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MINUTES
Planning Applications Committee
10:00 to 10:25 Thursday, 11 September 2025
Present: Councillors’ Driver (Chair), Sands (M) (Vice-Chair), Caine, Fox,

Hampton, Harper, Haynes, Knight, Lawes, and Lubbock

Apologies: Councillors’ Oliver and Smith

16.Declarations of Interest

16.1 Councillor Lubbock declared a pre-determined view on the application
as she would speak in objection to the item as ward member. She would not
take part in the discussion or vote on the item.

17.22/00870/0 The Bungalow, Eaton Chase, Norwich, NR4 7QW

171 The Committee considered an outline application including matters of
access, appearance, layout and scale of 1no. dwelling and associated works.

17.2 The Committee had before it a report in which all information was set
out.
17.3 Gemma Rooney, Senior Planner, presented the application to the

Committee and assisted them in their deliberations. The Committee were
shown the plans of the site including the parameter plan, noting that the only
vehicular access to the site would be from Eaton Chase and not from Ryrie
Court, that while the site was labelled as The Bungalow no works to the
bungalow were proposed. A condition was proposed to restrict construction
access to the private road Eaton Chase

17.4 Councillor Lubbock addressed the Committee pursuant to the
provisions of Planning Applications Committee Procedure Rule 9. She
highlighted that there had been a number of designs that had been submitted
for the site. This included an initial proposal for four dwellings which had
reduced to one to prevent the overdevelopment of the site. The proposal had
caused anxiety with neighbouring residents, especially around the health of
the trees, the potential for overlooking and access to the site. The sheltered
housing on Ryrie Court was in close proximity to the site. There was a close
proximity between the proposal to the boundary. A more central position
within the site would be more appropriate. The residents of Ryrie Court were
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concerned about the tree that was subject to a Tree Preservation Order
(TPO) and the maintenance of the tree. There were concerns around the
proposed pedestrian access that this could be extended to be a vehicular
access. In her view the design of the proposal was not acceptable due to its
prominence within the setting. The proposal could consider the use of low
carbon materials or consideration of a different roof design as the proposed
pitched roof was not in keeping with the area.

17.5 At the request of the Chair the Senior Planner and Development
Manager responded to the points made by the speakers. The Committee
heard that there the proposal for the design of the proposal was as submitted
and an alternative design could not be considered. Eaton Chase was a
private drive with large dwellings on large sites with no distinct character. In
regard to potential damage from the trees this was not a planning
consideration. The maintenance of the trees on site were a matter for the
landowner. The Committee were only considering the acceptability of the
pedestrian access to the north of the site. If permission was granted and
vehicles accessed the site from the north then this would be a breach of the
planning conditions and would therefore be a matter for planning
enforcement. The matter of access via Ryrie Court had been considered as
part of an appeal, the Planning Inspectorate had determined that access from
Ryrie Court was not acceptable. Members would need to consider the appeal
decision as part of their determination.

17.6 In response to questions from the Committee the Senior Planner
responded that the redline plan showed the boundary of the site, this included
the land that was owned by the landowner or where notice had been served.
The applicant had indicated to officers that legal access via Eaton Chase had
been granted for construction access.

17.7 Members asked further questions on the responsibility of maintenance,
the Senior Planner confirmed that works were the responsibility of the
landowner, any works to trees under a TPO would require consent from the
Council.

17.8 In response to further questions the Senior Planner detailed the
planning history of the site. Planning permission had been granted in 2019 for
a different scheme involving four dwellings on the land to the north of the
existing bungalow, this permission had now lapsed. The bungalow itself had
been granted planning permission for an extension which had been
implemented. A variation application to change access to the site to access
via Ryrie Court had been refused and the appeal by the applicant was
dismissed by the Planning Inspector.

17.9 Members asked about the distance between the proposed garage and
the existing bungalow and whether consideration had been given to the
distance. The Senior Planner responded that she was not aware of the
reasons for the location chosen, there were a number of tree constraints
within the site which included root protection areas where works may be
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required. The garage was a lower height to the proposed dwelling and
therefore would reduce the potential of overlooking and overshadowing to the
existing bungalow.

17.10 It was proposed and seconded that the application be approved as
detailed in the officer recommendation.

17.11 RESOLVED, unanimously, that application 22/00870/O was approved
as detailed in the officer recommendation subiject to the following conditions:

1) Standard time limit for outline consents

2) Reserved matters to relate to landscaping
3) In accordance with plans

4) Details of cycle and bin storage

5) Arboricultural supervision

6) No-dig methods

7) Siting of services within protected areas
8) Materials in accordance with details

9) Water efficiency

10)No construction traffic via Ryrie Court

11)On site parking and turning areas to be laid out and demarcated in
accordance with approved plans

12)Obscured glazing

13)Compliance with ecology report

14)Compliance with Arboricultural Impact assessment and Method Statement
Informatives:

e Construction working hours

e Site clearance and Wildlife

e Note of TPO

e Land Ownership

e Works within the highway
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