Planning Applications Committee: 11 June 2015

Updates to report

Planning Applications Committee: 14 May 2015

Members at the 14™ May committee meeting raised questions about the fuel type
being used at the UEA biomass which serves the Campus. As requested the
University have provided the written response as attached at the end of this updates
report.

In responding they have also provided additional information about Members
comments and questions related to accommodation, access and escape via lifts
within the new buildings which they hope will be of use and provide clarification on
the points raised.

Application no: 15/00159/F — 9 Normans Buildings
Item 5(A) page 19

Consultation response

Additional response received from Historic England: Follow-up echoing the
sentiments in the original formal response (dated 9 March), accompanied by a
sketch to demonstrate the pitched roof design that they would prefer. The sketch
(which can be circulated at the meeting if required) shows a pitched roof on the
section fronting the churchyard, with a gable end facing Normans Buildings. Historic
England maintain that this would reinforce the traditional forms seen in all new
buildings on the north and south side of the churchyard and that the present design
would dilute the achievement of these recent developments, therefore not delivering
the full potential to enhance the setting of the grade I1* [sic] listed church (grade 1),
which the NPPF says should be favoured.

Officer response

See main issue 2 for the main justification for the approach taken. When Historic
England’s original comments were received a discussion ensued with the applicant
and it was made clear they did not want to pursue the option of a pitched roof to the
churchyard. As such attempts were made to find a suitable solution which took into
account the constraints outlined in the report and a decision has to be made on the
scheme presented now.

It is worth noting that given these constraints and need for extensive glazing on the
churchyard side, a traditional roof form may look at odds with the rest of overtly
modern elevation and may even serve to draw attention to what is currently relatively
subdued in terms of its scale.

While the proposed design is not ideal, the site is heavily constrained. When
considering this potential approach (if hypothetically speaking the applicant accepted
it for resubmission), it should be noted that even if it were considered to represent a
more appropriate design, it could potentially tip the balance against the scheme for



amenity reasons. With this in mind the proposed design still represents a
reasonable, albeit finely balanced, scheme for developing this site and the
conclusion and recommendation remain relevant.

Additional follow-up letter of representation

Looking at revised plans and committee report | can see a great deal has been done
to highlight and attempt to address the concerns this application raises. It is good to
see many aspects have been amended which do go some way to reducing the
potential impacts but | remain convinced there will be a short and long term negative
impacts should this be approved.

While good to demolish the existing building, the replacement should remain single
storey, reducing impact on churchyard and trees. Negatives associated with digging
down remain, including to boundary wall. There is still a stark contrast between the
historic churchyard and this building of overbearing, modern design, with its large
areas of glass. Issues remain about amenity for occupiers given the proximity of
trees and the lack of light as well as loss of privacy from public using the churchyard.

If it is approved | would strongly suggest a close watch is maintained at demolition
and construction stages to ensure works are carried out properly in accordance with
any attached conditions.

Officer response

The majority of the representation strengthens points made in the individual’s original
letter and so the issues are covered in the main report. Loss of privacy for occupiers
from passers-by is relatively minor and could be fairly easily mitigated by individual,
but this may be considered to contribute to the relatively below-average amenity
levels. The points raised reinforce the underlying issues constraining this site — see
the conclusions of the main report.

Additional letter of representation

A letter has been received objecting to the loss of the business unit. It is from a
potential purchaser of the site who lost out to the applicant in seeking to purchase
the site. The letter advises that the aim was to demolish the building and replace it
with a new single storey building of the same footprint in order to operate a design
studio, thus maintaining a commercial use. It advises that they contacted the
applicant advising that they would still be interested in the site for either a single
storey commercial space or alternatively, maintain the 2 storey plan but with the
lower floor being a single commercial unit and the upper floor being residential.

The letter advises that the business has been trying to find suitable premises in the
area for the past 2 years and that there are a lack of options available. It advises
that there is demand for small, high quality commercial space in Norwich from similar
small businesses.

Additional information from applicant

The applicant has provided a statement attempting to justify the loss of the
commercial site on the basis of the unrestricted B2 use causing amenity issues and
the proposed use being a much more efficient use of the land. The statement is
supported by a list of 21 properties with B1 use available in Norwich.



Officer response

The representation indicates a demand for a commercial unit of this size in this
location. As stated in paragraphs 26 and 27 of the report the applicant did not
provide a detailed justification for the scheme against DM17 criteria, however given
the potential amenity implications of retaining a B2 use this was considered not to
represent a ground to refuse consent in the officer report.

DM17 states that:

Proposals leading to the loss of suitable sites or premises which are used

by, or available for, such businesses will be permitted where the possibility

of reusing or redeveloping the site or premises for similar or alternative

business purposes has been fully explored and it can be demonstrated that

there is no demand for small and medium scale business units in the area;

and

a) The site or premises is no longer viable, feasible or practicable to retain
for business use; or

b) Retaining the business in situ would be significantly detrimental to the
amenities of adjoining occupiers, would prevent or delay the beneficial
development or land allocated for other purposes or would compromise
the regeneration of a wider area; or

c) There would be an overriding community benefit from a new use which
could not be achieved by locating that use in a more accessible or
sustainable location.

So far as the existing use goes in remains the view that the retention of a B2 general
industrial use in this location would have potentially undesirable amenity implications
for the area and a residential form of redevelopment is likely to be preferable to this.

The policy also seeks that the prospect of redeveloping the site for similar or
alternative business purposes is explored. A B1 business use such as a design
studio would be unlikely to have significant amenity implications. Given the
construction and state of the building this would almost certainly require demolition
and rebuilding.

It is generally appreciated and in recent years there has been an oversupply of B1
office space in the city centre albeit much of this is of low to medium quality and as
DM19 of the local plan identifies there is a need for high quality office space. In
recent years limited amounts of new high quality office space have come forward in
the City Centre and it is considered that this is principally for viability reasons. For
this site and sites in the surrounding office priority area there are significant and
costly constraints including contamination and archaeological implications.

The applicant has provided additional information that demonstrates that there are a
handful of similarly sized reasonable quality B1 sites in the City Centre including two
units at Netherconesford on King Street.



This matter is finely balanced, in sum B2 use of the site remains to be considered
inappropriate. B1 redevelopment of the site could be feasible, albeit the viability
could be questionable and there appears to be at least a small supply of similar
sized units in the area. On this bases officers have retained the finely balanced
recommendation to approve the application however should members feel that
further information is required they may wish to consider an alternative motion.

Additional letter of representation

Objection from Historic Churches Trust. Lowering the ground level to allow large
areas of windows in a modern development overlooking the historic church and
churchyard constitutes considerable harm to the setting of the church. The proposed
elevation is overwhelming and a massive intrusion into the calm and quite secluded
nature of the churchyard. It is inappropriate to have such a high level of development
on such a small site and single storey would be more appropriate. This would reduce
the number and size of windows overlooking the churchyard and they would be at a
higher level, reducing the visual impact.

The development would suffer from limited light due to the churchyard trees — one
might assume future occupants will try and get these trees removed to remedy this,
altering the nature of the tranquil churchyard.

This development is clearly inappropriate for the site and will potentially cause
conflict over the coming years. As the church and churchyard is owned by the city
council it will put an unacceptable burden on the council’s overstretched resources in
the future.

Officer response
Design issues addressed above and in main issue 2 of the report. Amenity and tree
concerns are addressed in main issues 3 and 4 respectively.

Application no: 15/00003/F — 145 Earlham Road, Norwich
Item 5(B) page 41

Late representation
One additional letter of representation has been as an objection to the proposal. The
following issues were raised:
1) Inadequate consultation.
2) Inadequate parking.
3) Not economically beneficial for Norwich or in keeping with the area. Norwich
does not need an extended low-end B&B.

Officer response:

1) The procedural requirements for the consultation process have been properly
carried out for the application type in question. Neighbouring and adjacent
properties within a 10 metre radius of the site have been notified in writing and
this goes above and beyond the national requirement to consult immediate
neighbours only.

2) Parking is discussed in Main Issue 3 of the report to committee.



3) The proposal is in line with policy DM16 of the local plan in terms of facilitating
the expansion of an existing local business. The impact of the proposal on the
character of the area is discussed under Main Issue 2 of the report to
committee. The need for the B&B is not material to the acceptability of the
proposal.

Councillor request

The front garden has reportedly been removed of greenery. It is requested that
instead of a fence as indicated on the submitted plans, a native hedge be planted
instead.

Officer response:

The landscaping at the site can be considered as part of the assessment of the
current application for a change of use to B&B accommodation, especially in terms
of ensuring that the local distinctiveness of the area is not harmed by the proposed
development and by providing biodiversity enhancements. In light of the works that
have reportedly taken place in the front garden it is recommended that condition 3 be
amended to include soft landscaping details to be submitted to the local planning
authority for approval. This will provide an opportunity to ensure appropriate soft
landscaping works are implemented to help mitigate against the loss that has
already occurred.

Application no: 15/00317/F — Montpellier House, Judges Walk
Item 5(C) page 51

Clarification:
The description of the revised submission is ‘extensions and alterations’.

Additional correspondences

6 no. additional correspondences have been submitted primarily in response to the
revised plans. These correspondences include an additional objection and
supplementary correspondences to existing letters of objection.

The correspondences cite their continued objection to the proposal. The majority of
the issues raised have already been covered in previous letters of objection and
addressed within the report. New issues are summarised as follows:

e Why are the Council’'s Conservation and design team not commenting on the
application?

e A heritage impact assessment should have been submitted with the
application. The determination of the application should be deferred to July
until such a document has been submitted.

e The proposed dwelling is now greater in footprint and floorspace than the
previously refused scheme.

e The council’s arboricultural advisor has recommended that a full Arboricultural
Method Statement is submitted prior to determination of the application, but



this has not been requested. The proposals could harm trees within adjacent
gardens.

The submitted ecology report is inadequate as it refers to "a low potential for
bats”. We have conducted a nocturnal bat survey (report by Dr lan Barr),
which shows the presence of bats as noted by the Councils ecology officer.

Officer response:

The conservation and design team are part of the Planning Service. They
were consulted on the proposals but decided not to provide comments as the
scale and nature of the proposals were not something that they would
normally become involved in. Although the conservation and design team
have not provided a formal response, officers have still assessed the heritage
impacts of the proposals and consider that they would not detract from the
character and appearance of the Newmarket Road and Unthank and
Christchurch Conservation Areas, See main issues 1 and 2 of the report.
Such a document is not a validation requirement for this type and scale of
application. The submitted Design and Access Statement identifies relevant
heritage assets and assesses the impact of the proposals upon them.

The proposal may have a larger footprint than the refused scheme. However
as a result of the revisions the proposals would address the previous reason
for refusal.

It is noted that the council’s tree consultant required an Arboricultural Method
Statement (AMS) to determine the impact of the development on nearby
trees. This matter has already been addressed in main issue 4 of the report,
with conditions requiring that works are carried out in accordance with the
submitted AMS and a further condition requiring the submission for a
supplementary AMS prior to commencement. Further discussions with the
Council’s tree consultant reaffirmed that the works are feasible subject to the
above condition ensuring that the health of trees in adjoining properties is not
adversely affected.

The previous refused application noted that there is potential for bats to be
using the existing buildings or trees within the site and therefore in the
absence of a presence or absence survey it is considered that the alterations
to the existing building or tree removal could result in harm. It is
acknowledged that an objector has submitted a bat survey report prepared by
Dr lain Barr of University of East Anglia concluding that there was good
evidence of bats in the area. Whilst this conclusion is not disputed, the report
cannot be considered to be conclusive assessment of the presence or
absence of such species within the application site as the report clearly states
that the survey was conducted in the objector’s garden. Therefore it is not
accepted that the ‘bat assessment’ report submitted by the applicant
(prepared by an ecologist with a level 2 bat license) is only a desk study or
inadequate. In fact it is considered to be a well-structured report which
includes a desk based element and a site assessment, outlining the potential
for bats within the building and garden. The recommendations of that report
cited that in the unlikely event that there are signs of bats in the building that
works should cease and ecologist be called for advice. The document also
recommends a series of enhancements such as such as the erection of bat
boxes or bird access on the building and supplementary planting. Officers are
satisfied that on the basis of the supporting document, the development will



not result in significant harm to protected species subject a condition requiring
further details of the proposed enhancements.

Alteration to paragraph 1 of the report (additional text in italics)

The character of the wider area is residential with many examples of 2 — 2.5 storey
properties in the area. The style and materials used in those properties are
considered to be mixed including an early 20th Century Victorian character
properties such as 1 Judges Walk (a locally listed building with rendered gables,
splayed bay, casements and sashes, brick rendering string course, arched recessed
entrance and moulded brick pallisters), a 1980’s dwelling in brown brick and smaller
two-storey dwellings in buff brick to the north east side of Judges Walk. Itis also

noted that the wider area has examples of more contemporary styled property at 177
Newmarket Road.

* Additional text highlighted in italics




