of some glazing 
sections and the use of render finish.  

Summary information 

Proposal Key facts 

Scale 

Total no. of dwellings 1 

No. of storeys 2 

Max. dimensions The footprint measures 17m at its widest and 12.5m at its 
deepest points. The ridge line of the main section of roof is 
8.8m tall with the projecting gable sections being lower at 
8.1m tall. The eves height is 5.7m tall. 

Appearance 

Materials Buff coloured bricks, cream coloured render, slate tiles, dark 
grey aluminium windows and doors. 

 

Representations 

9. Advertised on site and in the press.  Adjacent and neighbouring properties have 
been notified in writing. Two consultation periods have been run as a result of the 
revised access and redrawn site boundaries. 14 letters of representation were 
received during the initial consultation and a further 5 letters of representation were 
received during the second consultation period citing the issues as summarised in 
the table below.  All representations are available to view in full at 
http://planning.norwich.gov.uk/online-applications/ by entering the application 
number. 

Issues raised Response 

The proposed dwelling is too tall / overly 
large 

See main issue 2 

The proposal will result in overlooking (no. 
424 Unthank Road / 165 Newmarket Road) 

 

See main issue 3 
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Issues raised Response 

The proposal will result in loss of daylight / 
sunlight to neighbouring property and 
overshadowing of gardens. 

See main issue 3 

The proposal will result in light pollution (no. 
424 Unthank Road) 

See main issue 3 

The use of The Loke is not acceptable / will 
cause harm to amenity 

See main issues 3 & 4  

Route for construction traffic The sole access to the site is to be via 
the existing access from Newmarket 
Road only.  

 
Consultation responses 

10. Consultation responses are summarised below the full responses are available to 
view at http://planning.norwich.gov.uk/online-applications/ by entering the 
application number. 

Design and conservation 

11. No comments submitted. 

Highways (local) 

12. No objections.  

Tree protection officer 

13. (Revised plans) The construction of the no-dig driveway will need to be completed 
before any construction activity starts. Add condition TR4 Arboricultural Supervision 
in relation to the driveway construction and TR7 Works on site in accordance with 
the AIA, AMS and TPP. 

Norfolk Fire & Rescue Service 

14. (Revised plans) From the revised plans that you have sent over it would appear that 
the issues on fire appliance access have been dealt with. A turning head has now 
been provided and the width of the access road is now acceptable, pending 
confirmation that it will be a made up surface and not bare earth as previously 
mentioned.  

Assessment of planning considerations 

Relevant development plan policies 

15. Joint Core Strategy for Broadland, Norwich and South Norfolk adopted March 
2011 amendments adopted Jan. 2014 (JCS) 

• JCS1 Addressing climate change and protecting environmental assets 
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• JCS2 Promoting good design 
• JCS3 Energy and water 
• JCS4 Housing delivery 
• JCS6 Access and transportation 
• JCS12 The remainder of the Norwich urban area including the fringe 

parishes 
 

16. Norwich Development Management Policies Local Plan adopted Dec. 2014 
(DM Plan) 

• DM1 Achieving and delivering sustainable development 
• DM2 Ensuring satisfactory living and working conditions 
• DM3 Delivering high quality design 
• DM4 Providing for renewable and low carbon energy 
• DM5 Planning effectively for flood resilience 
• DM6 Protecting and enhancing the natural environment 
• DM7 Trees and development 
• DM9 Safeguarding Norwich’s heritage 
• DM12 Ensuring well-planned housing development 
• DM30 Access and highway safety 
• DM31 Car parking and servicing 

Other material considerations 

17. Relevant sections of the National Planning Policy Framework March 2012 
(NPPF): 

• NPPF0 Achieving sustainable development 
• NPPF4 Promoting sustainable transport 
• NPPF6 Delivering a wide choice of high quality homes 
• NPPF7 Requiring good design 

 
Case Assessment 

18. Planning law requires that applications for planning permission must be determined 
in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise.  Relevant development plan polices are detailed above.  Material 
considerations include policies in the National Planning Framework (NPPF), the 
Councils standing duties, other policy documents and guidance detailed above and 
any other matters referred to specifically in the assessment below.  The following 
paragraphs provide an assessment of the main planning issues in this case against 
relevant policies and material considerations. 

Main issue 1: Principle of development 

19. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – DM12, NPPF paragraphs 49 and 14. 

20. Residential gardens in built up areas are excluded from the definition of previously 
developed land within the NPPF.  Paragraph 53 of the NPPF states that local 
authorities should consider the case for setting out policies to resist inappropriate 
development in residential gardens, for example where development would cause 
harm to the local area. The council considered this matter as part of the 
development of policies in the local plan and concluded that the criteria based 
policies in DM3 and DM12 are satisfactory to determine applications for dwellings in 
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gardens. Therefore there are no specific policies restricting new dwellings in the 
gardens of existing properties.  

 
21. Paragraph 50 of the NPPF states that local authorities should deliver a wider choice 

of quality homes. Policies JCS 4 and DM12 are all supportive of new dwellings 
which help to meet housing need in the city. A dwelling of this scale is considered to 
form part of the mix of residential accommodation, contributing to the City housing 
stock. The principle of a dwelling in an established residential area with easy 
access to public transport to the city centre is therefore acceptable in principle in 
accordance with the above policies subject to other material planning 
considerations below. 
 

22. Policy DM12 of the Norwich Development Management Policies Plan supports new 
residential development within the city boundary except in specific circumstances, 
none of the exceptions apply to this application site. The site is in a sustainable 
location for new housing, within walking distance of a number of public transport 
routes and is within easy cycling distance to the City Centre. The proposal is 
therefore considered to be acceptable in principle, subject to assessment against 
criteria a) to e) of DM12 and a considerations against other development plan 
policies and material considerations.  With regard to criteria a), c) and d) of DM12 
the proposals will not compromise wider regeneration proposals and given the 
proposals is for a single dwelling in a residential area the proposals are consistent 
with criteria c) and d).  An assessment against the character and appearance of the 
area, heritage assets and density are assessed in the design and heritage section 
below (criteria b) and e)). 

Main issue 2: Design & Heritage 

23. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – JCS2, DM3, DM9, DM12, NPPF paragraphs 
9, 17, 56, 60-66 and 128-141. 

24. The proposal first involves the removal of the existing tennis court and fencing 
located at the rear of the site. Within its place a two storey dwelling is to be 
constructed. The proposed dwelling is to be arranged with an irregular footprint 
consisting of a series of interlinked rectangular blocks. The footprint measures 17m 
at its widest and 12.5m at its deepest points. The proposed dwelling has been 
designed with a central dual-pitched roof with an east – west orientation and two 
projecting gables to the north and south. The ridge line of the main section of roof is 
8.8m tall with the projecting gable sections being lower at 8.1m tall. Each section 
has a matching eaves height of 5.7m tall.  

25. The proposed dwelling is to be constructed using buff coloured bricks and a cream 
coloured render and the roof is to be finished in slate tiles. The design includes 
extensive sections of glazing, most notably on the south-west elevation where there 
is to be floor to ceiling curtain glazing up to the apex of the gable. The south-west 
corner features an outdoor patio area with sun louvres above, propped up by an 
oak post. The finish also includes dark grey coloured aluminium sliding and bi-fold 
doors, grey aluminium windows, PVC facia, galvanised steel guttering and 
sandstone edged coping.  

26. Concern has been raised from neighbours that the proposed dwelling is too large 
and is of an appearance which does not fit in well with the prevailing character of 
the area.  The historic character of this part of the Newmarket Road Conservation 
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Area is of large detached two storey properties on large rectangular plots which 
were created during the late C19th with dwellings erected on most plots during the 
early C20th.  This urban form has been eroded in recent years to some extent by 
development in rear gardens of other plots in the area such as at 177 Newmarket 
Road and more recently at 1 and 3 Judges Walk.  Whilst appeals have been 
defended for some properties in the past (albeit not under the current local plan) 
these have related to original Victorian Villas, whereas in this case (and the case of 
177 Newmarket Road) the host dwelling is not of Victorian construction.   

27. The overall scale of the proposed dwelling is similar to many of the neighbouring 
properties with the height and number of bedrooms created being of particular 
likeness. The proposed dwelling does differ from most of the older neighbouring 
properties which have predominantly been constructed from a similar palette of 
materials including red bricks, rendered walls and clay pantiles. The proposal is 
similar in terms of overall form as a detached dwelling with a dual pitched roof with 
feature projecting gables.  The more contemporary approach to the design is not 
considered objectionable in principal however arguably more could have been done 
to relate the scheme better to its verdant surroundings.  Having said this, the siting 
of the dwelling at the end of the garden of the parent property also helps to ensure 
that the property is not visible from the public realm, therefore limiting the proposals 
impact on the conservation area. 

28. Whilst the proposal would further erode the historic plot form of this part of the 
conservation area, the fact that the host property is not an original Victorian villa 
and that the appreciation of this from the public realm will be limited to non-existent 
means that the impact on the conservation area is extremely limited.  The scale and 
nature of the property will be consistent with the character of the area of large 
dwellings on spacious plots. 

Main issue 3: Amenity 

29. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – DM2, DM11, NPPF paragraphs 9 and 17. 

30. The proposed dwelling includes the provision of four en-suite bedrooms and 
substantial living spaces.  As such, the proposal is considered to provide for a good 
standard of amenity for the future occupiers.  

31. The proposed dwelling is to be constructed a significant distance from neighbouring 
properties, with the parent property to the south and 424 Unthank Road being the 
closest at 30m and 25m respectively.  As the parent property is owned by the 
applicant, no representations have been made however it is considered that the 
significant distance between properties and proposed screening and planting along 
the proposed boundary will sufficiently mitigate any potential harm caused to 
neighbouring residential amenities.  

32. 424 Unthank Road is separated from the site by The Loke and rows of trees which 
mark the edges of each boundary. A number of trees adjacent to the site have 
recently been lopped, giving the site a more open feel. Particular concern has been 
raised by the occupants of 424 Unthank Road that the scale of the proposed 
dwelling will cause harm to their residential amenity by way of overlooking, loss of 
privacy, overshadowing and loss of daylight. The representations made over the 
course of both consultations include detailed diagrammatic explanations and 
photographs to express their concern. Having visited the site on several occasions 
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during both summer and autumnal months, and having also visited the 
neighbouring property it is considered that the proposal will result in a noticeable 
change to the current situation, albeit one which does not cause significant harm.  

33. The proposed dwelling will be visible through the treeline during winter months, 
however during times of the year when the mature trees are in full foliage much of 
the dwelling will be obscured from view. An assessment of the proposal on the 
amount of daylight reaching the neighbouring property has been carried out. The 
proposed dwelling will cause a small amount of overshadowing of some of the 
garden area during winter months, however this is not considered to significantly 
alter the current situation where the existing line of tall mature trees obscures 
sunlight. The proposed dwelling will not significant impact upon the primary living 
spaces of the neighbouring property which are orientated to face to the south-east, 
away from the proposed dwelling which is directly to the south. Similarly, the 
proposed dwelling will allow for some limited views of the neighbouring garden, 
however the significant distance between properties and presence of screening 
along the boundary help to ensure that significant loss of privacy does not occur. It 
should be noted that the only first floor rear facing room is to be used as a spare 
bedroom. It should also be noted that the type of views afforded by the proposed 
dwelling are typical of properties within this area of the city. 

34. Particular concern was also raised by 424 Unthank Road that the proposed 
dwelling will result in light pollution from the large areas of glazing on the adjacent 
elevation. The proposal has been revised to reduce the glazing within this elevation 
so that the glazing does not extend into the apex of the gable, as per other 
elevations. As a result, the potential for light emitting from this elevation and 
causing significant harm to the neighbouring property is considered to be minimal. 

35. Concerns have been raised by the occupants of 165 Newmarket Road to the east 
of the site that the proposed dwelling would result in a loss of privacy. The 
proposed dwelling is to be constructed approximately 60m from the site and as 
such will not result in a loss of privacy.  

36. Representations were received from a number of neighbours concerned that the 
proposed use of The Loke, as per the original submission would cause harm to 
neighbouring properties by way of an increase in vehicular movements. The 
proposal has since been revised so that the sole vehicular access is to be via the 
existing driveway to Newmarket Road. As such, the revised access will result in an 
increase in traffic passing the parent property. It is not considered that this will 
cause significant harm to the amenities of 171 Newmarket Road as the driveway 
passes several rooms which benefit from dual aspects, with much of the other main 
living spaces being located on the opposite side of the property. A detailed 
landscaping scheme can assist in ensuring that potential harm is mitigated by way 
of some form of screening which can be secured by way of condition. 

37. It is not considered that any other neighbouring properties will be impacted upon as 
a result of the proposed development by way of overshadowing, overlooking or loss 
of outlook. This is a result of the significant distances between properties and the 
presence of mature trees within the surrounding area.  
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Main issue 4: Transport 

38. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – JCS6, DM28, DM30, DM31, NPPF 
paragraphs 17 and 39. 

39. The proposal originally comprised of a sole access to the site making use of The 
Loke and Judges Walk to the east. Following several site visits and following 
guidance provided by the Fire Service it was determined that the use of The Loke 
for vehicular traffic is unacceptable. Indeed there is little evidence that The Loke 
has been used by vehicles beyond the rear access serving 165 Newmarket Road 
which is a secondary access only. The site has an existing gate onto the Loke 
which has not been used by vehicles as the tennis court makes this impossible.  
Given the unmade single track nature of the Loke, the distance between Judges 
Walk and the application site, inability for vehicles to pass, inability to service the 
property via the Loke, poor access arrangements at the junction with Judges Walk 
and availability of an alternative access point to the site, vehicular access via the 
Loke is not considered appropriate. 

40. The revised scheme therefore seeks to make use of the existing access which 
currently abuts the edge of the application site where a gravel parking area is 
located. The proposal includes the provision of a turning head for fire appliances as 
per the requirements of the fire safety officer. The proposal includes the provision of 
a new shingle driveway and parking area located to the east of the proposed 
dwelling  which is to link directly to the existing access. The existing driveway is 
currently surfaced in gravel ensuring that it is suitable for an increase in vehicular 
traffic. To ensure that the access arrangements remain in place and continue to be 
both safe and do not cause harm to neighbouring amenities, it is considered 
reasonable to add a condition which prohibits the use of The Loke for vehicular 
access, with only the Newmark Road access being used as the sole vehicular 
access to the site.  

41. The proposal includes the provision of a combined cycle and bin store close to the 
proposed entrance to the site. The store is to be constructed using timber and 
provides space for three wheeled bins and up to four cycles.  

42. The application site is considered to be within a sustainable location, close to bus 
routes and cycle paths which provide easy access to and from the city.  

Main issue 5: Trees 

43. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – DM7, NPPF paragraphs 109 and 118. 

44. A detailed tree survey and arboricultural method statement (AMS) have been 
submitted as part of the application. The survey confirms that no trees are required 
to be removed to facilitate the construction of the proposed dwelling. One Ash tree 
however to be removed on arboricultural grounds. The AMS includes the creation of 
root protection areas and protective fencing to ensure that no trees are harmed 
during the construction of the proposed dwelling.  

45. The proposal includes the planting of a row of Yew trees along the southern 
boundary of the application site. The trees are designed to provide a visual screen 
to separate the proposed dwelling from the rear of the parent property. The 
submission of a detailed landscaping plan to be secured by way of condition will 
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assist in ensuring that an appropriate tree planting plan is put in place to both 
provide screening and encourage biodiversity.  

Other matters  

46. The submission indicates that surface water will be disposed of via a soakaway, 
however now detailed drainage strategy or percolation testing has been undertaken 
to date.  It is recommended that surface water drainage details can be agreed via 
condition in this case. 

Equalities and diversity issues 

47. There are no significant equality or diversity issues. 

Local finance considerations 

48. Under Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 the council is 
required when determining planning applications to have regard to any local finance 
considerations, so far as material to the application.  Local finance considerations 
are defined as a government grant or the Community Infrastructure Levy. 

49. Whether or not a local finance consideration is material to a particular decision will 
depend on whether it could help to make the development acceptable in planning 
terms.  It would not be appropriate to make a decision on the potential for the 
development to raise money for a local authority. 

50. In this case local finance considerations are not considered to be material to the 
case. 

Conclusion 

51. The principal of development on this site is considered acceptable in principal 
subject to key issues of character and appearance, amenity and access.  Whilst the 
proposal would further erode the historic plot form of this part of the conservation 
area, the fact that the host property is not an original Victorian villa and that the 
appreciation of this from the public realm will be limited to non-existent means that 
the impact on the conservation area is extremely limited.  Any such harm is 
considered to be outweighed by the benefits of the proposal in the delivery of a 
further dwelling on the site which will contribute, albeit extremely modestly, to 
housing supply. 

52. The proposal will result in the construction of a new dwelling within a sustainable 
location without causing significant harm to the residential amenities of the 
occupiers of neighbouring properties and the revised access arrangements to the 
site are considered to be appropriate. 

53. The development is therefore in accordance with the requirements of the National 
Planning Policy Framework and the Development Plan, and it has been concluded 
that there are no material considerations that indicate it should be determined 
otherwise. 
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Recommendation 
To approve application no. 17/01180/F - 171 Newmarket Road, Norwich, NR4 6AP and 
grant planning permission subject to the following conditions: 

1. Standard time limit; 
2. In accordance with plans; 
3. Sole access to be via the existing driveway only / no vehicle access via The Loke; 
4. Details of hard and soft landscaping and planting 
5. Arboricultural Supervision; 
6. Works in accordance with AIA / AMS; 
7. Water efficiency; 
8. Surface water drainage. 
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Report to  Planning applications committee Item 

14 December 2017 

4(f) Report of Head of planning services 

Subject Application no 17/01535/F - 25 Pitchford Road, 
Norwich NR5 8LQ   

Reason        
for referral 

Objection 

Ward: Bowthorpe 
Case officer Stephen Polley - stephenpolley@norwich.gov.uk 

Development proposal 
Extensions and conversion to large HMO. 

Representations 
Object Comment Support 

4 0 0 

Main issues Key considerations 
1 Principle of development The loss of a C4 dwellinghouse and the 

creation of a large HMO 
2 Design The impact of the development within the 

context of the site / character of the 
surrounding area. 

3 Amenity The impact of the development on the 
occupiers of the neighbouring properties. 

4 Trees The impact of the development on nearby 
trees 

5 Transport The impact of the development on street 
parking  

Expiry date 16 November 2017 
Recommendation Approve 
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The site and surroundings 

1. The site is a corner plot located on the west side of Pitchford Road, close to the 
junction with Enfield Road, within West Earlham to the west of the city. The subject 
property is a 2 storey semi-detached dwelling constructed circa 1950 as part of a 
wider council house development. The property was constructed using red bricks, 
concrete roof tiles and now features white UPVC windows and doors. The property 
features a small front garden, parking area to the side with access leading to a 
wedge shaped rear garden.  

2. The prevailing character of the surrounding area is residential with most properties 
having been built as part of the same development. The surrounding area is also 
defined by the significant number of mature trees, creating a particularly verdant 
character. The site is located within close proximity of the UEA which has resulted 
in a number of properties having been extended to cater for the student buy-to-let 
market.  

3. The site is bordered by the adjoining semi-detached property, no. 23 Pitchford 
Road to the south. To the north, the site is bordered by an area of informal amenity 
open space which includes a number of tall mature trees. A detached garage 
located outside of the site is located to the rear. The site boundaries to the rear are 
marked by 1.8m tall close boarded fencing.  

Constraints  

4. Mature trees located to north of site 

5. Adjacent to designated Informal Amenity Open Space – Enfield Road 

Relevant planning history 

6.  

Ref Proposal Decision Date 
 

17/00688/F Extension and conversion to large HMO. WITHDN 31/07/2017  

 

The proposal 

7. The proposal is for the construction of a two storey side extension, single storey 
rear extension and for the change of use from a C4 house of multiple occupation to 
a Sui Generis house of multiple occupation with 7 bedrooms. 
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Summary information 

Proposal Key facts 

Scale 

No. of storeys Single and two storeys. 

Appearance 

Materials Match existing; concrete plain tiles; red bricks; white upvc 
windows 

Transport matters 

No of car parking 
spaces 

Two off street spaces. 

No of cycle parking 
spaces 

Eight covered / secure spaces to rear. 

 

Representations 

8. Advertised on site and in the press.  Adjacent and neighbouring properties have 
been notified in writing.  Three letters of representation have been received citing 
the issues as summarised in the table below.  All representations are available to 
view in full at http://planning.norwich.gov.uk/online-applications/ by entering the 
application number. 

Issues raised Response 

The proposal is too large / too tall / out of 
scale; results in loss of symmetry 

See main issue 2. 

Noise disturbance (23 Pitchford Road)  

Loss of privacy / overlooking (28 Pitchford 
Road)  

No. of occupants can exceed seven 

Loss of views of wood (28 Pitchford Road) 

See main issue 3. 

Increase in occupants will exacerbate parking 
problems. 

See main issue 5. 
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Consultation responses 

9. Consultation responses are summarised below the full responses are available to 
view at http://planning.norwich.gov.uk/online-applications/ by entering the 
application number. 

10. Transportation – Norwich City Council    

No objection. 

11. Tree protection officer – Norwich City Council 

No objection 

Assessment of planning considerations 

Relevant development plan policies 

12. Joint Core Strategy for Broadland, Norwich and South Norfolk adopted March 
2011 amendments adopted Jan. 2014 (JCS) 

• JCS1 Addressing climate change and protecting environmental assets 
• JCS2 Promoting good design 
• JCS4 Housing delivery 
• JCS6 Access and transportation 
• JCS12 The remainder of the Norwich urban area including the fringe 

parishes 
 

13. Norwich Development Management Policies Local Plan adopted Dec. 2014 
(DM Plan) 

• DM1 Achieving and delivering sustainable development 
• DM2 Ensuring satisfactory living and working conditions 
• DM3 Delivering high quality design 
• DM7 Trees and development 
• DM8 Planning effectively for open space and recreation  
• DM12 Ensuring well-planned housing development 
• DM13 Communal development and multiple occupation 
• DM28 Encouraging sustainable travel 
• DM31 Car parking and servicing 

Other material considerations 

14. Relevant sections of the National Planning Policy Framework March 2012 
(NPPF): 

• NPPF0 Achieving sustainable development 
• NPPF4 Promoting sustainable transport 
• NPPF6 Delivering a wide choice of high quality homes 
• NPPF7 Requiring good design 
• NPPF8 Promoting healthy communities 
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Case Assessment 

15. Planning law requires that applications for planning permission must be determined 
in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise.  Relevant development plan polices are detailed above.  Material 
considerations include policies in the National Planning Framework (NPPF), the 
Councils standing duties, other policy documents and guidance detailed above and 
any other matters referred to specifically in the assessment below.  The following 
paragraphs provide an assessment of the main planning issues in this case against 
relevant policies and material considerations. 

Main issue 1: Principle of development 

16. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – DM12, DM13, NPPF paragraphs 49 and 14. 

17. The proposal will result in the loss of one C4 dwelling house, it will result in the 
creation of a 7-bed house in multiple occupation (HMO). The NPPF states that 
planning authorities should deliver a wide choice of quality homes and plan for a 
mix of housing based on current and future demographic and market trends. 

18. The principle of the proposed development is considered to be acceptable subject 
to satisfying policies DM12 and DM13 of the local plan, the associated criteria of 
which are discussed in the following sections below. 

19. With regard to the criteria A) and C) of policy DM12 the proposal will not 
compromise wider regeneration proposal and will provide for a mix of housing in the 
area. Matters of amenity and character are discussed below. 

Main issue 2: Design 

20. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – JCS2, DM3, NPPF paragraphs 9, 17, 56 and 
60-66. 

21. The proposal first involves the demolition of the original outbuilding located to the 
side of the property. The proposal is then to be constructed from two distinct 
sections formed of a single storey to the rear and two storeys to the side. The rear 
section measures 9.5m x 2.4m in plan form and features a sloping roof with an 
eaves height of 2.6m and a maximum height of 3.7m. A 0.1m gap is to be retained 
between the extension and the neighbouring boundary shared with the adjoining 
property. A two storey extension is to be constructed to the side which effectively 
creates a wrap-around at ground floor level. The side extension measures 4m x 
5.1m in plan form and features a hipped roof design with an eaves height of 5.2m 
which matches the original roof and a ridge height of 7.2m which is stepped down 
marginally from the original ridge line.  The proposed front elevation is also to be 
stepped back from the original building line by 0.3m. 

22. The proposal is to be constructed using matching materials including red bricks, 
concrete plain tiles and white UPVC windows and doors. The proposal also 
includes the installation of a new gate providing secure access to the rear garden.  

23. Particular concern has been raised that the proposal is of a design which is overly 
large and out of scale in comparison with neighbouring properties, resulting in harm 
being caused to the character of the area. Concern was also raised that the 
proposal would result in a loss of symmetry at the pair of semi-detached dwellings. 
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It is accepted that the proposal represents a significant enlargement to the subject 
property, one which is also predominantly larger than those found at neighbouring 
properties along Pitchford Road. The design however is considered to be of 
acceptable scale and design as the stepping of the roof ridge and front elevations 
ensure that extension appears as subservient to the subject property and the 
original design remains clearly legible. The symmetry of the wider site will be lost, 
however the area contains a mixture of house types including short terraces and 
variations of semi-detached properties. As such, the proposed extension will result 
in a property which remains in keeping with the character of the original dwelling 
and the surrounding area.  

Main issue 3: Amenity 

24. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – DM2, DM11, NPPF paragraphs 9 and 17. 

25. The proposal will result in only minor impacts upon the residential amenities of 
neighbouring properties as a result of the design and siting of the extensions. The 
two storey side extension is located far from any neighbouring properties and the 
single storey rear extension is of a scale and design which will ensure that 
significant harm is not caused by way of overshadowing, loss of light, loss of 
privacy or loss of outlook.  

26. A representation by the occupants of no. 28 Pitchford Road which is located 
opposite the subject property has been raised expressing concern that the proposal 
will result in a loss of privacy caused by windows which will overlook the 
neighbouring property. The proposal includes two new windows, one being installed 
at ground floor level and the other at first floor level. The two properties are sited 
approximately 25m from one another and the proposed windows are of a similar 
size and will be installed within a similar location to the existing windows. As such it 
is considered that the proposal will not significantly alter the current situation and 
there is sufficient distance to mitigate any potential harm being caused by way of 
overlooking.  

27. Concern was also raised by the occupants of no. 28 that the two storey side 
extension would result in the loss of a view of the wooded area adjacent to the 
subject property. This matter is not considered to be a material planning 
consideration.  

28. Particular concern has been raised that the proposed increase in the number of 
occupants residing at the property would result in noise disturbance. The proposal 
will increase the maximum number of occupants from three to seven, as such the 
proposal represents an intensification in the use of the site. It therefore follows that 
noise generated at the property is likely to increase, however it is not considered 
that the increase will cause significant harm to the adjoining property. The majority 
of the new bedrooms are to be added to the side of the property, far from no. 23. 
The proposal will result in a bedroom and an enlarged living room being created 
along the shared wall of the semi-detached properties. As such, the proposal is not 
considered to significantly alter the current situation. Should there be instances 
where the proposal results in noise disturbances, those affected can contact 
Environmental Protection to control the problems.  

29. Similar concern has been raised that the dining room could be turned into an 
additional bedroom and / or the double bedrooms could be occupied by more than 
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one occupant, resulting in harm to neighbouring residential amenities. In order to 
protect the residential amenity of both the occupants and neighbours, it is 
considered reasonable to require by way of a condition that the premises shall be 
occupied by a maximum of seven tenants. It is also noted that any increase in the 
number of bedrooms will require an application to be submitted to the council 
seeking an additional planning permission.  

30. The proposed bedrooms satisfy the minimum space requirements and the property 
provides a level of internal amenity space and facilities which is appropriate for an 
HMO of this size. The proposal includes the retention of an enlarged living / dining 
room and kitchen. It is reasonable to condition the retention of these rooms in order 
to maintain the good standard of amenity for the occupants of the subject property.  
Five shower rooms are being created to serve the seven bedrooms. The proposal 
also provides for a good level of external amenity space. 

Main issue 4: Trees 

31. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – DM7, NPPF paragraphs 109 and 118. 

32. The site is located adjacent to an area of designated Informal Amenity Open Space 
which contains a number of mature trees close to the boundary. An AIA, TPP and 
AMS have been submitted which includes proposals to mitigate any potential harm 
to the trees. The council’s tree officer has confirmed that the plan is acceptable and 
will provide a sufficient level of protection.  

33. Concern has been raised that the proposal will cause harm to the neighbouring 
habitats located within the neighbouring trees and open space. It is not considered 
that the scale of development proposed will impact significantly on any 
neighbouring species. The AMS will ensure that neighbouring trees are not harmed.  

Main issue 5: Transport 

34. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – JCS6, DM28, DM30, DM31, NPPF 
paragraphs 17 and 39. 

35. The proposal includes the provision of two off-street car parking spaces to the front 
of the site, accessed via a re-organised front garden area. Four 240 litre refuse / 
recycling bins are to be provided and stored within a timber bin store to the side of 
the property. A covered and secure cycle storage shed is to be installed within the 
rear garden to provide storage for up to eight bicycles.  

36. Particular concern has been raised that the change of use of the property and 
subsequent increase in the number of occupants would result in an exacerbation of 
car parking problems within the neighbourhood. The site is located within an area 
where parking controls do not exist with residents parking on either private 
driveways or on the street. The subject property currently operates as a small 4 bed 
HMO with off-street parking for two vehicles. 

37. Whilst it is accepted that the proposal may result in an increase in the number of 
residents with cars, steps have been taken to mitigate potential harm by way of the 
inclusion of 2 no. off street car parking spaces and cycle storage facilities. 

38. Further to this, the application also provides new cycle storage facilities which seek 
to encourage car free living. The site is located within close proximity of a local 
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shopping centre, public transport links and the UEA campus. As such, it is expected 
that it is probable that most of the occupants will not require a car as their main 
mode of transport. It is therefore reasonable to add a condition requiring that the 
cycle and bin storage is installed prior to occupation. 

Equalities and diversity issues 

39. There are no significant equality or diversity issues.

Local finance considerations 

40. Under Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 the council is
required when determining planning applications to have regard to any local finance
considerations, so far as material to the application.  Local finance considerations
are defined as a government grant or the Community Infrastructure Levy.

41. Whether or not a local finance consideration is material to a particular decision will
depend on whether it could help to make the development acceptable in planning
terms.  It would not be appropriate to make a decision on the potential for the
development to raise money for a local authority.

42. In this case local finance considerations are not considered to be material to the
case.

Conclusion 

43. The proposed change of use from a C3 dwellinghouse to a large scale HMO within
the sui generis use class is considered to be acceptable.

44. The proposal will result in an extended dwelling which is of an appropriate scale
and design and does not cause significant harm to the character of the surrounding
area.

45. The proposed development will have a limited impact upon the residential amenities
of neighbouring properties with no significant harm being caused by way of
overshadowing, overlooking, loss of outlook or by noise disturbance.

46. The development is in accordance with the requirements of the National Planning
Policy Framework and the Development Plan, and it has been concluded that there
are no material considerations that indicate it should be determined otherwise.

Recommendation 
To approve application no. 17/01535/F - 25 Pitchford Road, Norwich, NR5 8LQ and grant 
planning permission subject to the following conditions: 

1. Standard time limit;
2. In accordance with plans;
3. Limit the number of occupants to no more than seven and retain the kitchen and

dining rooms for use by the occupants;
4. Operations in accordance with AIA/AMS;
5. Cycle / bin storage to be installed prior to occupation;
6. Landscaping details.
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Report to  Planning applications committee Item 

14 December 2017 

4(g) 
Report of Head of planning services 

Subject Application no 17/01452/F - 15 Wordsworth Road, 
Norwich, NR5 8LW   

Reason        
for referral 

Objection 

Ward: Bowthorpe 
Case officer Stephen Polley - stephenpolley@norwich.gov.uk 

Development proposal 
Change of use from dwelling (Class C3) to 7 bed HMO (Sui Generis) with 
single storey side and rear extension. 

Representations 
Object Comment Support 

2 0 0 

Main issues Key considerations 
1 Principle of development The use of the premises as a large HMO 
2 Design The impact of the development within the 

context of the site / character of the 
surrounding area. 

3 Amenity The impact of the development on the 
occupiers of the subject property / 
neighbouring properties. 

4 Parking The impact of the development on parking 
Expiry date 13 November 2017 
Recommendation Approve 
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The site and surroundings 

1. The site is located on the west side of Wordsworth Road at the junction with Coniston 
Close, within the West Earlham area to the west of the city. The subject property is a 
two storey semi-detached dwelling constructed circa 1950 as part of a wider council 
housing development. The property was constructed using red bricks, concrete roof 
tiles and now includes white coloured UPVC windows and doors. The property is 
currently in use as a small scale HMO (house in multiple occupation) with four 
bedrooms let to students.  
 

2. The plot is formed from an irregular wedge shape which has resulted in there being a 
small front garden area, rear garden and a parking area to the front-side. The front 
and rear of the site are separated by an original single storey link- attached flat roof 
outbuilding.  
 

3. The site is bordered by the adjoining semi-detached dwelling to the south no. 13 
Wordsworth Road and no. 1 Coniston Close to the north, a similar terrace dwelling 
which also features a similar outbuilding which abuts the shared boundary. The site 
boundaries to the rear are marked by 2m tall close boarded fence.  
 

4. The prevailing character of the surrounding area is residential with most properties 
having been built as part of the same development. The site is located within close 
proximity of the UEA which has resulted in a number of properties having been 
extended to cater for the student buy-to-let market.  

Constraints  

5. There are no particular constraints. 

Relevant planning history 

6.  

Ref Proposal Decision Date 
 

17/01033/F Single storey side and rear extension. CANCELLED 16/10/2017  

 

The proposal 

7. The proposal is for the demolition of the original link-attached outbuildings, the 
construction of a single storey side and rear wrap-around extension and for the 
change of use from a dwellinghouse to a 7 bed large HMO.  
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Summary information 

Proposal Key facts 

Scale 

No. of storeys Single storey. 

Appearance 

Materials Red Brick; flat roof; UPVC windows and doors. 

 

Representations 

8. Advertised on site and in the press.  Adjacent and neighbouring properties have 
been notified in writing.  Two letters of representation have been received citing the 
issues as summarised in the table below.  All representations are available to view 
in full at http://planning.norwich.gov.uk/online-applications/ by entering the 
application number. 

Issues raised Response 

Use of the property as a large HMO is not 
appropriate / precludes use as family 
residence / number of family homes used as 
HMO’s 

See main issue 1 

Unimaginative flat roof wrap around design See main issue 2 

There is insufficient car parking provided by 
the development 

See main issue 3 

Current plans do not include an existing 
annexe 

See other matters 

 

Consultation responses 

9. Consultation responses are summarised below the full responses are available to 
view at http://planning.norwich.gov.uk/online-applications/ by entering the 
application number. 

Transportation – Norwich City Council 

10. No objection in principle on highway grounds. The proposed use and layout 
appears acceptable in terms of access by all modes (foot, cycle, car). The proposed 
cycle store is welcome, this will need some form of tether to secure the bikes e.g. 
Sheffield stands. The property is located in an area that is currently being 
considered for permit parking. The consultation has not yet concluded and officers 
have not yet determined if a Controlled Parking Zone will extend this far. If the CPZ 
is implemented this may have implications on the permit entitlement for the property 
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if the first occupation date for the HMO is after the commencement date of the CPZ, 
then the property would not be entitled to on-street parking permits.   

Assessment of planning considerations 

Relevant development plan policies 

11. Joint Core Strategy for Broadland, Norwich and South Norfolk adopted March 
2011 amendments adopted Jan. 2014 (JCS) 

• JCS1 Addressing climate change and protecting environmental assets 
• JCS2 Promoting good design 
• JCS4 Housing delivery 
• JCS6 Access and transportation 
• JCS12 The remainder of the Norwich urban area including the fringe 

parishes 
 

12. Norwich Development Management Policies Local Plan adopted Dec. 2014 
(DM Plan) 

• DM1 Achieving and delivering sustainable development 
• DM2 Ensuring satisfactory living and working conditions 
• DM3 Delivering high quality design 
• DM12 Principles for housing development 
• DM13 Communal development and multiple occupation 
• DM28 Encouraging sustainable travel 
• DM31 Car parking and servicing 

Other material considerations 

13. Relevant sections of the National Planning Policy Framework March 2012 
(NPPF): 

• NPPF0 Achieving sustainable development 
• NPPF4 Promoting sustainable transport 
• NPPF6 Delivering a wide choice of high quality homes 
• NPPF7 Requiring good design 
• NPPF8 Promoting healthy communities 

 
Case Assessment 

14. Planning law requires that applications for planning permission must be determined 
in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise.  Relevant development plan polices are detailed above.  Material 
considerations include policies in the National Planning Framework (NPPF), the 
Councils standing duties, other policy documents and guidance detailed above and 
any other matters referred to specifically in the assessment below.  The following 
paragraphs provide an assessment of the main planning issues in this case against 
relevant policies and material considerations. 

Main issue 1: Principle of development 

15. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – DM12, DM13, NPPF paragraphs 49 and 14. 
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16. The proposal will result in the loss of one C4 dwelling house, it will result in the 
creation of a 7-bed house in multiple occupation (HMO). The NPPF states that 
planning authorities should deliver a wide choice of quality homes and plan for a 
mix of housing based on current and future demographic and market trends. 

17. The principle of the proposed development is considered to be acceptable subject 
to satisfying policies DM12 and DM13 of the local plan, the associated criteria of 
which are discussed in the following sections below. 

18. With regard to the criteria A) and C) of policy DM12 the proposal will not 
compromise wider regeneration proposal and will provide for a mix of housing in the 
area. Matters of amenity and character are discussed below. 

Main issue 2: Design 

19. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – JCS2, DM3, NPPF paragraphs 9, 17, 56 and 
60-66. 

20. The proposal first involves the demolition of the original out-buildings which are 
attached to the property by a flat roof which also acts as a covered walkway to the 
rear garden. A single storey side and rear wrap-around extension is then to be 
constructed creating four new en-suite bedrooms. The extension features a flat roof 
with a maximum height of 2.7m which contains a single centrally located rooflight. 
The extension is to be constructed with a slight step in the building line at the front 
elevation, extending 4m across to the side. The extension then continues towards 
the rear by following the line of the application site, maintaining a 0.4m gap 
between the neighbouring boundary. The rear section similarly extends 4m into the 
rear garden. 

21. Concern was raised that the design is very unimaginative. It is accepted that the 
design is basic in terms of its architectural appeal, however the scale and form is 
largely similar to the existing outbuildings, which are a common feature of the area. 
The inclusion of a step within the front building line ensures that the original design 
of the dwelling is clearly legible.  

22. The site is currently lacking in soft landscaping with there being only extensive 
areas of hardstanding and shingle present. As such, the application represents a 
good opportunity to enhance the current situation by introducing a planting 
programme and management scheme. The front garden area in particular can be 
enhanced to better reflect the original character of the area. The plans submitted 
indicate areas of proposed planting. It is therefore reasonable to add a condition 
requiring the submission of a landscaping scheme to be submitted. 

23. The design is considered to be acceptable as it will not significantly impact upon the 
original character and appearance of the site, or wider street scene.  

Main issue 3: Transport 

24. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – JCS6, DM28, DM30, DM31, NPPF 
paragraphs 17 and 39.  

25. Particular concern has been raised that the change of use of the property and 
subsequent increase in the number of occupants would result in an exacerbation of 
car parking problems within the neighbourhood. The site is located within an area 
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where parking controls do not exist with residents parking on either private 
driveways or on the street. The subject property currently operates as a small 3 bed 
HMO with off street parking for a minimum of two cars. 

26. Whilst it is accepted that the proposal may result in an increase in the number of 
residents with cars, steps have been taken to mitigate potential harm, most notably 
by way of the inclusion of a minimum of two off street car parking spaces. 

27. Further to this, the application also provides new cycle storage facilities which seek 
to encourage car free living. The site is located within close proximity of a local 
shopping centre, public transport links and the UEA campus. As such, it is expected 
that it is probable that most of the occupants will not require a car as their main 
mode of transport. The capacity of cycle storage has not been confirmed and 
therefore further details are required by condition.  

28. The proposal also includes an area for the storing of bins in-between the main 
house and cycle storage area. The capacity of the bin storage has not been 
confirmed and as such, the details are to be required by condition. 

Main issue 4: Amenity 

29. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – DM2, DM11, NPPF paragraphs 9 and 17. 

30. The proposed bedrooms satisfy the minimum space requirements and the property 
provides a level of internal amenity space and facilities which is appropriate for an 
HMO of this size.  

31. The proposal includes the retention of existing kitchen and lounge, ensuring that 
there is a good provision of such spaces for the seven occupants of the dwelling. In 
order to protect the residential amenity of both the occupants and neighbours, it is 
considered reasonable to require by way of a condition that the premises shall not 
be occupied by a maximum of seven tenants, on a one tenant per room basis at 
any time.  

32. The proposal has been altered during the course of the assessment of the 
application so that the external wall of proposed bedroom 3 now contains a step. 
This revision has been included to enhance the proposed outlook from the room 
which is located within close proximity of the neighbouring boundary fence / wall. 
The revised scheme ensures that there is a good amount of light reaching the room 
via the window and rooflight, despite there being a poor outlook with there being 
only a very limited view of the side passageway being possible.  

33. The proposed extension will have little impact on the residential amenities of the 
adjoining neighbouring property, 13 Wordsworth Road to the south as a result of 
there being a gap of approximately 1.8m between the new side wall and boundary 
fence. The 2.7m tall extension will therefore not result in significant harm being 
caused by way of overshadowing, loss or light, loss of privacy or loss of outlook.  

Other matters  

34. Particular concern has been raised that the use of the property as an enlarged 
HMO is not appropriate as it reduces the number of properties available to be used 
as a traditional family residences in an area where there is already a high number 
of HMOs. Planning permission is not required for change of use from a dwelling to a 
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small HMO and as such this issue is no longer a material consideration in relation 
to the application.   

35. Concern was raised that the existing plans did not reflect the current situation as it 
is believed that the outbuildings have already been converted into a habitable 
annexe. The omission of the annexe then results in the true number of bedrooms 
not being accurately reflected by the details submitted. No evidence of the 
conversion of the outbuildings was found when visiting the site. The outbuildings 
are to be demolished as part of the application, as such the final number of 
bedrooms is accurately reflected in the plans submitted for consideration, and is 
proposed to continue as such. 

Equalities and diversity issues 

36. There are no significant equality or diversity issues. 

Local finance considerations 

37. Under Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 the council is 
required when determining planning applications to have regard to any local finance 
considerations, so far as material to the application.  Local finance considerations 
are defined as a government grant or the Community Infrastructure Levy. 

38. Whether or not a local finance consideration is material to a particular decision will 
depend on whether it could help to make the development acceptable in planning 
terms.  It would not be appropriate to make a decision on the potential for the 
development to raise money for a local authority. 

39. In this case local finance considerations are not considered to be material to the 
case. 

Conclusion 

40. The proposed change of use from a C3 dwellinghouse to a large scale HMO within 
the sui generis use class is considered to be acceptable.  

41. The proposal will result in an extended dwelling which is of an appropriate scale 
and design and does not cause significant harm to the character of the surrounding 
area.  

42. The proposed development will have a limited impact upon the residential amenities 
of neighbouring properties with no significant harm being caused by way of 
overshadowing, overlooking, loss of outlook or by noise disturbance.  

43. The development is in accordance with the requirements of the National Planning 
Policy Framework and the Development Plan, and it has been concluded that there 
are no material considerations that indicate it should be determined otherwise. 
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Recommendation 
To approve application no. 17/01452/F - 15 Wordsworth Road Norwich NR5 8LW and 
grant planning permission subject to the following conditions: 

1. Standard time limit; 
2. In accordance with plans; 
3. Limit the number of occupants to no more than seven and retain the kitchen and 

dining rooms for use by the occupants; 
4. Landscaping details. 
5. Cycle / bin storage details / to be installed prior to occupation. 
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	Agenda Contents
	3 Minutes
	Planning applications committee
	09:30 to 11:35
	9 November 2017

	Councillors Driver (chair), Maxwell (vice chair), Bradford, Bremner (substitute for Councillor Sands (M)), Button, Carlo, Jackson, Lubbock (substitute for Councillor Wright), Malik, Peek, and Woollard 
	Present:
	Councillor Henderson, Sands (M) and Wright
	Apologies:
	1. Declarations of interest
	Councillor Jackson referred to item 4 (below), Application no 17/01259/MA - 19 Leopold Road, Norwich, NR4 7AD and said that he had spoken to the resident of the adjacent property but did not have a pre-determined view on this application. 
	2. Minutes
	RESOLVED to agree the accuracy of the minutes of the meeting held on 12 October 2017.
	3. Application no 17/01515/F, Somerley Residential Care Home, Somerleyton Street, Norwich NR2 2BT 
	The planner presented the report with the aid of plans and slides.  During the presentation she explained the measures that the applicant had agreed to address concerns received from adjacent residents about the change of use from a care home to student accommodation.
	The planner and the area development manager (inner area) referred to the report and answered members’ questions.  It was not possible to move the bus stop because of the narrow pavement in Unthank Road.  However, the use of a plastic grid which was over-seeded would protect the tree roots and facilitate the informal extension of the pavement, making more room for pedestrians and people waiting at the bus stop.  A hedge was not proposed to protect the tree roots as it would obstruct the view of the trees and open space.  The scheme was for the conversion of an existing building and measures to encourage biodiversity were not required.  However, bio-diversity enhancement would be considered as part of the landscaping scheme, particularly in relation to boundary treatments.  Members were referred to the plans and advised that the room sizes and bathroom provision complied or exceeded national space standards.  Members also asked about cycle storage provision and sought reassurance that more could be provided if required.    A member pointed out that there would be congestion at the start and end of term when students were dropped off.  Officers advised that arrangements for this could be incorporated into the management plan where residents would be given a time slot.  
	Members commented on the change of use from a residential care home to student accommodation and noted that there residents had been relocated to the new care home at Bowthorpe.  Councillor Bradford expressed concern about the loss of a residential care home at this site as he said that it was in an “ideal location” for older people, near to the city and adjacent to a bus stop and that residents missed their neighbours.  Other members noted that this application would bring back a vacant building into use, provide student accommodation and help free up housing for families rather than converting family homes to houses in multiple-occupation.
	Discussion ensued on the provision of cycle parking and members noted that 40 spaces for 66 residents did not meet the council’s policy.  There was no provision for the bicycles of visitors.  A member said that whilst this deficiency did not outweigh the benefits of the scheme, the agreement on cycle storage details should demonstrate that additional storage could be provided to ensure that demand was met.  Members were advised that the emerging cycle hire scheme had not been taken into account when assessing the amount of cycle storage but experience from other sites showed that not all of the cycle parking spaces were being taken up when the full policy compliant number of spaces was provided.   
	RESOLVED, with 10 members voting in favour (Councillors Driver, Maxwell, Button, Bremner, Carlo, Jackson, Wright, Malik, Peek and Woollard) and 1 member voting against (Councillor Bradford) to approve application no. 17/01515/F - Somerley Residential Care Home, Somerleyton Street, Norwich, NR2 2BT and grant planning permission subject to the following conditions:
	1. Standard time limit;
	2. In accordance with plans;
	3. Cycle storage details to be agreed;
	4. Management arrangements to be agreed;
	5. Refuse arrangements to be agreed;
	6. Landscaping scheme to be agreed;
	7. Method for protecting the bare earth bank to the front of the site to be agreed;
	8. Security measures to be agreed;
	9. Matching materials.
	4. Application no 17/01259/MA - 19 Leopold Road, Norwich, NR4 7AD
	The area development manager (inner area) presented the report with the aid of plans and slides.  
	The immediate neighbour of the site addressed the committee and outlined her concerns and those of other local residents about the development of the site and that it was not in accordance with the agreed plans and was detrimental to the amenity of existing neighbours.  This included concern that the porch extension of the first floor of the detached house would result in higher occupancy.  The larger dormer windows of the terraced houses would result in loss of privacy to the neighbouring properties.  Other concerns included the lack of car parking on the site and the discrepancy in the roof line with existing buildings in Melrose Road.
	The agent addressed the committee on behalf of the applicant.  He explained that the height of the buildings had been constructed in accordance with the original planning permission.  The dormer windows were no higher or larger than the approved dormer windows.  However, building regulations required the windows to be used as a secondary means of escape and therefore the sills had been lowered and the windows could open out to allow egress.  Plot 1 (the detached house) had the same ground floor footprint as the original plan.  The first floor was slightly larger.  
	The area development manager (inner area) referred to the report and responded to the issues raised by the speakers and members’ questions.  He explained which elements of the application were included in the retrospective application.  The existing consent did not include car parking and therefore it would be unreasonable to include it as part of this application.  The height of the adjacent building had been misrepresented in the original plans but this was a corner plot and the difference in the roofline did not make a material difference to the street scene.  The applicant had not breached the planning permission as the buildings had been constructed to the approved roof height of 8.6 metres.  The applicant had given no reason for the removal of the solar panels from the scheme and there was no policy to support this requirement.  The size of the solar panels would not have produced a great deal of energy.   
	Discussion ensued in which members considered the application.  Members expressed concern about the loss of the solar panels from the scheme. 
	Councillor Jackson said that he was concerned about the amendments to the planning permission for this scheme.  He considered that the changes to the detached house and the dormer windows of the terraced houses were detrimental to the amenity of the neighbouring properties at 21 Leopold Road and 52 Melrose Road.  He also regretted the loss of the solar panels from the scheme.  Councillor Wright expressed his concern about the removal of the solar panels from the scheme and the misstating of the ridge height in the original plans, and that the scheme was not being built in accordance with the approved plans.  
	RESOLVED, with 6 members voting in favour (Councillors Driver, Maxwell, Button, Peek, Woollard and Bradford), 2 members voting against (Councillors Jackson and Wright) and 3 members abstaining from voting (Councillors Bremner, Carlo and Malik) to approve application no. 17/01259/MA - 19 Leopold Road, Norwich, NR4 7AD and grant planning permission subject to the following conditions:
	1. In accordance with plans;
	2. Materials, boundary treatments and external lighting in accordance with application 14/00770/D;
	3. Obscure glazing to rear of plot 1 (upper floor); 
	4. Bin and bike stores in accordance with 14/00770/D;
	5. No occupation until vehicular access shown on drawing 5800A-P01 rev L have been extinguished and adjacent footway reinstated with full height kerbs in accordance with 14/00770/D; 
	6. Landscaping of plots 2-4 in accordance with details approved under 14/00770/D;
	7. Details of landscaping to plot 1 to be agreed prior to occupation; 
	8. Water efficiency;
	9. No occupation until verification report submitted;
	10. Monitoring, maintenance and contingency action in relation to condition 9.  
	Article 35(2) Statement
	The local planning authority in making its decision has had due regard to paragraph 187 of the National Planning Policy Framework as well as the development plan, national planning policy and other material considerations and has approved the application subject to appropriate conditions and for the reasons outlined in the officer report.
	(The committee adjourned for a short break at this point.  The committee reconvened with all members listed present as above.)
	5. Application no 17/01192/O - 215 Woodcock Road, Norwich, NR3 3TE  
	The senior planner presented the report with the aid of plans and slides.  He referred to the supplementary report of updates to reports which was circulated at the meeting and contained a summary of two further representations from objectors and the officer response.  Members were advised that the application was an outline planning application for the principle of development and that details would be considered in a reserved matters application.  
	The senior planner, together with the area development manager (inner area), referred to the report and answered members’ questions.  He explained that the plans were indicative of the layout of the scheme for two houses and one bungalow.  
	During discussion, Councillor Carlo expressed her concern that the council did not have an approved policy on the development of garden land.  She objected to the development on a garden site when there were designated brownfield sites with planning consent which had not been developed.  Other members considered that the garden space was sufficiently large enough for the two houses and a bungalow and that residential dwellings overlooking St Clements Park would improve safety.  A member said that as the scheme contributed to the five year land supply, it would be pointless to refuse this outline application as the council did not have a policy on development of garden land.
	RESOLVED, with 10 members voting in favour (Councillors Driver, Maxwell, Button, Bremner, Jackson, Wright, Malik, Peek, Woollard and Bradford), and 1 member voting against (Councillor Carlo) to approve application no. 17/01192/O - 215 Woodcock Road, Norwich, NR3 3TE and grant planning permission subject to the following conditions:
	1. Application for reserved matters to be made within 3 years of the date of permission, development to commence within 2 years of approval of reserved matters
	2. No development to take place without approval of reserved matters relating to appearance, landscaping, scale, layout and access.
	3. Unexpected contamination to be reported.
	4. Imported topsoil/subsoil to be certified.
	5. No occupation to take place without details of bicycle storage, vehicle parking and servicing facilities being approved and the approved details to be implemented in full. 
	6. No development to take place until a scheme to mitigate the impacts of surface water flooding has been submitted for approval and approved scheme to be implemented in full. 
	7. Water efficiency condition.
	8. Two no. street trees to be provided on grass verge outside 217 Woodcock Road.
	Article 35(2) Statement:The local planning authority in making its recommendation has had due regard to paragraph 187 of the National Planning Policy Framework as well as the development plan, national planning policy and other material considerations, following negotiations with the applicant and subsequent amendments the application has been recommended for approval subject to appropriate conditions and for the reasons outlined in the officer report.
	6. Application nos 17/00896/F and 17/00902/L - 68 St Stephens Road, Norwich, NR1 3RE
	The planner presented the report with the aid of plans and slides.  
	During discussion, the planner referred to the report and answered members’ questions.  He explained that the interior of the listed building had been changed many times over the years and that the window that was proposed to be removed was not the original one.  The current ground floor layout was not conducive to modern family living.  There were no changes to the façade.  A member suggested that the roof of the extension should be a flat, sedum roof.  The planner advised that whilst he would normally support the suggestion of a sedum roof, in this case it was not in keeping with the listed building.  The proposal did not affect the arrangements for parking on the site.
	Councillor Jackson said that he would be voting against the proposal because he did not think the benefits of the extension justified tampering with a listed building, which was not unusable as a house.  
	Discussion ensued in which members noted that the terraced housing had been a nurses’ home and original features had been stripped out and reinstated as part of the refurbishment prior to sale.
	RESOLVED, with 10 members voting in favour (Councillors Driver, Maxwell, Button, Bremner, Carlo, Wright, Malik, Peek, Woollard and Bradford) and 1 member (Councillor Jackson) to approve:
	(1) application no. 17/00896/F - 68 St Stephens Road Norwich NR1 3RE  and grant planning permission subject to the following conditions:
	1. Standard time limit;
	2. In accordance with plans;
	(2) application no. 17/00902/F - 68 St Stephens Road, Norwich, NR1 3RE and grant Listed Building Consent subject to the following conditions:
	1. Standard time limit;
	2. In accordance with plans;
	3. Details of materials: including brick sample and sample panel including brick bond and mortar, roof covering, fascia details, rainwater goods, specification of doors and rooflight.
	4. Demolition by hand to new opening to rear wall and enlargement of opening between existing kitchen and dining room.
	5. Section details of increased structural openings
	6. Listed building making good
	7. Stop works if unidentified features revealed.
	Reason for approval - The development is in accordance with the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework and the Development Plan, and it has been concluded that there are no material considerations that indicate it should be determined otherwise.
	CHAIR

	Summary\ of\ applications\ for\ consideration
	Recommendation
	Reason for consideration at Committee
	Proposal
	Case Officer
	Location
	Application no
	Item no
	Approve
	Objections and departure from local plan 
	Redevelopment of site to provide 285 student bedroom development with associated access and landscaping.
	Joy Brown
	Car park adj Sentinel House, Surrey Street
	17/01295/F
	4(a)
	Confirm without modifications
	Objections
	Tree Preservation Order – 1 No. Sycamore in rear garden.
	Mark Dunthorne
	32 Leopold Road
	TPO 523
	4(b)
	Confirm without modifications
	Objections
	Tree Preservation Order – 3 No. Italian Alder in front of 1 – 3 The Moorings.
	Mark Dunthorne
	The Moorings
	TPO 524
	4(c) 
	Confirm without modifications
	Objections
	Tree Preservation Order – 2 No. Lime Trees in front of 308 Bowthorpe Road.
	Imogen Mole
	Bowthorpe Road at the front of 308 North Earlham Stores
	TPO 526
	4(d)
	Approve
	Objections
	Construction of detached two-storey dwelling.
	Steve Polley
	171 Newmarket Road
	17/01180/F
	4(e)
	Approve
	Objections
	Extensions and conversion to large HMO.
	Steve Polley
	25 Pitchford Road
	17/01535/F
	4(f)
	Approve
	Objections
	Change of use from dwelling (Class C3) to 7 bed HMO (Sui Generis) with single storey side and rear extension.
	Steve Polley
	15 Wordsworth Road
	17/01452/F
	4(g)

	Standing\\ duties
	4(a) Application\ no\ 17/01295/F\ -\ Car\ Park\ adjacent\ to\ Sentinel\ House\ 37\ -\ 43\ Surrey\ Street\ Norwich
	Item
	Planning applications committee
	Report to 
	14 December 2017
	Head of planning services
	Report of
	4(a)
	Application no 17/01295/F - Car Park Adjacent To Sentinel House 37 - 43 Surrey Street Norwich  
	Subject
	Reason        
	Objection and significant departure from development plan
	for referral
	Mancroft
	Ward: 
	Joy Brown - joybrown@norwich.gov.uk
	Case officer
	Development proposal
	Redevelopment of site to provide 285 student bedroom development with associated access and landscaping.
	Representations on application as submitted 
	Support
	Comment
	Object
	0
	0
	33
	Representation of revised proposal 
	Support 
	Comment
	Object
	0
	0
	43
	Key considerations
	Main issues
	Loss of office led allocation and the provision of student accommodation. 
	1 Principle of development 
	Routes through the site, position of entrances, footprint and layout, height and massing, external appearance and external spaces. 
	2 Design 
	Impact on the conservation area and nearby statutory listed buildings and locally listed Carlton Terrace. 
	3 Heritage
	Hard and soft landscaping, trees along Queens Road, St Catherine’s Yard Walk, external amenity spaces, biodiversity 
	4 Landscaping, trees and biodiversity 
	Car free development, provision of bin and bike stores, drop off/pick up at the start/end of term. 
	5 Transport 
	Impact upon neighbouring residents of Carlton Terrace and future residents of Sentinel House taking into consideration noise, overlooking, overshadowing and loss of light. Living conditions for future residents including size of units, light, external space, noise and air quality. 
	6 Amenity 
	Renewable energy and water efficiency.  
	7 Energy and water
	The management of surface water drainage 
	8 Flood risk 
	Requirement for further intrusive testing 
	9 Contamination 
	13 November 2017 (extension of time agreed until 21 December 2017)
	Expiry date
	Approve subject to conditions
	Recommendation 
	The site and surroundings
	1. The 0.48 ha site is situated on the southern side of Surrey Street with the southern boundary of the site abutting the public car park on Queens Road, which forms part of Norwich’s inner ring road. 
	2. The site is a car park which is adjacent to Sentinel House, a former Aviva office building which was last in use in October 2015. Sentinel House is a predominately five to six storey building with the element on the corner of Queens Road and All Saints Green being three storey. Work is currently underway to convert Sentinel House to 199 residential units which was permitted under a prior approval application. 
	3. The site is currently accessed from Surrey Street but the application site does also include a stretch of grass to the south of Sentinel House which is owned by Norfolk County Council. This stretch of grass runs along Sentinel House to the corner of Queens Road and All Saints Green.    
	4. The surrounding area is mixed in terms of is uses with there being offices and residential nearby and also a school, public house, restaurants and shops (including Sainsbury supermarket) all in close proximity. The site is also close to Norwich’s bus station and other student accommodation. 
	5. Within the Conservation Area Appraisal it notes that the area is dominated by large office developments from the late 20th century which results in odd building lines and areas of surface car parking. The most prevalent building type is the Georgian house dating from the 19th century with Carlton Terrace located on Surrey Street being a typical example of this. This terrace is locally listed There are also a number of listed building within close proximity to the site. Sentinel House is considered a negative building within the appraisal along with Norfolk Tower. 
	Constraints
	6. The site is situated within the City Centre Conservation area. It is opposite grade II listed buildings on Surrey Street and Queens Road and is adjacent to Carlton Terrace which is locally listed. It is within the area of main archaeological interest. 
	7. The site is within a regeneration area and is allocated for office led mixed use development to include an element of residential (policy CC29). The site is opposite a secondary retail area (Sainsburys) and is adjacent to the office development priority area. The site also falls within the car parking increase area of the city centre parking area. 
	8. The main part of the site itself is relatively flat although there is a significant change in level between the site and the public car park which is defined by a retaining wall and there is also a change in level of around 1m between the rear of Carlton Terrace’s car park and the site There are no trees on the main part of the site although there are a band of trees along the boundary of the site and the public car park.   
	Relevant planning history
	9. There is little relevant planning history on the site itself with the most recent application being a Certificate of Lawful Use for the continued use of the site for car parking ancillary to the main use of Sentinel House (11/02164/CLE). This was approved in February 2012. 
	10. The planning history for Sentinel House is also of particular relevance. A prior approval application was approved in January 2017 for the change of use of the basement, first, second, third, fourth and fifth floors from commercial (class B1(a)) to residential (class C3) to provide 228 residential units (16/01838/PDD). A further application was approved in April 2017 which reduces the number of units to 199 (17/00304/PDD). Work has commenced on site. An application was also approved for the installation of 75 no. additional windows and the extension of existing lightwells at Sentinel House (17/00402/F).  
	The proposal
	Summary information

	11. The application seeks full planning permission for the redevelopment of the site for the erection of a 285 student bedroom development with associated access, hard and soft landscaping. The application as submitted was for 307 student bedrooms; however the number of units has been reduced by 22 as some parts of the building have been reduced in height in order to address concerns with regards to loss of light to the neighbouring Carlton Terrace. 
	12. The mix of units within the development will be for the follow: 
	 250 single bedrooms (including 14 accessible bedrooms) which are arranged in clusters of five to seven people 
	 35 studios
	13. The development will also deliver a new pedestrian link between Queens Road and Surrey Street which will run through the site between the new building and Sentinel House. The use of hard and soft landscaping will direct pedestrians to the signal controlled crossing on the corner Queens Road and All Saints Green. A number of areas of external amenity space for future residents are proposed some of which are communal and some of which are for specific clusters. These spaces include a courtyard and two roof top terraces. 
	14. All servicing will be carried out from Surrey Street. The site will be car free and includes the provision of 168 cycle storage spaces for residents and 14 spaces for visitors. 
	15. With regards to the design and form of the proposal, the application as submitted was for a ‘L’ shaped building which varied in height from four to eight storeys with the highest part being on the south west corner and the building reducing in scale to the north and east. The revisions to the proposal include changes to the height. Previously the Queens Road building stepped up from 4 to 6 storeys. This has been changed to be predominately 4 storeys in height with the south-east end of the building stepping down to 3 storeys. 
	16. With regards to materials the predominant material will be brick (red, buff and grey brick) although the rear of the building will be white rendered. Metal is also used through the site with zinc cladding being used on the upper recessed floors, metal privacy screens and corten steel gates and panels at ground floor level. 
	Key facts
	Proposal
	Scale
	285 bedspaces (250 single bedrooms, 35 studios)
	Total no. of bedspaces
	7,788 sq m
	Total floorspace 
	Varies from three to eight. 
	No. of storeys
	Block fronting Queens Road – 82m length, 14m deep
	Max. dimensions
	Block fronting St Catherines Yard Walk and Sentinel House – 60m length, 15m deep. 
	Heights vary from 9m to 24m. 
	Appearance
	Brick (red, buff and grey), white render, zinc cladding, metal privacy screens, corten steel gates and panels. 
	Materials
	Photovoltaic panels and/or air source heat pump
	Energy and resource efficiency measures
	Operation
	Hours of use of roof terrace to be limited to 8am – 10pm. 
	Opening hours
	Mechanically ventilated rooms. Plant room at ground floor level in north west corner of building.  
	Ancillary plant and equipment
	Transport matters
	From Surrey Street (for servicing only)
	Vehicular access
	0
	No of car parking spaces
	168 for residents and 14 for visitors 
	No of cycle parking spaces
	25 x 1,100 litres bins.
	Servicing arrangements
	Representations
	Application as submitted
	17. Advertised on site and in the press.  Adjacent and neighbouring properties have been notified in writing.  33 letters of representation have been received citing the issues as summarised in the table below. This includes a letter of representation from Broadland Housing who owns Carlton Terrace and the Norwich Society.  All representations are available to view in full at http://planning.norwich.gov.uk/online-applications/ by entering the application number.
	Response
	Issues raised
	See main issue 6
	Carlton Terrace is an affordable housing scheme which includes many residents who are vulnerable and whose quality of life will be impacted by the proposed development. The design of the proposal will have an adverse impact on the health and welfare of the residents of Carlton Terrace. 
	This is a private law issue between the landowners. The presence or absence of private rights to light is not a material planning consideration. 
	The site has been undeveloped for over 20 years. The residents of Carlton Terrace have acquired an easement for rights to light. 
	See main issue 6
	The daylight and sunlight report highlights the impact that the development will have upon the residents of Carlton Terrace. There will be an increase of 21% in the number of windows failing to achieve BRE standards for daylight as a result of the development and the proposal will result in 7 out of 80 rooms failing to meet standards for sunlight which are all living rooms. The proposal will also lead to overshadowing. The report also fails to consider the impact on the eastern terrace. The proposal will turn our flats into dull dingy depressing places to live.  
	See main issue 2 and 3
	The proposed scheme is poorly designed with little attention given to the height, scale, mass and materials. The proposed development will have an overbearing and visually intrusive impact on residents of Carlton Terrace which is locally listed and would look out of place. Little consideration has also been given to the impact on the other nearby listed buildings. The proposal does therefore not respect, enhance and respond to the character and local distinctiveness of the area. 
	See main issue 6
	The proposed development will increase noise and in particular the roof terraces will result in noise, disturbance and overlooking to Carlton Terrace. It will cause a complete loss of outlook and privacy. 
	See main issue 6
	The students will get a lovely rooftop garden. This is an insult as I will be looking at them enjoying their sunny rooftop garden while I am sitting on my dull dingy balcony. 
	Bins need to be located close to the road. They will be enclosed within a store. 
	The location of the bins could create issues with smells close to Carlton Terrace. 
	See main issue 1
	The development is contrary to Policy and limited information has been provided to justify the loss of land allocated for employment or to demonstrate how and where Norwich’s housing need would be net if this site is removed as a space for general housing. The proposal will also result in a destabilisation of the community due to ‘studentification’. There have been a large number of students schemes approved or that are currently under construction in the area. This will result in the city centre being dominated by short term tenure households where people are more transient and have less attachment and sense of belonging. The local character of All Saints Green and St Stephens Areas needs to be protected and enhanced with additional mixed permanent residential housing. 
	See main issue 2 and 4. 
	The proposal is an over development of an important site with minimal provision of open space. 
	This is not a material planning consideration. 
	The proposal will affect the view for one of the largest communities of social housing in the city centre – Carlton Terrace. 
	Students would not be entitled to resident permits. 
	There are four permit spaces on the road. There may be ways round the students getting permits. 
	Condition 25 requires a Construction Method Statement. 
	Carlton Terrace has suffered historic subsidence and the proposed construction could lead to damage to Carlton Terrace due to the need to dig out to change the levels. During the construction phase there would also be a lot of noisy and dirt. 
	See main issue 8. Anglian Water has confirmed sufficient capacity. 
	The proposed student accommodation and the conversion of Sentinel House will place great strain on existing services and infrastructure. This could potentially overload existing sewers and drains. 
	Revised proposal
	18. Advertised on site and in the press.  Adjacent and neighbouring properties have been notified in writing.  Three letters of representation have been received from individual residents and a letter has been received from the Carlton Residents Action Group which is sent on behalf of the residents of 39 properties. A letter of representation has also been received from Broadland Housing who own Carlton Terrace.  The issues are summarised in the table below. All representations are available to view in full at http://planning.norwich.gov.uk/online-applications/ by entering the application number.
	Response
	Issues raised
	See main issue 6.
	The revisions make little difference and do not go far enough. The revised proposal is still too big for the site, too close to Carlton Gardens, will still be overbearing and have a visually intrusive impact on residents. The proposal will cause overshadowing in area where people live and children play and will deprive the flats of daylight which will turn our flats into dull dark depressive places to live.  The sole intension of the development is to maximise profit and little regard has been shown for the residents of Carlton Terrace and Gardens.
	See main issues 2, 4 and 6. 
	The reduction in rooms is minimal and will make very little difference to the size of the building. Adding a few more trees does not diminish its impact. The proposal will still directly affect the amount of light into the flats and dramatically affect the outlook. 
	See main issue 1
	I do not wish to have any student accommodation built at the back of my flat. I cannot see the need to have yet another new student building. 
	Condition 25 requires a Construction Method Statement.
	The redevelopment of Sentinel House has resulted in noise pollution and a poor air quality. This development will make things much worse.  
	See main issue 6. 
	The roof terraces are particularly offensive and encroach on our privacy. They will result in overlooking and noise which has been exacerbated with the inclusion of glass screens. 
	See main issue 1 and 3. 
	The site should be developed in line with the design principles set out in the St Stephens Street area outline master plan and should respect the setting of nearby locally listed. 
	Condition 25 requires a Construction Method Statement.
	The proposal may impact upon the stability of Carlton Terrace. 
	See main issue 8. Anglian Water has confirmed sufficient capacity. UEA has medical centre. 
	The proposed student accommodation will put a great strain on existing services and infrastructure as well as refuse collection, GP and dental practices. 
	See main issue 1
	‘Studentification’ can lead to the unbalancing of local community particularly as they are more transient. There have already been a number of permitted student schemes in the area. The overdevelopment of purpose built accommodation for students will encourage further marketization of student accommodation, taking rent levels to new heights. This will discourage bright students from working-class backgrounds away from university. 
	Consultation responses
	Anglian Water
	City wide services
	Design and conservation
	Environmental protection
	Environment Agency
	Highways (local)
	Highways (strategic)
	Historic England
	Landscape
	Norfolk County Council - Lead Local Flood Authority
	Norfolk Fire Service
	Norfolk historic environment service
	Norfolk police (architectural liaison)

	19. Consultation responses are summarised below the full responses are available to view at http://planning.norwich.gov.uk/online-applications/ by entering the application number.
	20. There is currently sufficient capacity for foul drainage and foul sewerage. The surface water strategy submitted with the application is unacceptable and request a condition requiring a drainage strategy. 
	21. The proposal is acceptable. The bins are being stored in a location with easy access to the road. 
	22. This is a well-considered development proposal that will significantly enhance the design, conservation and landscape quality of the conservation area. 
	23. Based on the location and proposed use good quality sealed unit double glazed window units on all windows should be proposed. An alternative means of ventilation should be provided so that fresh air from the roof or from Surrey Street can be supplied to the residential units without the need for opening windows. The development is located within an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) hence the alternative means of ventilation. I would also ask that the applicant submit details of the installation of any plant or machinery including mechanical ventilation units etc. The applicant should also consider mitigating noise emissions from the plant and machinery and any plant and machinery installed on site must be serviced and maintained in accordance with manufacturers or installers recommendations. 
	24. An advisory should be attached to any permission advising that the 25 x 1100-litre bins might not be sufficient to service the 307 units. If a second collection is required because the bin provision is not sufficient then it would be up to the managing agent or owner of the site to make the necessary arrangements for a second collection.  
	25. Standard conditions required for contamination
	26. No comments received 
	27. No objection. The proposal provides a car free development and improved walking route to the signal controlled crossing at Brazengate. The landscape scheme adjacent to Queens Road deters jaywalking to a certain extent by directing pedestrians along the walking route but I would like to see the landscape treatment being more robust. 
	28. The travel plan makes reference to the start and end of term times but there is no way of knowing how successful this will be. It is suggested that a condition is attached to any consent requiring a review of the travel plan if necessary. 
	29. Comments on revised plans – Overall the revised scheme is successful from a transportation point of view. The landscaping proposals adjacent to Queens Road will develop a highly attractive walking route to the sites and the planting should deter jaywalking across to Sainsbury’s. This may take time to be established and should suggest some interim fencing whilst this grows to maturity. It is proposed that the highway authority will adopt the corner paving as part of a s278/s38 agreement. There will need to be tactile paving and the removal of the extant guard railings. A number of matters will also need to be addressed on Surrey Street which can be included in the s278 application. 
	30. No strategic highway objection provided the connecting footway link is provided. The applicant indicates transfer of land will take place when planning permission granted. I recommend the decision notice is withheld until the transfer takes place or alternatively the land transfer and planning consent take place simultaneously. 
	31. No comment
	32. A number of suggestions have been made to improve the landscaping scheme and to enhance biodiversity – full comments available on public access.  
	Norfolk County Council – Travel Planning
	33. No comments received 
	34. Initially insufficient information was provided in terms of the drainage strategy. The applicant has since provided additional details including calculations and an exceedance route plan. These have satisfied our concerns and the applicant has demonstrated how surface water drainage will be managed on site without increasing flood risk. Therefore we have no objection to the application subject to a condition requiring the approved surface water drainage scheme to be implemented prior to the first occupation of the development. 
	35. Comments on revised plans – The proposal includes an amended roof layout which may change minor details of the drainage strategy. Therefore the wording of the condition should be changed to require the submission of a surface water drainage scheme prior to commencement. 
	36. No comments received 
	37. An archaeological trial trenching evaluation carried out at the proposed development site revealed evidence of medieval to early post-medieval activity in the form of ditches, pits, a hearth and possible lane. Archaeological deposits were present at a shallow depth across the site. Therefore there is a high potential that further heritage assets will be present at the site and that their significance will be adversely affected by the proposed development. If planning permission is granted this should be subject to conditions requiring a programme of archaeological mitigatory works. 
	38. No comments as discussions are ongoing with the agent. 
	Tree protection officer
	39. Trees T1-T3 are adequately protected from the development by virtue of their location within the site. The linear group of self-set sycamores located along the Queens Road car park boundary have been categorised correctly as C and should not be a material constraint on the development. They are however a highly visible landscape feature and any loss of trees should be mitigated. I would recommend that any replacement planting does not occur along this boundary as establishment and retention adjacent to a retaining wall is problematic. Alternative locations should be looked at on and off site. An ideal opportunity would be to explore the possibility of planting new street trees along the back of Queens Road footway. 
	Assessment of planning considerations
	Relevant development plan policies
	Other material considerations
	Main issue 1: Principle of development

	40. Joint Core Strategy for Broadland, Norwich and South Norfolk adopted March 2011 amendments adopted Jan. 2014 (JCS)
	 JCS1 Addressing climate change and protecting environmental assets
	 JCS2 Promoting good design
	 JCS3 Energy and water
	 JCS4 Housing delivery
	 JCS5 The economy
	 JCS6 Access and transportation
	 JCS7 Supporting communities
	 JCS9 Strategy for growth in the Norwich policy area
	 JCS11 Norwich city centre
	 JCS20 Implementation
	41. Norwich Development Management Policies Local Plan adopted Dec. 2014 (DM Plan)
	 DM1 Achieving and delivering sustainable development
	 DM2 Ensuring satisfactory living and working conditions
	 DM3 Delivering high quality design
	 DM5 Planning effectively for flood resilience
	 DM7 Trees and development 
	 DM9 Safeguarding Norwich’s heritage
	 DM11 Protecting against environmental hazards
	 DM12 Ensuring well-planned housing development
	 DM13 Communal development and multiple occupation
	 DM15 Safeguarding the city’s housing stock 
	 DM19 Encouraging and promoting major office growth
	 DM28 Encouraging sustainable travel
	 DM29 Managing car parking demand in the city centre 
	 DM30 Access and highway safety
	 DM31 Car parking and servicing
	 DM32 Encouraging car free and low car housing
	 DM33 Planning obligations and development viability
	42. Norwich Site Allocations Plan and Site Specific Policies Local Plan adopted December 2014 (SA Plan)
	 CC29  Land at Queens Road and Surrey Street 
	43. Relevant sections of the National Planning Policy Framework March 2012 (NPPF):
	 NPPF0 Achieving sustainable development
	 NPPF1 Building a strong, competitive economy
	 NPPF2 Ensuring the vitality of town centres
	 NPPF4 Promoting sustainable transport
	 NPPF6 Delivering a wide choice of high quality homes
	 NPPF7 Requiring good design
	 NPPF8 Promoting healthy communities
	 NPPF10 Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change
	 NPPF11 Conserving and enhancing the natural environment
	 NPPF12 Conserving and enhancing the historic environment
	44. Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD)
	 Trees, development and landscape SPD adopted June 2016
	Case Assessment
	45. Planning law requires that applications for planning permission must be determined in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  Relevant development plan polices are detailed above.  Material considerations include policies in the National Planning Framework (NPPF), the Councils standing duties, other policy documents and guidance detailed above and any other matters referred to specifically in the assessment below.  The following paragraphs provide an assessment of the main planning issues in this case against relevant policies and material considerations.
	46. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – DM12, DM13, DM15, DM19, SA CC29, NPPF paragraphs 14, 19, 22, 23 and 49. 
	47. The site is allocated in the Site Allocations Plan, under policy CC29, for office led mixed use development to include an element of residential development (40 units). The application site does not include the entire allocated site (0.38ha of wider 0.5 ha allocation) as it excludes the public car park fronting Queen’s Road.
	48. The site was also identified as an office redevelopment opportunity in the St Stephens Street Area Outline Masterplan although this masterplan has no formal status. As such with regards to the principle of development there are two main issues to consider – the loss of an office led allocation and the provision of student accommodation. 
	Loss of office led allocation
	49. In the right market conditions the site has the potential to deliver high quality commercial office space in a highly accessible and central location. As such it is capable in theory of making a contribution to the Joint Core Strategy requirement for 100,000 sqm of new office floorspace in the city centre. The development as proposed includes no office space and therefore the proposal would be a departure from the local plan. Recent evidence does suggest a lack of market demand for offices and a substantial pool of unlettable, poor quality office floorspace in the centre. There is also no obvious end-user for an office-led development here at present.  
	50. Each application needs to be considered on its own merits and the NPPF sets out that where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being used for the allocated employment use, applications for alternative uses of land or buildings should be treated on their merits having regard to market signals and the relative need for different land uses to support sustainable local communities.  Therefore if it can be demonstrated by the applicant through the provision of up-to-date and robust evidence that the office allocation would not be viable or deliverable, then this would be taken into consideration and may be afforded significant weight in the determination process. The applicant has provided information on recent marketing of the site (and Sentinel House) which demonstrates that there was very little interest in the site. 
	51. The emerging Greater Norwich Local Plan (GNLP), which will include strategic policies and site specific allocations within Norwich, Broadland and South Norfolk, is in the course of preparation. This site, together with the adjoining Sentinel House has been put forward through the recent GNLP Call for Sites for a prospective allocation for town centre uses or mixed-use development of an undetermined type. Sentinel House is currently being converted from office to residential use under permitted development rights and will provide 199 new apartments. 
	52. The regulation 18 draft GNLP is timetabled to be published in January 2018. To support the emerging plan a number of evidence studies have been commissioned and are ongoing, including a Greater Norwich Retail, Economic and Town Centres Study prepared by the Greater Norwich Development Partnership’s retained consultants GVA. The study, due to be completed imminently is expected to include updated evidence on the need and capacity for office employment and development in the Greater Norwich area in general and the city centre in particular. As part of their assessment of the greater Norwich area the consultants have been requested to appraise a number of specific sites currently allocated for employment, office or office led development, to assess their continued suitability for that purpose. This includes Sentinel House and the adjoining allocated site CC29.
	53. Early indications are that the quantum of employment land required to support planned growth in greater Norwich to 2036 may be relatively modest and that there is already a significant surplus of employment land allocated and committed which has not been taken up. This does not mean that sites or buildings could not be retained or repurposed for an element of employment use (for example for small or start-up businesses) if a specific need could be identified, but it is recognised that changing working practices and sectoral requirements will not necessarily give rise to a requirement for large concentrations of office floorspace in one location.
	Provision of student accommodation 
	54. Paragraph 21 of Planning Practice Guidance – Housing and economic development needs assessment requires local planning authorities to plan for sufficient student accommodation which may include communal halls of residence or self-contained dwellings on or off campus. It states that the development of more dedicated student accommodation may take the pressure off the private rented sector and increase overall housing stock. Policy DM13 of the Development Management Policies Plan sets out criteria for the development of residential institutions and student accommodation; it does not include consideration of need for student accommodation. 
	55. At present we lack detailed information on the need for student housing in the city and Greater Norwich area. The Council is currently undertaking a study of need for student accommodation within Norwich but the results will not be available for several months. The Central Norfolk Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) 2017 notes that students have been counted in the Objectively Assessed Need figures and therefore student bedspaces can be counted towards the five year housing land supply, albeit that monitoring of growth in student numbers will be required to ensure that accommodation need assumptions in the SHMA are robust. 
	56. There are currently over 2000 units of purpose built student accommodation ‘in the pipeline’ either under construction (Alumno development on All Saints Green (244 units) and St Stephen’s Towers (702 units)), or the subject of current planning applications including this one (285 units), St Crispin’s House (614 units) and land adjacent to the Premier Inn on Duke Street (147 units). 
	57. The applicant has provided some information about the need for student housing in Norwich. This information would suggest that there will be a total of 20,000 full time students in Norwich by 2018 with almost 17,000 in need of accommodation. Both of Norwich’s universities own and manage a number of bed spaces themselves. The UEA has around 5,000 bedrooms and the NUA has around 345. When combining the existing provision with schemes that are currently under construction this equates to around 6,750 bed spaces which is significantly below the student numbers of 17,000 which need accommodation. 
	58. The applicant has also cited a recent visit to the All Saints Green development and this shows that nearly 500 people applied for 228 rooms. The management of the accommodation also confirmed that one issue is that students wanted to stay in purpose build accommodation for their whole time at university but the accommodation is restricted to first year students. This means that after completing their first year, the only available option for students is the private rented sector; which has historically led to problems with certain areas becoming dominated by HMOs. 
	59. Within Norwich there has been discussions about how student accommodation and HMOs can be controlled and in March 2015 the sustainable development panel approved the approach of promoting development of accommodation types (such as student accommodation) to reduce the demand on the conversion of existing family homes to HMOs. 
	60. Overall it is felt that the information provided by the applicant is not comprehensive, albeit it does suggest that there is capacity for further purpose built student accommodation. Furthermore in the absence of an up-to-date assessment of need, it is considered that there is no justification for refusal on grounds of lack of need.
	61. Therefore in this instance it if felt that it is unlikely that the site will be developed in accordance with the site allocation due to a lack of demand for office accommodation and due to a surplus of land currently allocated or committed for employment use. Therefore on balance an alternative form of development for student accommodation can be supported, particularly as it is could deliver substantial economic benefits for the city centre from the expanding student population and would help promote Norwich as a ‘learning city’. It would therefore help reinforce the vibrancy of the city centre in accordance with the Joint Core Strategy (JCS policy 11 promotes the city centre as the main focus in the sub-region for retail, leisure and office development, with housing and educational development also appropriate) and would help provide education opportunities for existing and future students of Norwich universities (in accordance with policy 7 of the Joint Core Strategy). The proposal would also contribute towards Norwich’s five year housing land supply and reduce pressure on the general housing stock from student HMOs and shared houses.
	Main issue 2: Design
	62. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – JCS2, DM3, NPPF paragraphs 9, 17, 56 and 60-66.
	63. The current condition of the site is poor and development has the potential to significantly enhance the quality of the conservation area and the streetscene, both along Queens Road and Surrey Street. The main issues relating to the design of the proposal are set out below:  
	Routes through the site
	64. The redevelopment of this site provides a pedestrian connection between Surrey Street and Queens Road which could form part of a strategic pedestrian route from the train station / Lady Julian Bridge to Brazengate as an extension to Chapel Loke. This is an alternative to a longer route around the front of John Lewis and fulfils the objectives of the St Stephens Masterplan.
	65. Although the principle of providing this link was very much supported by planning officers there was some concern particularly from the local highway officer that students may try and run across five lanes of traffic to reach Sainsbury’s rather than using the nearby pedestrian crossing. It order to mitigate this a robust planting scheme has been proposed on land to the front of Sentinel House. The use of planting and railings should act as a barrier that encourages people to use a new path that runs obliquely across the grass towards the signal controlled crossing. This area of grass is currently owned by Norfolk County Council and although Norfolk County Council do not want to release the land as a freehold disposal as they wish to retain the potential for the land to be used for a highway improvement scheme in the future if needed (which was the original intention for the land), they would be happy to agree a long lease to the applicant. This would allow the implementation of the new route and landscaping scheme. The ‘square’ at the crossing will also be enlarged and enhanced as part of the proposal. 
	Position of entrances
	66. The creation of St Catherine’s Yard Walk means that the development can be accessed from both Surrey Street and Queens Road. Normally it would be desirable to have a clear entrance off the main street approach so it is clear how to enter the building; however as this development has two faces and routes of approach placing the main entrance and reception area at the mid-point of St Catherine’s Yard Walk works well. The entrance area provides good access from St Catherine’s Yard Walk and the private residential courtyard and is adjacent to the communal ground floor facilities. The landscape plan suggests that the openness of St Catherine’s Yard Walk at the Surrey Street end will successfully guide people towards the entrance and the use of corten steel at the ground floor will highlight the entrance and create a physically and visually robust base to the building.
	Footprint and layout 
	67. The ‘L’ shaped plan of the building is the natural response to the shape of the site and makes most efficient use of the land. By aligning the two wings with Queens Road and Sentinel House it creates the maximum distance from Carlton Terrace in order to minimise harmful impacts to this building and its occupants. It also allows for the new building to address Queens Road, which currently lacks enclosure as a result of road widening and the demolition of buildings in the past. The end of the north wing neatly closes the gap in the Surrey Street frontage.  
	68. The “shuffle” in the building’s north block footprint helps to break down the mass of the building and creates enclosure and definition to the internal courtyard and at the entrance to St Catherine’s Yard Walk.
	69. At the pre application stage a lot of consideration was given to the relationship of the proposed building with Queens Road and in particular whether the west end of the public car park could be incorporated into the scheme and used to enhance the landscape quality of Queen Road and provide significant public realm improvements including an avenue of trees. This would also have had the benefit of allowing the north south orientated building to be brought closer to the road and the site area would have been more akin to the allocated site. 
	70. The public car park is owned by Norfolk County Council and part leased to Norwich City Council who run the car park. Several discussion have taken place, the conclusions of which is that the release of land would not be viewed favourably due to the loss of revenue to the Councils and due to the loss of public car parking spaces which are of great value to the nearby local shops and businesses.  
	Height and massing
	71. It is considered that the proposed development has been carefully and appropriately modelled so that the greatest height and architectural emphasis is focused on the south-west corner adjacent to Sentinel House, with the buildings stepping down to the north and east. The height proposed at the north-west corner is similar to Sentinel House (the top storey is slightly higher but is set back from the façade) and it will make a gradual transition down towards Surrey Street so that there is an appropriate and sensitive relationship with Carlton Terrace at both ends of the site.
	72. The revisions further reduced the height of the section of building that it closest to the rear of Carlton Terrace from four to three storey and in combination with the reduction in the ground level by 1.5m, this will ensure that the new building, whilst having a strong presence, will not unacceptably dominate the view from the back of Carlton Terrace. The new building will also have the benefit of helping to shield the rear of the terrace from the view of and noise from the inner ring road.
	73. The proposal is higher than that which is set out within the site allocations document; however in this instance it is felt that it has been demonstrated that the relationship between the proposed development and the neighbouring buildings works well and a development of this height will not have a significantly detrimental impact upon neighbouring residents.  
	74. With regards to the mass of the development, it should be noted that Sentinel House is regarded as a negative building in the Conservation Area Appraisal because of scale, even though it is architecturally much better than Norfolk Tower. The Conservation Area Appraisal seeks buildings with lesser bulk than Sentinel House and Norfolk Tower. Although this building is relatively large both in terms of its footprint and its height, having two wings has helped reduce the bulk and mass along with the stepped heights, setting some floors further back and the use of materials. 
	External appearance
	75. The visualisations submitted with the application suggest a successful piece of architecture will be created. The modelling of the building’s mass is complemented by the choice of materials that apply to the different building elements. The use of different types and colours of brick separated by zinc cladding with standing seam details will avoid the monolithic appearance for which neighbouring Norfolk House and Sentinel House can be criticised. The top storey on Queens Road is set back and faced in metal cladding. This should be aesthetically successful in further reducing the sense of a heavy mass of building.
	76. The predominant use of brick on the external elevations will create a good relationship with neighbouring buildings e.g. Sentinel House, Carlton Terrace, 113 Queens Road and the Notre Dame building opposite the site and subtle brick detailing will add a deeper level of quality. The use of white render on the courtyard elevation of the building is understandable given the need to reflect light into that space. However, it will be important that the render is specified correctly with anti-fungal coating and occasionally cleaned to avoid discolouration and staining.
	77. The communal kitchen areas, including those most visible at the three corner extremities of the building, are expressed with large windows that create variety and allow good views out. It is considered that distinguishing the communal areas and the careful use of fenestration has provided visual interest in a similar way to the nearby NUA / Alumno block which also does this very effectively.
	78. The windows facing Carlton Terrace will be obliquely angled to avoid overlooking, which creates small recesses within the student rooms. The revision have enlarged the recesses which has made the angle less oblique as it was felt that levels of light were compromised to the future residents of these rooms. Furthermore a secondary obscure glazed window has been added to further increase levels of light whilst creating no additional overlooking. Adding the additional obscured glazed windows also removes what was considered a rather imposing blank section of the building. 
	79. In order to ensure that the proposed development is of high quality, a palette of material samples will be required for approval by condition.
	External spaces
	80. The proposed footprint of the building has allowed a number of external spaces to be created for the enjoyment of future residents, some of which are communal and some of which are for specific clusters. This include a courtyard area which will have a sense of enclosure from the two wings, two roof terraces, St Catherine’s Yard Walk and a small public square to the front of the building on Surrey Street. There will also be a landscaped strip to the front of Sentinel House which will help enhance the setting of Sentinel House and the approach to this proposed development. 
	81. The footprint of the building also allows for the retention of a large number of the trees on site and careful consideration has been given to replacement planting and additional trees and soft landscaping. Details of this are explained further under main issue 4. 
	Main issue 3: Heritage
	82. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – DM9, NPPF paragraphs 128-141.
	83. As set out within main issue 2 it is considered that the design of the proposal is of high quality with appropriate consideration being given to the overall size, height and mass of the development and therefore it is considered that the proposal will result in an enhancement to the conservation area. 
	84. There are four listed buildings close to the site with a setting that will be affected by the proposed development: Surrey House (56 Surrey Street), 113-115 Queens Road, Phoenix House (131-139 Queens Road) and St Francis House (141-147 Queens Road). The current contribution of the site to the setting of these assets does not add anything to their significance but on the contrary, the emptiness of the site is harmful to the character and appearance of the conservation area and the setting of the three listed buildings on Queens Road. It is considered that a built frontage will help reduce the blank openness that makes it feel overwhelmingly dominated by its highway function and makes the listed buildings opposite look like isolated survivors of a damaged street. Furthermore, the new buildings will obscure the view of Norfolk Tower, which is one of the most negative buildings in the city centre, thereby improving the setting of these listed buildings. 
	85. Surrey House is set back behind a wall and mature trees. The modest scale of buildings proposed to infill the gap in the Surrey Street frontage will be scarcely perceived from within the building or its front garden. The glimpsed view will be positive by comparison with a view of an open car parking.
	86. Carlton Terrace is locally listed. The proposed building line on Surrey Street corresponds with Sentinel House and is set back behind Carlton Terrace, meaning that the oblique townscape view of Carlton Terrace, which the conservation area appraisal recognises as a positive contribution to the character of the area, will not be obscured or intruded upon. Further the height of the proposed building on the Surrey Street frontage is lower than Carlton Terrace and is therefore considered appropriate. 
	87. The site is situated within the Area of Main Archaeological Interest. An archaeological trial trenching evaluation has been carried out at the proposed development site which revealed evidence of medieval to early post-medieval activity in the form of ditches, pits, a hearth and possible lane. Archaeological deposits were present at a shallow depth across the site. Therefore it is considered that there is a high potential that further heritage assets will be present at the site. If planning permission is granted this should be subject to conditions requiring a programme of archaeological mitigatory work.  
	Main issue 4: Landscaping, trees and biodiversity 
	88. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – JCS 1, DM3, DM6, DM7, DM8, NPPF paragraphs 9, 17, 56, 109 and 118. 
	89. The application as submitted included some details regarding landscaping; however there were a number of areas where it was considered that additional measures could be incorporated and a number of amendments were also suggested to enhance the overall landscaping scheme. Overall taking into consideration the changes that have been made it is now felt that the proposed hard and soft landscaping will help improve the setting of the buildings, provide areas for the enjoyment of future residents, enhance biodiversity and improve the environment for the general public. 
	Trees along Queens Road
	Norwich City Council’s tree officer has confirmed that the existing linear group of self-set sycamores located along the Queens Road car park boundary have been categorised correctly as C and therefore should not be a material constraint on the development. They are however considered to be a highly visible landscape feature and any loss of trees should be mitigated. The tree officer recommended that any replacement planting does not occur along this boundary as establishment and retention adjacent to a retaining wall is problematic and therefore alternative locations should be looked at on and off site. It would have been preferable for replacement tree planting to consist of new street trees along the back of Queens Road footway as this would help screen the existing public car park and continue the avenue of trees which currently existing to the east end of the public car park; however investigations have showed that there are services underneath the footpath so unfortunately this is not feasible. Therefore the applicant is proposing to plant additional trees along the boundary but by creating a rooting zone underneath the car park in order to allow the new trees to establish and grow. It is also proposed to create an avenue of trees to the front of Sentinel House which will provide a nice landscape feature.
	90. Overall it is felt that the proposed trees will help screen the development and fill in the gaps in this section of the green link between the All Saints Green junction and the mature street trees along Queens Road toward the Surrey Street junction. It will also have the benefit of helping to filter noise and air pollution from Queens Road for future residents. 
	St Catherine’s Yard Walk
	91. The proposed walkway between Surrey Street and Queens Road is fully supported from a landscape point of view and will be a valuable pedestrian link within this part of the city centre. A condition should be attached to any future permission to ensure public access at all times and to set out the arrangements for its management and maintenance. Measures such as ensuring that the trees along St Catherine’s Yard Walk will have a minimum clear stem height of 2.5m will ensure that pedestrians can clearly see the route from Surrey Street through to Queens Road. 
	92. In order to deter pedestrians from using the direct desire line to Sainsburys a landscaped strip has been created which will direct pedestrians to the signal controlled crossing at the corner of Queens Road and All Saints Green. The planting has been carefully considered so it is robust and a low rail provided along the path edge.
	93. At the western end of the walkway the proposed ‘square’ is welcomed as providing much needed pedestrian space at this crossing location. It is proposed to use the Marshall’s palette of adoptable materials. 
	External amenity spaces
	94. A number of private and public areas of space have been landscaped for the enjoyment of future residents and the public. St Catherine’s Yard Walk provides areas of seating along with the newly created square to the front of the Surrey Street elevation. The courtyard area is shown as mainly hard paved with low planting areas adjacent to buildings. A tree has been added to create a central focal point, an end-stop for views along the service access from Surrey Street, and to provide a vertical soft element to counter the height of the proposed buildings. As well as providing an amenity space, the courtyard is required for servicing and the square on Surrey Street will be required for drop off/pick up at the start/end of term. This does raise challenges as these spaces will be multi-functional; however it is felt that the applicant has  managed to incorporate soft landscaping and features such as seating to create spaces which can be enjoyed by residents.  
	95. Given the density of the development and the relative low level of open space provision within it, the two proposed roof terraces will provide valuable space for residents and potential biodiversity benefits. Details of these can be conditioned to ensure that a low maintenance biodiverse planting mix is used. It is also proposed to create basement gardens for the ground floor flats facing onto Queens Road. These gardens will be shaded; however the details provided do show that a successful area of amenity could be provided through using hard and soft landscaping that responds well to shaded conditions.
	Biodiversity
	96. The existing site has low ecological value with no protected species present; however it was felt important to take the opportunity to enhance biodiversity and as part of the revisions additional measures have been incorporated into the proposal. The proposed removal of six relatively large mature trees along the Queens Road car park boundary represents a loss of biomass and habitat, and an erosion of the ecological corridor function of trees along Queens Road but this has been mitigated through replacement planting, including additional trees to the rear of the public car park. 
	97. Two areas of green roofs have also been incorporate which will provide an enhanced ecological environment. In addition bird (for nesting swifts) and bat boxes have been incorporated into the brickwork design of the north-east and south-east elevations at high level. The design utilises systems which provide nesting solutions within the external wall construction of the building. 
	Main issue 5: Transport
	98. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – JCS6, DM28, DM30, DM31, NPPF paragraphs 17 and 39.
	99. As a city centre location there is relatively limited vehicular access therefore uses which have less significant needs in these terms should be seen as more appropriate. Student accommodation has relatively low servicing requirements from vehicles, and students would generally not own cars and would either be walking or cycling within the city centre.  The site therefore represents a good location for this use and car free development is acceptable in principle in this location.
	100. The travel plan sets out the arrangements for the drop off/pick up at the start/end of term. There is one drop off/pick up space on site but residents will be encourage and incentivised to use alternative car parking locations as part of the Travel Plan. These include park and ride services and the Queens Road pay and display car park and the St Stephens multi-storey car park. The applicant will be negotiating with the nearby existing student accommodation blocks to seek if a more coordinated arrangement can be developed to coordinate drop-off and pick up arrangements at the start and end of terms. This will include discussions with NCP and Norwich City Council to ascertain whether they can reserve a number of spaces on specific dates at the start and end of term. At this stage we have no way of knowing if loading and unloading on Surrey Street will be acceptable or not. Therefore it is proposed that a condition is attached to any future permission requiring further details of the parking and management arrangements for dealing with the arrival and departure of residents at the beginning and end of the academic terms. This should include details of a review mechanism to enable further anti congestion measures to be considered, if required.
	101. The servicing arrangements are satisfactory and it is considered that the number and location of bins is acceptable. A refuse vehicle would be able to turn within the site so can exit in forward gear. In terms of bike storage, 168 spaces will be provided for the 285 residents and an additional 14 spaces will be provided for residents in an easily accessible location. Although the does not equate to 1:1 provision, it is considered to be an appropriate level for this city centre location and additional provision is likely to result in a surplus as it is not expected that all residents would own a bike particularly given the proximity to bus services and given the new bike rental scheme which now operates within Norwich. The number of spaces will be reviewed as part of the travel plan and additional spaces will be provided if required. 
	102. The provision of an improved ‘square’ at the corner of Queens Road and All Saints Green is welcomed although this will need to reflect the actual geometry of the junction. There will be a need for tactile paving and the removal of the extant guard railings. It is proposed that the highway authority adopted this paving as part of a s278/s38 agreement and the exact details can be negotiated as part of this agreement. The local highway officer is now also satisfied that the landscaping will successful direct people towards to the signal control crossing although has suggested that some form of temporary fencing is erected until the plants have established.
	Main issue 6: Amenity
	103. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – DM2, DM11, NPPF paragraphs 9 and 17.
	Impact upon neighbouring residents
	104. With regard to the impact upon neighbouring residents the main consideration is the impact upon the existing residents of Carlton Terrace and the future residents of Sentinel House. 
	105. Directly to the north/east of the site is Carlton Terrace which are residential properties owned by Broadland Housing Association. The properties are divided into flats and it is understood that there is a flat at basement level and ground floor level with there being a maisonette at first and second floor level.  The area to the rear of Carlton Terrace is predominately car parking although the lower two levels benefit from a small terrace or balcony.  
	106. With regards to overlooking it is not considered that the proposal will have much of an impact upon residents of Carlton Terrace due to the distances involved, the careful positioning of windows and the provision of obscure glazing. The rear elevation of the Queens Road block faces onto the rear of Carlton Terrace; however the windows have been angled in order to direct any views away from the neighbouring properties. The revisions do include additional windows that are directed towards to the rear of Carlton Terrace; however these will be obscure glazed. It is also not considered that the roof terrace will reduce privacy due to the roof terrace being 37m from the rear elevation of Carlton Terrace.   
	107. With regards to loss of light and overshadowing, there was concern that the application as submitted would have a detrimental impact upon some of the residents of Carlton Terrace. A sunlight/daylight assessment was submitted with the application and the modelling which was undertaken found that as a result of the development seven windows failed to meet the required sunlight analysis and 30 of the ground and first floor windows failed to achieve the BRE standards for vertical sky component (VSC) as a result of the development. The failure to meet this standard does not automatically mean that an application should be refused and in this instance it is also important to note that 10% of windows currently fail to meet the minimum recommendation prior to development occurring; however in this instance there were concerns that this did mean that the proposal would have a noticeable impact upon a significant number of residents. Therefore discussions took place with the applicant to look how the proposal could be amended in order to minimise the impact upon the nearby residents. 
	108. The modelling showed that by reducing the height of the Queens Road block to a predominately four storey building and reducing to three storey at the south east end, the impact that the proposal would have upon neighbouring residents would be significantly less. In the revised scheme there are 15 windows which do not meet the recommendations; however eight of these fail currently due to the presence of the canopies. The other seven which fail are all located on the ground floor but their failure against the BRE minimum of 27% Vertical Sky Component is marginal by achieving values such as 24.99, 23.75 and 26.47. In relation to sunlight there are 6 windows which do not meet the BRE recommendations but all 6 windows are canopied so it is not the development will results in a failure but the design of Carlton Terrace itself. In terms of winter sunlight there are three windows on the ground floor which do not meet the recommendations; however these three windows all serve rooms which have two other windows which do meet the recommendations. 
	109. Therefore on the basis of the information submitted it is considered that the scheme has been amended in a way that means that the proposal will not result in harm to neighbouring residents. Loss of light and overshadowing will be minimal and in most cases where there is a failure to meet the standards it is by virtue of the design of Carlton Terrace itself rather than the impact of the proposed development.    
	110. Concern has been raised by neighbouring residents regarding noise and in particular noise from the roof terrace. The revisions have reduced the size of the roof terrace and in doing so means that at its nearest point the communal roof terrace is 37m from Carlton Terrace. It is proposed to have acoustic glazing surrounding the roof terrace to minimise noise. Furthermore it can be conditioned that the roof terrace will only be used between the hours of 8am and 10pm. Therefore it is not considered that the roof terrace will have a significantly detrimental impact upon neighbouring residents. 
	111. It is inevitable that the proposal will have an impact upon future residents of Sentinel House particular due to the height and the distances involved; however measure have been put in place to minimise the impact which include the provision of privacy screens and through the positioning of the blocks within the site. It is considered that all rooms within Sentinel House will have adequate light and privacy as a result of this proposal and given that the conversion of Sentinel House is still underway any future residents would be aware of this proposed development before committing to purchasing or renting a flat there. 
	Living conditions for future residents
	112. The site will provide accommodation for 285 students. The majority of students will be accommodated within single bedrooms. These are arranged within cluster of five to seven bedrooms and each cluster will have a shared communal space. The single bedrooms are 13-14 sqm which is of a comparable size to the single bedrooms at the recently approved St Stephens Tower and those which are under construction at the former Mecca Bingo Site on All Saints Green. The studios and accessible bedrooms are 21 sqm which is again in line with recently approved student schemes. National space standards do not apply to student accommodation and it is considered that the space provided will ensure that residents are able to live comfortably. 
	113. Some rooms will benefit from more light than others and in particular there was concern that the rooms that faced onto the rear of Carlton Terrace would have insufficient light due to the angled windows that were proposed to avoid overlooking to Carlton Terrace. As a result the angle has been increased to allow more light and a secondary obscure glazed window is proposed to allow more light. This has overcome the officer’s concern without compromising the privacy of Carton Terrace residents. Consideration has also been given to the positioning of windows to prevent overlooking from one block to the other and also to prevent overlooking to future residents of Sentinel House. Overall it is concluded that the internal living conditions for all future residents of the proposed development will be satisfactory or good.  
	114. Although the site is situated within the city centre and is within a relatively constrained site a number of external amenity spaces are provided for the enjoyment of residents. This includes some spaces which are for specific clusters i.e. basement gardens, roof terrace fronting onto Surrey Street but there are also some communal spaces i.e. courtyard, roof terrace, square fronting Surrey Street and seating area within St Catherine’s Yard Walk. 
	Noise and air quality for future residents
	115. The site is situated on Queens Road which forms part of Norwich’s inner ring road. A noise impact assessment has been submitted with the application and this concludes that adequate mitigation can be incorporated into the scheme in order that new residents will not be adversely affected by the external noise environment A condition should be attached to any future permission required details of these measures, including details of the windows and the glass barrier which surrounds the roof terrace.
	116. The site is situated within an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA). An air quality assessment has been submitted with the application and this shows that there would be no expected exceedances of the UK air quality objectives at the developments facades and therefore no mitigation is required for the operation of the development. Therefore the windows on all elevations can be fully opening. Notwithstanding the above, due to potential noise from Queens Road it is considered that the rooms facing onto the inner ring road should have an alternative means of being ventilated so residents do not need to rely on opening windows. It would also be preferable for air for the mechanical ventilation to be drawn from the Surrey Street elevation or from the roof. The mechanical ventilation system can be secured by condition. 
	117. Furthermore the report makes some recommendations that should be considered during the construction phase of the development. These relate to the construction management of the site and incorporate best practice procedures for contractors. An informative should be attached to any permission requiring considerate construction and a condition is proposed requiring a Construction Method Statement. 
	Main issue 7: Energy and water
	118. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – JCS3, DM1, NPPF paragraphs 94 and 96.
	119. Policy 3 of the Joint Core Strategy sets out that development of 1,000 sqm or more of non-residential floorspace should provide at least 10% of the scheme’s expected energy requirements from a renewable, low carbon or decentralised source. A sustainability strategy has been submitted with the application and this identifies that the core principle of the design of the development is to reduce energy use through effective fabric energy efficiency measures. A number of options have been looked at in order to meet the 10% policy requirement which include photovoltaic panels on the roof and an air source heat pump. A condition should be attached to any future permission requiring full details of the preferred option. 
	120. The scheme also needs to incorporate water efficiency measures and again a condition should be attached requiring the development to be designed to meet 110/litres/person/day. 
	Main issue 8: Flood risk
	121. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – JCS1, DM5, NPPF paragraphs 100 and 103.
	122. The site is situated within flood zone 1 ‘low probability’ of flooding and the site area is less than 1 hectare. Therefore a flood risk assessment is not required. The site is also not within a critical drainage area. In accordance with policy DM5 a drainage strategy has been provided which seeks to address surface water runoff and to minimise the risk of flooding. 
	123. Due to the urban nature of the site a number of options are not appropriate; however in this instance it is proposed to have permeable paving, sub-surface attenuation tank and blue and green roofs. Norfolk County Council as the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) and Anglian Water both had concerns with regards to the information submitted. Additional information has since been provided which includes calculations and an exceedance route plan. Although the proposed run off rate of 5l/s is greater than greenfield runoff, it does provide betterment relative to the existing brownfield runoff rates. Therefore subject to a condition requiring implementation of the approved drainage strategy scheme the LLFA have no objection to the proposed development as it has now been demonstrated 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). 
	Main issue 9: Contamination
	124. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – DM11, NPPF paragraphs 120-122.
	125. A phase I contamination assessment has been undertaken on site and this has identified that additional intrusive testing will be required prior to commencement of work on site. The report does state that it is not considered likely that there is gross contamination which would limit the development potential. Therefore conditions should be attached to any future permission requiring further work and mitigation measures to be carried out. 
	Compliance with other relevant development plan policies 
	126. A number of development plan policies include key targets for matters such as parking provision and energy efficiency.  The table below indicates the outcome of the officer assessment in relation to these matters.
	Compliance
	Relevant policy
	Requirement
	No – see main issue 5
	DM31
	Cycle storage
	Yes 
	DM31
	Car parking provision
	Yes subject to condition
	DM31
	Refuse Storage/servicing
	Yes subject to condition
	JCS 1 & 3
	Energy efficiency
	DM3
	Yes subject to condition
	JCS 1 & 3
	Water efficiency
	Yes subject to condition
	DM3/5
	Sustainable urban drainage
	Equalities and diversity issues
	127. There are no significant equality or diversity issues. There will be level access to the building and the application includes 14 accessible study rooms. 
	S106 Obligations
	128. The application does not trigger any s106 contributions. 
	Local finance considerations
	129. Under Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 the council is required when determining planning applications to have regard to any local finance considerations, so far as material to the application.  Local finance considerations are defined as a government grant or the Community Infrastructure Levy. The development is CIL liable with the payment being £49718.04.  
	130. Whether or not a local finance consideration is material to a particular decision will depend on whether it could help to make the development acceptable in planning terms.  It would not be appropriate to make a decision on the potential for the development to raise money for a local authority.
	131. In this case local finance considerations are not considered to be material to the case.
	Conclusion
	132. The site is allocated for office led mixed use development to include an element of residential development and therefore this application for 285 student bedrooms is a departure from the local plan. The NPPF sets out that where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being used for the allocated employment use, applications for alternative uses should be treated on their merits having regards to market signals and the relative need for different land uses to support sustainable local communities. In this instance it is felt that it is unlikely that the site will be developed in accordance with the site allocation due to a lack of demand for office accommodation and due to a surplus of land currently allocated or committed for employment use. Therefore on balance it is considered that an alternative form of development for student accommodation can be supported, particularly as it can deliver substantial economic benefits for the city centre from the expanding student population, help contribute towards Norwich’s five year housing land supply and reduce pressure on the general housing stock. 
	133. Furthermore the proposal has the potential to significantly enhance the quality of the streetscene, both along Queens Road and Surrey Street and will provide a new pedestrian connection which would form part of the strategic pedestrian route from the train station to Brazengate. The proposed footprint makes efficient use of land and it is considered that the stepped height and ‘L’ shaped footprint will ensure that the building has a strong presence whilst not overdominating views of Carlton Terrace. The fenestration and choice of materials will add visual interest and it is considered that the proposal will have a good relationship with neighbouring buildings. The proposal will therefore result in an enhancement to the conservation area and will help reduce the bland openness that makes this area feel overwhelmingly dominated by its highway function and will also improve the setting of the nearby listed buildings. 
	134. The proposed hard and soft landscaping will help improve the setting of the building, provide enjoyment for future residents, enhance biodiversity and improve the environment for the general public. It will provide good living conditions for future residents and the revision to the proposal will mean that the development will not result in any significant harm to the neighbouring residents of Carlton Terrace or the future residents of Sentinel House taking into consideration overlooking, loss of light and overshadowing.   
	135. With regards to highways, it is proposed that the development is car free and student accommodation has relatively low servicing requirements. 168 cycle spaces will be provided for students and 14 cycle spaces will be provided for visitor.  Although this is not 1:1 it is considered to be sufficient and can be reviewed in the future. The greatest impact upon the highway will be at the start and end of the academic terms, but this can be mitigated through satisfactory management arrangements which can be conditioned and reviewed in the future.   
	136. Overall therefore the material considerations (namely the lack of market demand for offices and the need for student accommodation, and the social and economic contribution of the proposal to the local economy and city centre) are sufficient to outweigh the presumption of determining the application in accordance with the provisions of the Development Plan, particularly given the absence of a five year housing land supply in the Norwich Policy Area. The proposal will deliver a high quality development on a vacant site within the city centre and will have a positive contribution to the streetscene and this part of the City Centre Conservation area without having a harmful impact upon neighbouring residents. It is therefore recommended that the application is approved. 
	Recommendation
	To approve application no. 17/01295/F - Car Park Adjacent To Sentinel House 37 - 43 Surrey Street Norwich  and grant planning permission subject to the following conditions:
	1. Standard time limit;
	2. In accordance with plans;
	3. No works above ground until following details agreed: 
	a) Materials for walls (including brick bond and mortar),
	b) Materials for roof (including green roof)
	c) Windows and doors (including lintels and cils, glazing frames and profiles, opaque glazing and reveals) 
	d) Rainwater goods, fascias, bargeboards 
	e) Privacy screens 
	f) Privacy louvres, glass screens and railings to roof terraces
	g) Bat boxes  
	4. No works until archaeology written scheme of investigation agreed  
	5. Stop work if unidentified features revealed 
	6. No works until a scheme to deal with contamination has been agreed.  
	7. No occupation until a verification plan and a proposed monitoring, maintenance and contingency plan has been agreed. 
	8. Stop work if unknown contamination found  
	9. With the exception of site clearance, archaeology, tree protection works and ground investigation no development shall take place until slab levels have been agreed. 
	10. No occupation until implementation of the approved surface water drainage scheme. 
	11. No occupation until obscure glazing installed in accordance with the plans. 
	12. No occupation until external lighting agreed and implemented. 
	13. No works above ground until fire hydrant provision agreed.  
	14. No works above ground until scheme for generating a minimum of 10% of the predicted energy requirement from decentralised renewable and/or low carbon sources has been agreed. 
	15. The development shall be designed to meet 110 litres/person/day water efficiency. 
	16. Works to be carried out in accordance with AIA, AMS.  
	17. No occupation until landscaping scheme has been approved. 
	18. No occupation until a scheme has been agreed for the maintenance of trees with the public car park
	19. No occupation until following details agreed: 
	a) Cycle storage and parking for residents and visitors to the site
	b) Servicing, including waste and recycling bin storage and collection facilities 
	20. No occupation until the vehicular access have been constructed and made available for use in accordance with the approved plans. 
	21. Removal of permitted development rights for boundary treatments.  
	22. No occupation until changes to waiting restrictions facilitated by a Traffic Regulation Order has been secured by the Highway Authority. 
	23. Travel information to be made available in accordance with the approved travel plan. To be maintained and reviewed in accordance with agreed details. 
	24. No occupation until details of the parking and management arrangements for dealing with the arrival and departure of residents at the beginning and end of the academic terms shall be agreed. This should include details of a review mechanism. 
	25. No works until a Construction Method Statement has been approved. 
	26. No works above ground until details of plant, machinery and mechanical ventilation system have been agreed.  
	27. No use of the roof terraces between the hours of 22:00 and 08:00 on any day.  
	28. No occupation until a management plan has been approved. 
	Informatives: 
	1. Archaeological Brief and Norfolk Historic Environment Record
	2. No entitlement to on-street parking permits
	3. Refuse bins and collection arrangements to be arranged prior to first occupation 
	4. Highway works required – relocation of a street light, relocation of the school sign, footway crossover, reinstated waiting restrictions  
	5. Construction working hours
	6. Details of windows (condition 3(c)) to include information to demonstrate that the windows comply with the recommendations within the noise impact assessment and details of glass screen to roof terrace (condition 3(f)) to include information to demonstrate that it complies with the recommendations within the noise impact assessment.  
	Article 35(2) Statement
	The local planning authority in making its decision has had due regard to paragraph 187 of the National Planning Policy Framework as well as the development plan, national planning policy and other material considerations, following negotiations with ...
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	4(b) Tree\ Preservation\ Order\ \[TPO],\ 2017\.\ City\ of\ Norwich\ Number\ \ 523;\ 32\ Leopold\ Road,\ Norwich,\ NR4\ 7PJ\.
	Report to 
	Item
	Head of planning services
	Report of
	4(b)
	Tree Preservation Order [TPO], 2017. City of Norwich Number  523; 32 Leopold Road, Norwich, NR4 7PJ.
	Subject
	To consider representations received regarding the confirmation of the order.
	Reasons for referral
	Eaton
	Ward: 
	Mark Dunthorne, arboricultural officer  markdunthorne@norwich.gov.uk
	Case officer
	Proposal
	To confirm Tree Preservation Order 2017, City of Norwich Number 523, 32 Leopold Rd, Norwich, NR4 7PJ without modifications.
	Representations
	Support
	Comment
	Object
	1
	1
	0
	Key considerations:
	Main issues:
	Impact on street scene. 
	1 Amenity
	Level of amenity for residents of/visitors to the area around Leopold Rd.
	Trees increase resilience to climate change
	2 Climate change
	Trees improve air quality
	3 Air quality
	Trees aid biodiversity and wildlife
	4 Biodiversity & wildlife
	14 December 2017
	TPO Expiry date
	Confirm TPO 523 without modifications
	Recommendation 
	14 December 2017
	Introduction
	1. The mature sycamore tree is situated on land at the rear of 32 Leopold Road, Norwich, NR4 7PJ.
	2. The location of the tree is shown on the attached plan. 
	3. Tree Preservation Order No 523 was served on the 14 June 2017 following a request by a nearby resident who was concerned about tree work occurring in the immediate area at the time, perceiving there may be a threat to the tree.  
	The site, surroundings and content
	4. The tree is located in the central garden area of a block of residential properties on Leopold, Melrose, Upton, and Waldeck Roads.
	5. The council’s arboricultural officer visited the site and assessed the tree using the nationally recognised Tree Evaluation Method for Preservation Orders (TEMPO).  The assessment has the following classifications: 
	TEMPO Decision guide
	TEMPO score:
	Does not merit a TPO
	0 - 11
	TPO defensible
	12 -15
	Definitely merits TPO
	16 - 25
	6. The assessment resulted in a score of 13 for the tree, indicating that a Tree Preservation Order would be defensible. City of Norwich, no. 523 Tree Preservation Order, 2017: 32 Leopold Road, was served on 14 June 2017.
	7. Tree Preservation Order No 523 is provisionally in effect from 14 June 2017, until the 14 December 2017, six months from the date on which it was served. 
	8. During this period the council gives consideration as to whether the order should be confirmed, that is to say, whether it should take effect formally. Before this decision is made, the people affected by the order have a right to make objections or other representations about any trees covered by the order. The Council received one objection and one statement of support.
	9. The council’s standing orders require that when an objection to an order is received, a report must be presented to planning committee before the order is confirmed.  
	10. Notice of the new Order (along with a letter of explanation) was served on the owner of the property, on the neighbouring properties, and on interested parties.  
	Representations
	11. One objection and one statement of support were received in response to the consultation. Full details of the representations are available on request.
	12. The statement of support for the TPO highlights the visual amenity value of the tree and its importance as a haven for wildlife (already threatened by the removal of nearby trees).  The resident refers to the tree’s contribution to the ecology of the area and their desire to ensure local wildlife is protected and the green infrastructure of all the gardens is preserved.
	13. The issues set out in the objection, and the responses from the arboricultural officer are summarised below: 
	Response
	Representation
	It is the view of the officer that trees located in densely populated areas are more important, hold more value, and have greater benefits to the public and wildlife, than trees situated in less populated areas. Rather than being perceived as a negative view of the order, this is seen as a positive reason to confirm the TPO.
	I live in a densely populated area.
	This is a large tree. Its size, and public visibility, a relevant factor in evaluating its suitability for a TPO. Although large, the relationship between the garden of no.32 (and the surrounding gardens) and the tree, is proportionate.
	It is a huge sycamore tree
	An unfair description for a tree providing a wide range of values in this densely populated area. A commonly held view, cultivated due to the tree’s success, and its ability to thrive in areas that do not readily support other species.Not the view of the officer.
	These trees are considered to be weeds
	There are many shade-tolerant species able to thrive in such situations. Not confirming the TPO because of this, would be an unbalanced response to a common situation that effects many residents across the city.
	The tree shades the garden interfering with plant growth
	A natural occurrence, considered to be part of normal garden maintenance, and a reasonable burden given the overriding benefits the tree affords. Not confirming the TPO because of this, would be an unbalanced response to a common situation.
	Issue of removing thousands of seedlings every spring.  
	Main issues
	Issue 1
	14. The threat to, and potential loss of, a mature, healthy tree, which is in good condition and highly visible to residents and visitors of Leopold Road and the surrounding area. TPO status will help to ensure its future retention for the benefit of the area.  
	Issue 2
	15. The potential loss of this tree would also contribute to the impacts of climate change. Through photosynthesis trees naturally absorb CO2 a key greenhouse gas and act as a carbon sink by sequestering it.  Also, by a combination of reflecting sunlight, providing shade and evaporating water through transpiration trees moderate the local microclimate and temperature. 
	Issue 3
	16. The tree has a positive effect on air quality by cutting levels of airborne particulates and removing air pollutants.
	Issue 4
	17. The tree enhances biodiversity by providing habitats for a variety of species,   thereby contributing to providing a healthy food chain that is of benefit to birds and mammals.
	Conclusion
	18. The objection to the Order has been taken note of, and whilst officers appreciate the concerns raised, it is their opinion that the tree should be protected to ensure future retention. It makes a positive contribution to the amenity of the area, and has sufficient value to validate its continued protection by confirming the Tree Preservation Order. 
	Recommendation
	19. To confirm Tree Preservation Order [TPO], 2017. City of Norwich Number 523; 32 Leopold Road, NR4 7PJ, without modifications. 
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	4(c) Tree\ Preservation\ Order\ \[TPO],\ 2017\.\ City\ of\ Norwich\ Number\ \ 524;\ The\ Moorings,\ Norwich\.
	Item
	Report to 
	Head of planning services
	Report of
	4(c)
	Tree Preservation Order [TPO], 2017. City of Norwich Number  524; The Moorings, Norwich.
	Subject
	To consider representations received regarding the confirmation of the order.
	Reason for referral
	Mancroft
	Ward: 
	Mark Dunthorne, arboricultural officer – markdunthorne@norwich.gov.uk
	Case officer
	Proposal
	To confirm Tree Preservation Order 2017, City of Norwich Number 524, The Moorings, Norwich, without modifications.
	Representations
	Support
	Comment
	Object
	0
	1
	2
	Key considerations:
	Main issues:
	Impact on street scene. 
	1 Amenity
	Level of amenity for residents and visitors to the area. 
	Trees increase resilience to climate change
	2 Climate change
	Trees improve air quality
	3 Air quality
	10 January 2018
	TPO Expiry date
	Confirm TPO 524 without modifications
	Recommendation 
	14 December 2017
	Introduction
	1. A group of three, council-maintained, mature Italian alders situated at the front of 1-3 The Moorings, Norwich.
	2. The location of the trees is shown on the attached plan. 
	3. Tree Preservation Order No 524 was served on the 10 July 2017 following an enquiry from Councillor Herries on behalf of residents at Indigo Yard. The residents had expressed concerns regarding recent pruning work that had taken place to one of the trees in the group, saying that the work had made the tree look very strange (in comparison to the other trees), fearing that the tree had been damaged, and the effect the pruning had on the street scene.  
	The site, surroundings and content
	4. A residential area, the trees being located alongside a riverside pathway, accessible to the public.
	5. The council’s arboricultural officer visited the site and assessed the tree. The canopy of the tree had effectively been lifted by removing a large section of lower branches. The pruning cuts were considered to be of a satisfactory standard, but the extent of the work was excessive, and did not comply with industry best practice. (The work was not carried out by council contractors). Concerned that this work may set an undesirable precedent, and to discourage any further unauthorised work, consideration was given to serving a TPO. The Tree Evaluation Method for Preservation Orders (TEMPO) was used to evaluate the trees. The assessment has the following classifications: 
	TEMPO Decision guide
	TEMPO score:
	Does not merit a TPO
	0 - 11
	TPO defensible
	12 -15
	Definitely merits TPO
	16 - 25
	6. The assessment resulted in a score of 18 for the trees, indicating that they definitely merited a Tree Preservation Order. City of Norwich, no. 524 Tree Preservation Order, 2017: The Moorings, was served on 10th July 2017.Tree Preservation Order No 524 is provisionally in effect from 10th July 2017, until the 10 January 2018, 6 months from the date on which it was served. 
	7. During this period the council gives consideration as to whether the Order should be confirmed, that is to say, whether it should take effect formally. Before this decision is made, the people affected by the Order have a right to make objections or other representations about any trees covered by the Order. The Council received one objection and two comments.
	8. The council’s standing orders require that when an objection to an Order is received, a report must be presented to planning committee before the Order is confirmed.  
	9. Notice of the new Order (along with a letter of explanation) was served on the owner of the properties, on the neighbouring properties, and on interested parties.  
	Representations
	10. One objection was received.  Comments received from two other members of the public.  Full details of the representations are available on request.
	11. The comments focus around the problems caused by the tree, namely falling debris, branches hitting her property, and her concerns regarding the lean of one of the trees.   A resident stated that he would not be against the order, if the owners of The Moorings were allowed the ability to prune back branches.
	12. These issues, and the issues set out in the objection, are summarised below. Responses are by the arboricultural officer. 
	Response
	Representation
	Norwich City Council inspects the trees on a regular basis as part of a cyclical inspection programme of trees throughout the city. Most recent inspections were in 2014 and 2016. The 2016 inspection recognised that branches were low and close to properties, and specified lifting the crowns and pruning away from balconies to appropriate growth points. No major defects were identified. It is inevitable that some minor debris (small twigs/leaves etc) will fall from time to time, but the branches have now been pruned away from the balconies, thus reducing the issue.
	Falling debris, branches hitting property
	Norwich City Council inspects the trees on a regular basis as part of a cyclical inspection programme of trees throughout the city. The lean is not a safety issue.
	Tree is leaning
	A TPO does not prevent work being carried out to a tree, it merely prevents inappropriate work. Consent would be granted for appropriate pruning work. 
	Would the owners of The Moorings be allowed the ability to prune back branches.
	The Leeds document is a guidance document adopted by Leeds City Council.  It does not carry weight in decisions within Norwich.  In any case, many trees protected by planning conditions, Tree Preservation Orders or Conservation Area legislation exist in closer proximity to existing dwellings than recommended in the Dimensions Table. The removal of such trees will not normally be justified purely on the basis of substandard distances. Any problems in such circumstances can normally be addressed through standard arboricultural practices such as thinning or crown lifting. Serious problems of shade, ill health or evidence of structural damage would have to be apparent to override the normal presumption in favour of the retention of such trees for visual amenity or other reasons. (Quote from Leeds CC Guideline Distances from Development to Trees, 2011). 
	Concerns that the trees are too close to the houses. Suitability of this species in proximity to houses. A reasonable distance being 9m away (A quote from Leeds CC Guideline Distances from Development to Trees, 2011).
	We do not prune or remove trees to deal with:
	Bird droppings are a hygiene problem.
	 Leaf and fruit fall from a tree onto a property or highway
	 Bird noise and droppings as this is a natural occurrence
	 Pollen, sap and insect excretions
	 Reduced daylight entering a property
	 Branches overhanging a property boundary
	 Poor television reception
	 Interference with telephone cables
	(Extract from Norwich City Council)
	No supporting evidence of any damage to buildings or drains has been supplied.
	Root growth could be an issue.
	Main issues
	Issue 1
	13. The threat to, and potential loss of, mature, healthy trees, which are in good condition and which contribute significantly to the area. TPO status will help to ensure their future retention for the benefit of the vicinity.  
	Issue 2
	14. The potential damage to/loss of, these trees, would contribute to the impacts of climate change. Through photosynthesis trees naturally absorb CO2 a key greenhouse gas and act as a carbon sink by sequestering it.  Also, by a combination of reflecting sunlight, providing shade and evaporating water through transpiration trees moderate the local microclimate and temperature. 
	Issue 3
	15. These trees have a positive effect on air quality by cutting levels of airborne particulates and removing air pollutants. 
	Conclusion
	16. The objection and comments regarding the Order have been taken note of, and whilst officers appreciate the concerns raised, it is their opinion that the trees should be protected to ensure future retention. They make a positive contribution to the amenity of the area, and have sufficient value to validate their continued protection by confirming the Tree Preservation Order. 
	Recommendation
	17. To confirm Tree Preservation Order [TPO], 2017. City of Norwich Number 524; The Moorings, without modifications. 
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	TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 (as amended)
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	4(d) Tree\ Preservation\ Order\ \[TPO],\ 2017\.\ City\ of\ Norwich\ Number\ \ 526;\ To\ the\ front\ of\ North\ Earlham\ Stores,\ 308\ Bowthorpe\ Road,\ Norwich,\ NR5\ 8AB
	Report to 
	Item
	Head of planning services
	Report of
	4(C)
	Tree Preservation Order [TPO], 2017. City of Norwich Number  526; To the front of North Earlham Stores, 308 Bowthorpe Road, Norwich, NR5 8AB
	Subject
	To consider representations received regarding the confirmation of the order.
	Reasons for referral
	Wensum
	Ward: 
	Imogen Mole, Lead arboricultural officer
	Case officer
	imogenmole@norwich.gov.uk
	Proposal
	To confirm Tree Preservation Order 2017, City of Norwich Number 526, At the front of North Earlham Stores, 308 Bowthorpe Road, Norwich, NR5 8AB without modifications
	Representations
	Support
	Comment
	Object
	0
	1
	0
	Key considerations:
	Main issues:
	Impact on local residents 
	1 Amenity
	Level of amenity for future occupiers
	Trees increase resilience to climate change
	2 Climate change
	Trees improve air quality
	3 Air quality
	Trees aid biodiversity and wildlife
	3 Biodiversity & wildlife
	TPO Expiry date
	Confirm TPO 526 without modifications
	Recommendation 
	14 December 2017
	Introduction
	1. The two lime trees are situated on the highway at the front of the property at 308 Bowthorpe Road. They are prominent features of Bowthorpe Road forming a cohesive avenue of trees along the highway.
	2. The location of the trees is shown on the attached plan.
	3. The trees are publically owned and maintained by Norwich City Council.
	4. Tree Preservation Order No 526 was served on the trees following an application to remove the trees and ongoing correspondence from the owner of North Earlham Stores, 308 Bowthorpe Road.
	The site, surroundings and content
	5. The trees are a planned avenue of highways trees.  The avenue stretches from the junction of Earlham Green Lane across the ring road at Guardian Road to outside the community hospital, approximately 1,170m of continuously tree lined road.
	6. The owner/occupiers of 308 Bowthorpe Road applied to the council on 28 November 2016 requesting that the trees be felled as they were concerned about customers safely parking and that the street lights were ineffective. There were advised that there would be a 4 to 6 month wait for a tree inspection.  The inspection was carried out on 6 June 2017 and a letter of “no work recommended” was sent to the owner/occupiers of 308 Bowthorpe Road on 19 June.  This letter explained the reasons for the owner’s request to fell the trees did not comply with council policy.  Therefore the council would not be felling the trees.  Further correspondence with the owner/occupiers of 308 Bowthorpe Road has given rise to concern that the trees are under a perceived threat and therefore in this circumstance a TPO is considered to be expedient. 
	7. The council’s arboricultural officer assessed the tree using the Tree Evaluation Method for Preservation Orders (TEMPO).  The assessment has the following classifications: 
	TEMPO Decision guide
	TEMPO score:
	Does not merit a TPO
	0 - 11
	TPO defensible
	12 -15
	Merits a TPO
	16 - 25
	The assessment resulted in a score of 22 for each of the lime trees which indicated that a Tree Preservation Order was defensible. 
	8. Tree Preservation Order, 2017 City of Norwich Number 526, Land in front of 308 Bowthorpe Road, Norwich NR5 8AB was served on the two lime trees on 12 July 2017. The Order was provisionally in effect for 6 months from the date on which it was served.
	9. Tree Preservation Order No 526 was provisionally in effect from 12 July 2017 until the 12 January 2017, 6 months from the date on which it was served. 
	10. During this period the council gives consideration as to whether the Order should be confirmed that is to say, whether it should take effect formally. Before this decision is made, the people affected by the Order have a right to make objections or other representations about any trees covered by the Order. The Council received one objection to TPO 526.
	11. The council’s standing orders require that when an objection to an Order is received a report must be presented to planning committee before the Order is confirmed.  
	12. Notice of the new Order (along with a letter of explanation) was served on the owner of the property, on the neighbouring properties and on interested parties.  
	Representations
	13.  One letter of representation has been received in response to the serving of Order No 526.
	14. The letter of objection to the Order was received by the owners of 308 Bowthorpe Road.
	15. Full details of this letter are available on request. The issues set out in the letters and the responses from the tree consultant are summarised below: 
	Response
	Representation
	Tree lined roads have been proven to slow traffic speeds and increase road safety.
	Driver cannot see the road whilst pulling out, which causes conflict for the driver to get a view of the road, which is a health and safety risk 
	The trees do partially obstruct the view along the road encouraging a cautious exit.
	Clearing fallen leaves is part of general maintenance expected to be undertaken by residents.
	Drainage issue, Unable to drain water due to fallen leafs blocking the drainage which in advance causes substantial puddles, which are a health risk and people have slipped before.
	The council also undertakes a leaf clearance programme in this area on an annual basis.
	Dangerous parking is a police matter, cars obstructing the highway or footpath is not caused by the trees.
	People park on the main road sometimes, which can cause more frequent overtaking occurring on the road which again increases the risk of accidents.
	The trees’ basal growth is trimmed on an annual basis,
	The tree is not trimmed on a regular basis. This can also cause a conflict for the driver and make it harder for the vehicle to pull in and out on the road side.. 
	Additional work to the basal cutting rounds was last carried out 06/2016 to remove low branches and deadwood.
	Main issues
	Issue 1
	16. The loss of two large, mature trees which are in good condition and visible from Bowthorpe Road, Earlham Cemetery and Fieldview would impact negatively on the amenity of the area for local residents and for future occupiers. 
	Issue 2
	17. The loss of these trees would also contribute to the impacts of climate change. Through photosynthesis trees naturally absorb CO2 a key greenhouse gas and act as a carbon sink by sequestering it.  Also, by a combination of reflecting sunlight, providing shade and evaporating water through transpiration trees moderate the local microclimate and temperature.
	Issue 3
	18. The tree has a positive effect on air quality by cutting levels of airborne particulates and removing air pollutants.
	 Issue 4
	19. The tree enhances biodiversity by providing habitats for a variety of species and thereby contributes to providing a healthy food chain that is of benefit to birds and mammals. 
	Conclusion
	20. Objections to the Order have been taken note of and whilst officers appreciate the concerns raised it is their opinion that the tree in question makes a positive environmental contribution and has significant amenity value to validate their continued protection by the confirming of the Tree Preservation Order. 
	Recommendation
	21. To confirm Tree Preservation Order [TPO], 2017. City of Norwich Number 526; Land In Front of 308 Bowthorpe Road, NR5 8AB without modifications.
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	4(e) Application\ no\ 17/01180/F\ -\ 171\ Newmarket\ Road,\ Norwich,\ NR4\ 6AP
	Item
	Planning applications committee
	Report to 
	14 December 2017
	Head of planning services
	Report of
	4(e)
	Application no 17/01180/F - 171 Newmarket Road, Norwich, NR4 6AP  
	Subject
	Reason        
	Objection
	for referral
	Eaton
	Ward: 
	Stephen Polley - stephenpolley@norwich.gov.uk
	Case officer
	Development proposal
	Construction of detached two-storey dwelling.
	Representations
	Support
	Comment
	Object
	4
	0
	10
	First Consultation
	0
	0
	5
	Second Consultation
	Key considerations
	Main issues
	The principal of development in the context of the development plan.
	1 Principle of development
	The impact of the development within the context of the site / character of the surrounding area / impact upon the surrounding conservation area.
	2 Design & Heritage
	The impact of the development on the occupiers of the neighbouring properties.
	3 Amenity
	Access arrangements to the site
	4 Transport
	The impact of the development on nearby trees
	5 Trees
	15 December 2017
	Expiry date
	Approve
	Recommendation 
	The site and surroundings
	1. The application site is located within the rear garden of 171 Newmarket Road, on an area currently used as a tennis court. 171 Newmarket Road is a large, two storey detached dwelling constructed circa 2000 in a traditional style. The site features an extensive front garden area, gravel driveway which provides access to Newmarket Road, parking / turning area to the rear and a further area of garden to the rear where a tennis court has been installed adjacent to the rear boundary. The majority of the garden areas have been laid to lawn, although there is mature planting separating the driveway and road from the garden area. There are also tall mature trees marking the boundaries to the south and east. 
	2. The site is bordered by 173 Newmarket Road to the west, a large detached two storey dwelling constructed on a large plot, and 165 Newmarket Road to the east, a large detached two storey character property constructed within extensive grounds. To the north of the site is an unsurfaced track known as The Loke which runs between Judges Walk to the east and Unthank Road to the west. Beyond The Loke is 424 Unthank Road, a two storey detached dwelling forming part of a small cul-de-sac of similar properties. Tall mature trees are in place along the neighbouring boundary to the north. 
	3. The prevailing character of the surrounding area is predominantly residential with most properties being large detached dwellings constructed on large plots. It should also be noted that there are a number of smaller dwellings which have recently been constructed or are under construction within the gardens of neighbouring properties. Many of the neighbouring properties were constructed around the beginning of the twentieth century and form important elements of the character of the conservation area in terms of form and material. The significant number of tall mature trees also contribute significantly to the character of the area, creating a verdant appearance.  
	Constraints
	4. Conservation Area: Newmarket Road
	5. Conservation Area: Adj. Unthank and Christchurch
	6. Tree Preservation Order Site: 171 Newmarket Road
	Relevant planning history
	Date
	Decision
	Proposal
	Ref
	22/09/1994 
	APCON
	Erection of single dwelling and detached garage.
	4/1994/0676
	05/09/1997 
	APCON
	Erection of house and annexe.
	4/1997/0224
	The proposal
	Summary information

	8. The application seeks full planning consent for the construction of a two storey detached dwelling to the rear (north) of 171 Newmarket Road with sole access being provided via the existing driveway. It should be noted that the proposal has been revised during the course of its determination. Most notably, the original scheme included the use of The Loke as a sole access and included the construction of a garage block. Changes have also been made to the external appearance of the proposed dwelling in a reduction in the size of some glazing sections and the use of render finish. 
	Key facts
	Proposal
	Scale
	1
	Total no. of dwellings
	2
	No. of storeys
	The footprint measures 17m at its widest and 12.5m at its deepest points. The ridge line of the main section of roof is 8.8m tall with the projecting gable sections being lower at 8.1m tall. The eves height is 5.7m tall.
	Max. dimensions
	Appearance
	Buff coloured bricks, cream coloured render, slate tiles, dark grey aluminium windows and doors.
	Materials
	Representations
	9. Advertised on site and in the press.  Adjacent and neighbouring properties have been notified in writing. Two consultation periods have been run as a result of the revised access and redrawn site boundaries. 14 letters of representation were received during the initial consultation and a further 5 letters of representation were received during the second consultation period citing the issues as summarised in the table below.  All representations are available to view in full at http://planning.norwich.gov.uk/online-applications/ by entering the application number.
	Response
	Issues raised
	See main issue 2
	The proposed dwelling is too tall / overly large
	See main issue 3
	The proposal will result in overlooking (no. 424 Unthank Road / 165 Newmarket Road)
	See main issue 3
	The proposal will result in loss of daylight / sunlight to neighbouring property and overshadowing of gardens.
	See main issue 3
	The proposal will result in light pollution (no. 424 Unthank Road)
	See main issues 3 & 4 
	The use of The Loke is not acceptable / will cause harm to amenity
	The sole access to the site is to be via the existing access from Newmarket Road only. 
	Route for construction traffic
	Consultation responses
	Design and conservation
	Highways (local)

	10. Consultation responses are summarised below the full responses are available to view at http://planning.norwich.gov.uk/online-applications/ by entering the application number.
	11. No comments submitted.
	12. No objections. 
	Tree protection officer
	13. (Revised plans) The construction of the no-dig driveway will need to be completed before any construction activity starts. Add condition TR4 Arboricultural Supervision in relation to the driveway construction and TR7 Works on site in accordance with the AIA, AMS and TPP.
	Norfolk Fire & Rescue Service
	14. (Revised plans) From the revised plans that you have sent over it would appear that the issues on fire appliance access have been dealt with. A turning head has now been provided and the width of the access road is now acceptable, pending confirmation that it will be a made up surface and not bare earth as previously mentioned. 
	Assessment of planning considerations
	Relevant development plan policies
	Other material considerations
	Main issue 1: Principle of development
	Other matters

	15. Joint Core Strategy for Broadland, Norwich and South Norfolk adopted March 2011 amendments adopted Jan. 2014 (JCS)
	 JCS1 Addressing climate change and protecting environmental assets
	 JCS2 Promoting good design
	 JCS3 Energy and water
	 JCS4 Housing delivery
	 JCS6 Access and transportation
	 JCS12 The remainder of the Norwich urban area including the fringe parishes
	16. Norwich Development Management Policies Local Plan adopted Dec. 2014 (DM Plan)
	 DM1 Achieving and delivering sustainable development
	 DM2 Ensuring satisfactory living and working conditions
	 DM3 Delivering high quality design
	 DM4 Providing for renewable and low carbon energy
	 DM5 Planning effectively for flood resilience
	 DM6 Protecting and enhancing the natural environment
	 DM7 Trees and development
	 DM9 Safeguarding Norwich’s heritage
	 DM12 Ensuring well-planned housing development
	 DM30 Access and highway safety
	 DM31 Car parking and servicing
	17. Relevant sections of the National Planning Policy Framework March 2012 (NPPF):
	 NPPF0 Achieving sustainable development
	 NPPF4 Promoting sustainable transport
	 NPPF6 Delivering a wide choice of high quality homes
	 NPPF7 Requiring good design
	Case Assessment
	18. Planning law requires that applications for planning permission must be determined in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  Relevant development plan polices are detailed above.  Material considerations include policies in the National Planning Framework (NPPF), the Councils standing duties, other policy documents and guidance detailed above and any other matters referred to specifically in the assessment below.  The following paragraphs provide an assessment of the main planning issues in this case against relevant policies and material considerations.
	19. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – DM12, NPPF paragraphs 49 and 14.
	20. Residential gardens in built up areas are excluded from the definition of previously developed land within the NPPF.  Paragraph 53 of the NPPF states that local authorities should consider the case for setting out policies to resist inappropriate development in residential gardens, for example where development would cause harm to the local area. The council considered this matter as part of the development of policies in the local plan and concluded that the criteria based policies in DM3 and DM12 are satisfactory to determine applications for dwellings in gardens. Therefore there are no specific policies restricting new dwellings in the gardens of existing properties. 
	21. Paragraph 50 of the NPPF states that local authorities should deliver a wider choice of quality homes. Policies JCS 4 and DM12 are all supportive of new dwellings which help to meet housing need in the city. A dwelling of this scale is considered to form part of the mix of residential accommodation, contributing to the City housing stock. The principle of a dwelling in an established residential area with easy access to public transport to the city centre is therefore acceptable in principle in accordance with the above policies subject to other material planning considerations below.
	22. Policy DM12 of the Norwich Development Management Policies Plan supports new residential development within the city boundary except in specific circumstances, none of the exceptions apply to this application site. The site is in a sustainable location for new housing, within walking distance of a number of public transport routes and is within easy cycling distance to the City Centre. The proposal is therefore considered to be acceptable in principle, subject to assessment against criteria a) to e) of DM12 and a considerations against other development plan policies and material considerations.  With regard to criteria a), c) and d) of DM12 the proposals will not compromise wider regeneration proposals and given the proposals is for a single dwelling in a residential area the proposals are consistent with criteria c) and d).  An assessment against the character and appearance of the area, heritage assets and density are assessed in the design and heritage section below (criteria b) and e)).
	Main issue 2: Design & Heritage
	23. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – JCS2, DM3, DM9, DM12, NPPF paragraphs 9, 17, 56, 60-66 and 128-141.
	24. The proposal first involves the removal of the existing tennis court and fencing located at the rear of the site. Within its place a two storey dwelling is to be constructed. The proposed dwelling is to be arranged with an irregular footprint consisting of a series of interlinked rectangular blocks. The footprint measures 17m at its widest and 12.5m at its deepest points. The proposed dwelling has been designed with a central dual-pitched roof with an east – west orientation and two projecting gables to the north and south. The ridge line of the main section of roof is 8.8m tall with the projecting gable sections being lower at 8.1m tall. Each section has a matching eaves height of 5.7m tall. 
	25. The proposed dwelling is to be constructed using buff coloured bricks and a cream coloured render and the roof is to be finished in slate tiles. The design includes extensive sections of glazing, most notably on the south-west elevation where there is to be floor to ceiling curtain glazing up to the apex of the gable. The south-west corner features an outdoor patio area with sun louvres above, propped up by an oak post. The finish also includes dark grey coloured aluminium sliding and bi-fold doors, grey aluminium windows, PVC facia, galvanised steel guttering and sandstone edged coping. 
	26. Concern has been raised from neighbours that the proposed dwelling is too large and is of an appearance which does not fit in well with the prevailing character of the area.  The historic character of this part of the Newmarket Road Conservation Area is of large detached two storey properties on large rectangular plots which were created during the late C19th with dwellings erected on most plots during the early C20th.  This urban form has been eroded in recent years to some extent by development in rear gardens of other plots in the area such as at 177 Newmarket Road and more recently at 1 and 3 Judges Walk.  Whilst appeals have been defended for some properties in the past (albeit not under the current local plan) these have related to original Victorian Villas, whereas in this case (and the case of 177 Newmarket Road) the host dwelling is not of Victorian construction.  
	27. The overall scale of the proposed dwelling is similar to many of the neighbouring properties with the height and number of bedrooms created being of particular likeness. The proposed dwelling does differ from most of the older neighbouring properties which have predominantly been constructed from a similar palette of materials including red bricks, rendered walls and clay pantiles. The proposal is similar in terms of overall form as a detached dwelling with a dual pitched roof with feature projecting gables.  The more contemporary approach to the design is not considered objectionable in principal however arguably more could have been done to relate the scheme better to its verdant surroundings.  Having said this, the siting of the dwelling at the end of the garden of the parent property also helps to ensure that the property is not visible from the public realm, therefore limiting the proposals impact on the conservation area.
	28. Whilst the proposal would further erode the historic plot form of this part of the conservation area, the fact that the host property is not an original Victorian villa and that the appreciation of this from the public realm will be limited to non-existent means that the impact on the conservation area is extremely limited.  The scale and nature of the property will be consistent with the character of the area of large dwellings on spacious plots.
	Main issue 3: Amenity
	29. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – DM2, DM11, NPPF paragraphs 9 and 17.
	30. The proposed dwelling includes the provision of four en-suite bedrooms and substantial living spaces.  As such, the proposal is considered to provide for a good standard of amenity for the future occupiers. 
	31. The proposed dwelling is to be constructed a significant distance from neighbouring properties, with the parent property to the south and 424 Unthank Road being the closest at 30m and 25m respectively.  As the parent property is owned by the applicant, no representations have been made however it is considered that the significant distance between properties and proposed screening and planting along the proposed boundary will sufficiently mitigate any potential harm caused to neighbouring residential amenities. 
	32. 424 Unthank Road is separated from the site by The Loke and rows of trees which mark the edges of each boundary. A number of trees adjacent to the site have recently been lopped, giving the site a more open feel. Particular concern has been raised by the occupants of 424 Unthank Road that the scale of the proposed dwelling will cause harm to their residential amenity by way of overlooking, loss of privacy, overshadowing and loss of daylight. The representations made over the course of both consultations include detailed diagrammatic explanations and photographs to express their concern. Having visited the site on several occasions during both summer and autumnal months, and having also visited the neighbouring property it is considered that the proposal will result in a noticeable change to the current situation, albeit one which does not cause significant harm. 
	33. The proposed dwelling will be visible through the treeline during winter months, however during times of the year when the mature trees are in full foliage much of the dwelling will be obscured from view. An assessment of the proposal on the amount of daylight reaching the neighbouring property has been carried out. The proposed dwelling will cause a small amount of overshadowing of some of the garden area during winter months, however this is not considered to significantly alter the current situation where the existing line of tall mature trees obscures sunlight. The proposed dwelling will not significant impact upon the primary living spaces of the neighbouring property which are orientated to face to the south-east, away from the proposed dwelling which is directly to the south. Similarly, the proposed dwelling will allow for some limited views of the neighbouring garden, however the significant distance between properties and presence of screening along the boundary help to ensure that significant loss of privacy does not occur. It should be noted that the only first floor rear facing room is to be used as a spare bedroom. It should also be noted that the type of views afforded by the proposed dwelling are typical of properties within this area of the city.
	34. Particular concern was also raised by 424 Unthank Road that the proposed dwelling will result in light pollution from the large areas of glazing on the adjacent elevation. The proposal has been revised to reduce the glazing within this elevation so that the glazing does not extend into the apex of the gable, as per other elevations. As a result, the potential for light emitting from this elevation and causing significant harm to the neighbouring property is considered to be minimal.
	35. Concerns have been raised by the occupants of 165 Newmarket Road to the east of the site that the proposed dwelling would result in a loss of privacy. The proposed dwelling is to be constructed approximately 60m from the site and as such will not result in a loss of privacy. 
	36. Representations were received from a number of neighbours concerned that the proposed use of The Loke, as per the original submission would cause harm to neighbouring properties by way of an increase in vehicular movements. The proposal has since been revised so that the sole vehicular access is to be via the existing driveway to Newmarket Road. As such, the revised access will result in an increase in traffic passing the parent property. It is not considered that this will cause significant harm to the amenities of 171 Newmarket Road as the driveway passes several rooms which benefit from dual aspects, with much of the other main living spaces being located on the opposite side of the property. A detailed landscaping scheme can assist in ensuring that potential harm is mitigated by way of some form of screening which can be secured by way of condition.
	37. It is not considered that any other neighbouring properties will be impacted upon as a result of the proposed development by way of overshadowing, overlooking or loss of outlook. This is a result of the significant distances between properties and the presence of mature trees within the surrounding area. 
	Main issue 4: Transport
	38. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – JCS6, DM28, DM30, DM31, NPPF paragraphs 17 and 39.
	39. The proposal originally comprised of a sole access to the site making use of The Loke and Judges Walk to the east. Following several site visits and following guidance provided by the Fire Service it was determined that the use of The Loke for vehicular traffic is unacceptable. Indeed there is little evidence that The Loke has been used by vehicles beyond the rear access serving 165 Newmarket Road which is a secondary access only. The site has an existing gate onto the Loke which has not been used by vehicles as the tennis court makes this impossible.  Given the unmade single track nature of the Loke, the distance between Judges Walk and the application site, inability for vehicles to pass, inability to service the property via the Loke, poor access arrangements at the junction with Judges Walk and availability of an alternative access point to the site, vehicular access via the Loke is not considered appropriate.
	40. The revised scheme therefore seeks to make use of the existing access which currently abuts the edge of the application site where a gravel parking area is located. The proposal includes the provision of a turning head for fire appliances as per the requirements of the fire safety officer. The proposal includes the provision of a new shingle driveway and parking area located to the east of the proposed dwelling  which is to link directly to the existing access. The existing driveway is currently surfaced in gravel ensuring that it is suitable for an increase in vehicular traffic. To ensure that the access arrangements remain in place and continue to be both safe and do not cause harm to neighbouring amenities, it is considered reasonable to add a condition which prohibits the use of The Loke for vehicular access, with only the Newmark Road access being used as the sole vehicular access to the site. 
	41. The proposal includes the provision of a combined cycle and bin store close to the proposed entrance to the site. The store is to be constructed using timber and provides space for three wheeled bins and up to four cycles. 
	42. The application site is considered to be within a sustainable location, close to bus routes and cycle paths which provide easy access to and from the city. 
	Main issue 5: Trees
	43. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – DM7, NPPF paragraphs 109 and 118.
	44. A detailed tree survey and arboricultural method statement (AMS) have been submitted as part of the application. The survey confirms that no trees are required to be removed to facilitate the construction of the proposed dwelling. One Ash tree however to be removed on arboricultural grounds. The AMS includes the creation of root protection areas and protective fencing to ensure that no trees are harmed during the construction of the proposed dwelling. 
	45. The proposal includes the planting of a row of Yew trees along the southern boundary of the application site. The trees are designed to provide a visual screen to separate the proposed dwelling from the rear of the parent property. The submission of a detailed landscaping plan to be secured by way of condition will assist in ensuring that an appropriate tree planting plan is put in place to both provide screening and encourage biodiversity. 
	46. The submission indicates that surface water will be disposed of via a soakaway, however now detailed drainage strategy or percolation testing has been undertaken to date.  It is recommended that surface water drainage details can be agreed via condition in this case.
	Equalities and diversity issues
	47. There are no significant equality or diversity issues.
	Local finance considerations
	48. Under Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 the council is required when determining planning applications to have regard to any local finance considerations, so far as material to the application.  Local finance considerations are defined as a government grant or the Community Infrastructure Levy.
	49. Whether or not a local finance consideration is material to a particular decision will depend on whether it could help to make the development acceptable in planning terms.  It would not be appropriate to make a decision on the potential for the development to raise money for a local authority.
	50. In this case local finance considerations are not considered to be material to the case.
	Conclusion
	51. The principal of development on this site is considered acceptable in principal subject to key issues of character and appearance, amenity and access.  Whilst the proposal would further erode the historic plot form of this part of the conservation area, the fact that the host property is not an original Victorian villa and that the appreciation of this from the public realm will be limited to non-existent means that the impact on the conservation area is extremely limited.  Any such harm is considered to be outweighed by the benefits of the proposal in the delivery of a further dwelling on the site which will contribute, albeit extremely modestly, to housing supply.
	52. The proposal will result in the construction of a new dwelling within a sustainable location without causing significant harm to the residential amenities of the occupiers of neighbouring properties and the revised access arrangements to the site are considered to be appropriate.
	53. The development is therefore in accordance with the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework and the Development Plan, and it has been concluded that there are no material considerations that indicate it should be determined otherwise.
	Recommendation
	To approve application no. 17/01180/F - 171 Newmarket Road, Norwich, NR4 6AP and grant planning permission subject to the following conditions:
	1. Standard time limit;
	2. In accordance with plans;
	3. Sole access to be via the existing driveway only / no vehicle access via The Loke;
	4. Details of hard and soft landscaping and planting
	5. Arboricultural Supervision;
	6. Works in accordance with AIA / AMS;
	7. Water efficiency;
	8. Surface water drainage.
	Plans 171 Newmarket Road.pdf
	6717 - P01 H Ground  First Floor Plans
	6717 - P02 F Proposed Elevations
	6717 - SL01L Proposed Site Layout Plan


	4(f) Application\ no\ 17/01535/F\ -\ 25\ Pitchford\ Road,\ Norwich,\ NR5\ 8LQ
	Item
	Planning applications committee
	Report to 
	14 December 2017
	4(e)
	Head of planning services
	Report of
	Application no 17/01535/F - 25 Pitchford Road, Norwich NR5 8LQ  
	Subject
	Reason        
	Objection
	for referral
	Bowthorpe
	Ward: 
	Stephen Polley - stephenpolley@norwich.gov.uk
	Case officer
	Development proposal
	Extensions and conversion to large HMO.
	Representations
	Support
	Comment
	Object
	0
	0
	4
	Key considerations
	Main issues
	The loss of a C4 dwellinghouse and the creation of a large HMO
	1 Principle of development
	The impact of the development within the context of the site / character of the surrounding area.
	2 Design
	The impact of the development on the occupiers of the neighbouring properties.
	3 Amenity
	The impact of the development on nearby trees
	4 Trees
	The impact of the development on street parking 
	5 Transport
	16 November 2017
	Expiry date
	Approve
	Recommendation 
	The site and surroundings
	1. The site is a corner plot located on the west side of Pitchford Road, close to the junction with Enfield Road, within West Earlham to the west of the city. The subject property is a 2 storey semi-detached dwelling constructed circa 1950 as part of a wider council house development. The property was constructed using red bricks, concrete roof tiles and now features white UPVC windows and doors. The property features a small front garden, parking area to the side with access leading to a wedge shaped rear garden. 
	2. The prevailing character of the surrounding area is residential with most properties having been built as part of the same development. The surrounding area is also defined by the significant number of mature trees, creating a particularly verdant character. The site is located within close proximity of the UEA which has resulted in a number of properties having been extended to cater for the student buy-to-let market. 
	3. The site is bordered by the adjoining semi-detached property, no. 23 Pitchford Road to the south. To the north, the site is bordered by an area of informal amenity open space which includes a number of tall mature trees. A detached garage located outside of the site is located to the rear. The site boundaries to the rear are marked by 1.8m tall close boarded fencing. 
	Constraints
	4. Mature trees located to north of site
	5. Adjacent to designated Informal Amenity Open Space – Enfield Road
	Relevant planning history
	Date
	Decision
	Proposal
	Ref
	31/07/2017 
	WITHDN
	Extension and conversion to large HMO.
	17/00688/F
	The proposal
	Summary information

	7. The proposal is for the construction of a two storey side extension, single storey rear extension and for the change of use from a C4 house of multiple occupation to a Sui Generis house of multiple occupation with 7 bedrooms.
	Key facts
	Proposal
	Scale
	Single and two storeys.
	No. of storeys
	Appearance
	Match existing; concrete plain tiles; red bricks; white upvc windows
	Materials
	Transport matters
	Two off street spaces.
	No of car parking spaces
	Eight covered / secure spaces to rear.
	No of cycle parking spaces
	Representations
	8. Advertised on site and in the press.  Adjacent and neighbouring properties have been notified in writing.  Three letters of representation have been received citing the issues as summarised in the table below.  All representations are available to view in full at http://planning.norwich.gov.uk/online-applications/ by entering the application number.
	Response
	Issues raised
	See main issue 2.
	The proposal is too large / too tall / out of scale; results in loss of symmetry
	See main issue 3.
	Noise disturbance (23 Pitchford Road) 
	Loss of privacy / overlooking (28 Pitchford Road) 
	No. of occupants can exceed seven
	Loss of views of wood (28 Pitchford Road)
	See main issue 5.
	Increase in occupants will exacerbate parking problems.
	Consultation responses
	9. Consultation responses are summarised below the full responses are available to view at http://planning.norwich.gov.uk/online-applications/ by entering the application number.
	10. Transportation – Norwich City Council   
	No objection.
	11. Tree protection officer – Norwich City Council
	No objection
	Assessment of planning considerations
	Relevant development plan policies
	Other material considerations
	Main issue 1: Principle of development

	12. Joint Core Strategy for Broadland, Norwich and South Norfolk adopted March 2011 amendments adopted Jan. 2014 (JCS)
	 JCS1 Addressing climate change and protecting environmental assets
	 JCS2 Promoting good design
	 JCS4 Housing delivery
	 JCS6 Access and transportation
	 JCS12 The remainder of the Norwich urban area including the fringe parishes
	13. Norwich Development Management Policies Local Plan adopted Dec. 2014 (DM Plan)
	 DM1 Achieving and delivering sustainable development
	 DM2 Ensuring satisfactory living and working conditions
	 DM3 Delivering high quality design
	 DM7 Trees and development
	 DM8 Planning effectively for open space and recreation 
	 DM12 Ensuring well-planned housing development
	 DM13 Communal development and multiple occupation
	 DM28 Encouraging sustainable travel
	 DM31 Car parking and servicing
	14. Relevant sections of the National Planning Policy Framework March 2012 (NPPF):
	 NPPF0 Achieving sustainable development
	 NPPF4 Promoting sustainable transport
	 NPPF6 Delivering a wide choice of high quality homes
	 NPPF7 Requiring good design
	 NPPF8 Promoting healthy communities
	Case Assessment
	15. Planning law requires that applications for planning permission must be determined in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  Relevant development plan polices are detailed above.  Material considerations include policies in the National Planning Framework (NPPF), the Councils standing duties, other policy documents and guidance detailed above and any other matters referred to specifically in the assessment below.  The following paragraphs provide an assessment of the main planning issues in this case against relevant policies and material considerations.
	16. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – DM12, DM13, NPPF paragraphs 49 and 14.
	17. The proposal will result in the loss of one C4 dwelling house, it will result in the creation of a 7-bed house in multiple occupation (HMO). The NPPF states that planning authorities should deliver a wide choice of quality homes and plan for a mix of housing based on current and future demographic and market trends.
	18. The principle of the proposed development is considered to be acceptable subject to satisfying policies DM12 and DM13 of the local plan, the associated criteria of which are discussed in the following sections below.
	19. With regard to the criteria A) and C) of policy DM12 the proposal will not compromise wider regeneration proposal and will provide for a mix of housing in the area. Matters of amenity and character are discussed below.
	Main issue 2: Design
	20. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – JCS2, DM3, NPPF paragraphs 9, 17, 56 and 60-66.
	21. The proposal first involves the demolition of the original outbuilding located to the side of the property. The proposal is then to be constructed from two distinct sections formed of a single storey to the rear and two storeys to the side. The rear section measures 9.5m x 2.4m in plan form and features a sloping roof with an eaves height of 2.6m and a maximum height of 3.7m. A 0.1m gap is to be retained between the extension and the neighbouring boundary shared with the adjoining property. A two storey extension is to be constructed to the side which effectively creates a wrap-around at ground floor level. The side extension measures 4m x 5.1m in plan form and features a hipped roof design with an eaves height of 5.2m which matches the original roof and a ridge height of 7.2m which is stepped down marginally from the original ridge line.  The proposed front elevation is also to be stepped back from the original building line by 0.3m.
	22. The proposal is to be constructed using matching materials including red bricks, concrete plain tiles and white UPVC windows and doors. The proposal also includes the installation of a new gate providing secure access to the rear garden. 
	23. Particular concern has been raised that the proposal is of a design which is overly large and out of scale in comparison with neighbouring properties, resulting in harm being caused to the character of the area. Concern was also raised that the proposal would result in a loss of symmetry at the pair of semi-detached dwellings. It is accepted that the proposal represents a significant enlargement to the subject property, one which is also predominantly larger than those found at neighbouring properties along Pitchford Road. The design however is considered to be of acceptable scale and design as the stepping of the roof ridge and front elevations ensure that extension appears as subservient to the subject property and the original design remains clearly legible. The symmetry of the wider site will be lost, however the area contains a mixture of house types including short terraces and variations of semi-detached properties. As such, the proposed extension will result in a property which remains in keeping with the character of the original dwelling and the surrounding area. 
	Main issue 3: Amenity
	24. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – DM2, DM11, NPPF paragraphs 9 and 17.
	25. The proposal will result in only minor impacts upon the residential amenities of neighbouring properties as a result of the design and siting of the extensions. The two storey side extension is located far from any neighbouring properties and the single storey rear extension is of a scale and design which will ensure that significant harm is not caused by way of overshadowing, loss of light, loss of privacy or loss of outlook. 
	26. A representation by the occupants of no. 28 Pitchford Road which is located opposite the subject property has been raised expressing concern that the proposal will result in a loss of privacy caused by windows which will overlook the neighbouring property. The proposal includes two new windows, one being installed at ground floor level and the other at first floor level. The two properties are sited approximately 25m from one another and the proposed windows are of a similar size and will be installed within a similar location to the existing windows. As such it is considered that the proposal will not significantly alter the current situation and there is sufficient distance to mitigate any potential harm being caused by way of overlooking. 
	27. Concern was also raised by the occupants of no. 28 that the two storey side extension would result in the loss of a view of the wooded area adjacent to the subject property. This matter is not considered to be a material planning consideration. 
	28. Particular concern has been raised that the proposed increase in the number of occupants residing at the property would result in noise disturbance. The proposal will increase the maximum number of occupants from three to seven, as such the proposal represents an intensification in the use of the site. It therefore follows that noise generated at the property is likely to increase, however it is not considered that the increase will cause significant harm to the adjoining property. The majority of the new bedrooms are to be added to the side of the property, far from no. 23. The proposal will result in a bedroom and an enlarged living room being created along the shared wall of the semi-detached properties. As such, the proposal is not considered to significantly alter the current situation. Should there be instances where the proposal results in noise disturbances, those affected can contact Environmental Protection to control the problems. 
	29. Similar concern has been raised that the dining room could be turned into an additional bedroom and / or the double bedrooms could be occupied by more than one occupant, resulting in harm to neighbouring residential amenities. In order to protect the residential amenity of both the occupants and neighbours, it is considered reasonable to require by way of a condition that the premises shall be occupied by a maximum of seven tenants. It is also noted that any increase in the number of bedrooms will require an application to be submitted to the council seeking an additional planning permission. 
	30. The proposed bedrooms satisfy the minimum space requirements and the property provides a level of internal amenity space and facilities which is appropriate for an HMO of this size. The proposal includes the retention of an enlarged living / dining room and kitchen. It is reasonable to condition the retention of these rooms in order to maintain the good standard of amenity for the occupants of the subject property.  Five shower rooms are being created to serve the seven bedrooms. The proposal also provides for a good level of external amenity space.
	Main issue 4: Trees
	31. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – DM7, NPPF paragraphs 109 and 118.
	32. The site is located adjacent to an area of designated Informal Amenity Open Space which contains a number of mature trees close to the boundary. An AIA, TPP and AMS have been submitted which includes proposals to mitigate any potential harm to the trees. The council’s tree officer has confirmed that the plan is acceptable and will provide a sufficient level of protection. 
	33. Concern has been raised that the proposal will cause harm to the neighbouring habitats located within the neighbouring trees and open space. It is not considered that the scale of development proposed will impact significantly on any neighbouring species. The AMS will ensure that neighbouring trees are not harmed. 
	Main issue 5: Transport
	34. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – JCS6, DM28, DM30, DM31, NPPF paragraphs 17 and 39.
	35. The proposal includes the provision of two off-street car parking spaces to the front of the site, accessed via a re-organised front garden area. Four 240 litre refuse / recycling bins are to be provided and stored within a timber bin store to the side of the property. A covered and secure cycle storage shed is to be installed within the rear garden to provide storage for up to eight bicycles. 
	36. Particular concern has been raised that the change of use of the property and subsequent increase in the number of occupants would result in an exacerbation of car parking problems within the neighbourhood. The site is located within an area where parking controls do not exist with residents parking on either private driveways or on the street. The subject property currently operates as a small 4 bed HMO with off-street parking for two vehicles.
	37. Whilst it is accepted that the proposal may result in an increase in the number of residents with cars, steps have been taken to mitigate potential harm by way of the inclusion of 2 no. off street car parking spaces and cycle storage facilities.
	38. Further to this, the application also provides new cycle storage facilities which seek to encourage car free living. The site is located within close proximity of a local shopping centre, public transport links and the UEA campus. As such, it is expected that it is probable that most of the occupants will not require a car as their main mode of transport. It is therefore reasonable to add a condition requiring that the cycle and bin storage is installed prior to occupation.
	Equalities and diversity issues
	39. There are no significant equality or diversity issues.
	Local finance considerations
	40. Under Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 the council is required when determining planning applications to have regard to any local finance considerations, so far as material to the application.  Local finance considerations are defined as a government grant or the Community Infrastructure Levy.
	41. Whether or not a local finance consideration is material to a particular decision will depend on whether it could help to make the development acceptable in planning terms.  It would not be appropriate to make a decision on the potential for the development to raise money for a local authority.
	42. In this case local finance considerations are not considered to be material to the case.
	Conclusion
	43. The proposed change of use from a C3 dwellinghouse to a large scale HMO within the sui generis use class is considered to be acceptable. 
	44. The proposal will result in an extended dwelling which is of an appropriate scale and design and does not cause significant harm to the character of the surrounding area. 
	45. The proposed development will have a limited impact upon the residential amenities of neighbouring properties with no significant harm being caused by way of overshadowing, overlooking, loss of outlook or by noise disturbance. 
	46. The development is in accordance with the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework and the Development Plan, and it has been concluded that there are no material considerations that indicate it should be determined otherwise.
	Recommendation
	To approve application no. 17/01535/F - 25 Pitchford Road, Norwich, NR5 8LQ and grant planning permission subject to the following conditions:
	1. Standard time limit;
	2. In accordance with plans;
	3. Limit the number of occupants to no more than seven and retain the kitchen and dining rooms for use by the occupants;
	4. Operations in accordance with AIA/AMS;
	5. Cycle / bin storage to be installed prior to occupation;
	6. Landscaping details.
	Plans Pitchford Road.pdf
	Drawing 3210 0317N Sheet 1 Rev C
	Drawing 3210 0317N Sheet 2 Rev C


	4(g) Application\ no\ 17/01452/F\ -\ 15\ Wordsworth\ Road,\ Norwich,\ NR5\ 8LW
	Item
	Planning applications committee
	Report to 
	14 December 2017
	Head of planning services
	Report of
	4(f)
	Application no 17/01452/F - 15 Wordsworth Road, Norwich, NR5 8LW  
	Subject
	Reason        
	Objection
	for referral
	Bowthorpe
	Ward: 
	Stephen Polley - stephenpolley@norwich.gov.uk
	Case officer
	Development proposal
	Change of use from dwelling (Class C3) to 7 bed HMO (Sui Generis) with single storey side and rear extension.
	Representations
	Support
	Comment
	Object
	0
	0
	2
	Key considerations
	Main issues
	The use of the premises as a large HMO
	1 Principle of development
	The impact of the development within the context of the site / character of the surrounding area.
	2 Design
	The impact of the development on the occupiers of the subject property / neighbouring properties.
	3 Amenity
	The impact of the development on parking
	4 Parking
	13 November 2017
	Expiry date
	Approve
	Recommendation 
	The site and surroundings
	1. The site is located on the west side of Wordsworth Road at the junction with Coniston Close, within the West Earlham area to the west of the city. The subject property is a two storey semi-detached dwelling constructed circa 1950 as part of a wider council housing development. The property was constructed using red bricks, concrete roof tiles and now includes white coloured UPVC windows and doors. The property is currently in use as a small scale HMO (house in multiple occupation) with four bedrooms let to students. 
	2. The plot is formed from an irregular wedge shape which has resulted in there being a small front garden area, rear garden and a parking area to the front-side. The front and rear of the site are separated by an original single storey link- attached flat roof outbuilding. 
	3. The site is bordered by the adjoining semi-detached dwelling to the south no. 13 Wordsworth Road and no. 1 Coniston Close to the north, a similar terrace dwelling which also features a similar outbuilding which abuts the shared boundary. The site boundaries to the rear are marked by 2m tall close boarded fence. 
	4. The prevailing character of the surrounding area is residential with most properties having been built as part of the same development. The site is located within close proximity of the UEA which has resulted in a number of properties having been extended to cater for the student buy-to-let market. 
	Constraints
	5. There are no particular constraints.
	Relevant planning history
	Date
	Decision
	Proposal
	Ref
	16/10/2017 
	CANCELLED
	Single storey side and rear extension.
	17/01033/F
	The proposal
	Summary information

	7. The proposal is for the demolition of the original link-attached outbuildings, the construction of a single storey side and rear wrap-around extension and for the change of use from a dwellinghouse to a 7 bed large HMO. 
	Key facts
	Proposal
	Scale
	Single storey.
	No. of storeys
	Appearance
	Red Brick; flat roof; UPVC windows and doors.
	Materials
	Representations
	8. Advertised on site and in the press.  Adjacent and neighbouring properties have been notified in writing.  Two letters of representation have been received citing the issues as summarised in the table below.  All representations are available to view in full at http://planning.norwich.gov.uk/online-applications/ by entering the application number.
	Response
	Issues raised
	See main issue 1
	Use of the property as a large HMO is not appropriate / precludes use as family residence / number of family homes used as HMO’s
	See main issue 2
	Unimaginative flat roof wrap around design
	See main issue 3
	There is insufficient car parking provided by the development
	See other matters
	Current plans do not include an existing annexe
	Consultation responses
	Transportation – Norwich City Council

	9. Consultation responses are summarised below the full responses are available to view at http://planning.norwich.gov.uk/online-applications/ by entering the application number.
	10. No objection in principle on highway grounds. The proposed use and layout appears acceptable in terms of access by all modes (foot, cycle, car). The proposed cycle store is welcome, this will need some form of tether to secure the bikes e.g. Sheffield stands. The property is located in an area that is currently being considered for permit parking. The consultation has not yet concluded and officers have not yet determined if a Controlled Parking Zone will extend this far. If the CPZ is implemented this may have implications on the permit entitlement for the property if the first occupation date for the HMO is after the commencement date of the CPZ, then the property would not be entitled to on-street parking permits.  
	Assessment of planning considerations
	Relevant development plan policies
	Other material considerations
	Main issue 1: Principle of development
	Other matters

	11. Joint Core Strategy for Broadland, Norwich and South Norfolk adopted March 2011 amendments adopted Jan. 2014 (JCS)
	 JCS1 Addressing climate change and protecting environmental assets
	 JCS2 Promoting good design
	 JCS4 Housing delivery
	 JCS6 Access and transportation
	 JCS12 The remainder of the Norwich urban area including the fringe parishes
	12. Norwich Development Management Policies Local Plan adopted Dec. 2014 (DM Plan)
	 DM1 Achieving and delivering sustainable development
	 DM2 Ensuring satisfactory living and working conditions
	 DM3 Delivering high quality design
	 DM12 Principles for housing development
	 DM13 Communal development and multiple occupation
	 DM28 Encouraging sustainable travel
	 DM31 Car parking and servicing
	13. Relevant sections of the National Planning Policy Framework March 2012 (NPPF):
	 NPPF0 Achieving sustainable development
	 NPPF4 Promoting sustainable transport
	 NPPF6 Delivering a wide choice of high quality homes
	 NPPF7 Requiring good design
	 NPPF8 Promoting healthy communities
	Case Assessment
	14. Planning law requires that applications for planning permission must be determined in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  Relevant development plan polices are detailed above.  Material considerations include policies in the National Planning Framework (NPPF), the Councils standing duties, other policy documents and guidance detailed above and any other matters referred to specifically in the assessment below.  The following paragraphs provide an assessment of the main planning issues in this case against relevant policies and material considerations.
	15. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – DM12, DM13, NPPF paragraphs 49 and 14.
	16. The proposal will result in the loss of one C4 dwelling house, it will result in the creation of a 7-bed house in multiple occupation (HMO). The NPPF states that planning authorities should deliver a wide choice of quality homes and plan for a mix of housing based on current and future demographic and market trends.
	17. The principle of the proposed development is considered to be acceptable subject to satisfying policies DM12 and DM13 of the local plan, the associated criteria of which are discussed in the following sections below.
	18. With regard to the criteria A) and C) of policy DM12 the proposal will not compromise wider regeneration proposal and will provide for a mix of housing in the area. Matters of amenity and character are discussed below.
	Main issue 2: Design
	19. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – JCS2, DM3, NPPF paragraphs 9, 17, 56 and 60-66.
	20. The proposal first involves the demolition of the original out-buildings which are attached to the property by a flat roof which also acts as a covered walkway to the rear garden. A single storey side and rear wrap-around extension is then to be constructed creating four new en-suite bedrooms. The extension features a flat roof with a maximum height of 2.7m which contains a single centrally located rooflight. The extension is to be constructed with a slight step in the building line at the front elevation, extending 4m across to the side. The extension then continues towards the rear by following the line of the application site, maintaining a 0.4m gap between the neighbouring boundary. The rear section similarly extends 4m into the rear garden.
	21. Concern was raised that the design is very unimaginative. It is accepted that the design is basic in terms of its architectural appeal, however the scale and form is largely similar to the existing outbuildings, which are a common feature of the area. The inclusion of a step within the front building line ensures that the original design of the dwelling is clearly legible. 
	22. The site is currently lacking in soft landscaping with there being only extensive areas of hardstanding and shingle present. As such, the application represents a good opportunity to enhance the current situation by introducing a planting programme and management scheme. The front garden area in particular can be enhanced to better reflect the original character of the area. The plans submitted indicate areas of proposed planting. It is therefore reasonable to add a condition requiring the submission of a landscaping scheme to be submitted.
	23. The design is considered to be acceptable as it will not significantly impact upon the original character and appearance of the site, or wider street scene. 
	Main issue 3: Transport
	24. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – JCS6, DM28, DM30, DM31, NPPF paragraphs 17 and 39. 
	25. Particular concern has been raised that the change of use of the property and subsequent increase in the number of occupants would result in an exacerbation of car parking problems within the neighbourhood. The site is located within an area where parking controls do not exist with residents parking on either private driveways or on the street. The subject property currently operates as a small 3 bed HMO with off street parking for a minimum of two cars.
	26. Whilst it is accepted that the proposal may result in an increase in the number of residents with cars, steps have been taken to mitigate potential harm, most notably by way of the inclusion of a minimum of two off street car parking spaces.
	27. Further to this, the application also provides new cycle storage facilities which seek to encourage car free living. The site is located within close proximity of a local shopping centre, public transport links and the UEA campus. As such, it is expected that it is probable that most of the occupants will not require a car as their main mode of transport. The capacity of cycle storage has not been confirmed and therefore further details are required by condition. 
	28. The proposal also includes an area for the storing of bins in-between the main house and cycle storage area. The capacity of the bin storage has not been confirmed and as such, the details are to be required by condition.
	Main issue 4: Amenity
	29. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – DM2, DM11, NPPF paragraphs 9 and 17.
	30. The proposed bedrooms satisfy the minimum space requirements and the property provides a level of internal amenity space and facilities which is appropriate for an HMO of this size. 
	31. The proposal includes the retention of existing kitchen and lounge, ensuring that there is a good provision of such spaces for the seven occupants of the dwelling. In order to protect the residential amenity of both the occupants and neighbours, it is considered reasonable to require by way of a condition that the premises shall not be occupied by a maximum of seven tenants, on a one tenant per room basis at any time. 
	32. The proposal has been altered during the course of the assessment of the application so that the external wall of proposed bedroom 3 now contains a step. This revision has been included to enhance the proposed outlook from the room which is located within close proximity of the neighbouring boundary fence / wall. The revised scheme ensures that there is a good amount of light reaching the room via the window and rooflight, despite there being a poor outlook with there being only a very limited view of the side passageway being possible. 
	33. The proposed extension will have little impact on the residential amenities of the adjoining neighbouring property, 13 Wordsworth Road to the south as a result of there being a gap of approximately 1.8m between the new side wall and boundary fence. The 2.7m tall extension will therefore not result in significant harm being caused by way of overshadowing, loss or light, loss of privacy or loss of outlook. 
	34. Particular concern has been raised that the use of the property as an enlarged HMO is not appropriate as it reduces the number of properties available to be used as a traditional family residences in an area where there is already a high number of HMOs. Planning permission is not required for change of use from a dwelling to a small HMO and as such this issue is no longer a material consideration in relation to the application.  
	35. Concern was raised that the existing plans did not reflect the current situation as it is believed that the outbuildings have already been converted into a habitable annexe. The omission of the annexe then results in the true number of bedrooms not being accurately reflected by the details submitted. No evidence of the conversion of the outbuildings was found when visiting the site. The outbuildings are to be demolished as part of the application, as such the final number of bedrooms is accurately reflected in the plans submitted for consideration, and is proposed to continue as such.
	Equalities and diversity issues
	36. There are no significant equality or diversity issues.
	Local finance considerations
	37. Under Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 the council is required when determining planning applications to have regard to any local finance considerations, so far as material to the application.  Local finance considerations are defined as a government grant or the Community Infrastructure Levy.
	38. Whether or not a local finance consideration is material to a particular decision will depend on whether it could help to make the development acceptable in planning terms.  It would not be appropriate to make a decision on the potential for the development to raise money for a local authority.
	39. In this case local finance considerations are not considered to be material to the case.
	Conclusion
	40. The proposed change of use from a C3 dwellinghouse to a large scale HMO within the sui generis use class is considered to be acceptable. 
	41. The proposal will result in an extended dwelling which is of an appropriate scale and design and does not cause significant harm to the character of the surrounding area. 
	42. The proposed development will have a limited impact upon the residential amenities of neighbouring properties with no significant harm being caused by way of overshadowing, overlooking, loss of outlook or by noise disturbance. 
	43. The development is in accordance with the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework and the Development Plan, and it has been concluded that there are no material considerations that indicate it should be determined otherwise.
	Recommendation
	To approve application no. 17/01452/F - 15 Wordsworth Road Norwich NR5 8LW and grant planning permission subject to the following conditions:
	1. Standard time limit;
	2. In accordance with plans;
	3. Limit the number of occupants to no more than seven and retain the kitchen and dining rooms for use by the occupants;
	4. Landscaping details.
	5. Cycle / bin storage details / to be installed prior to occupation.




