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Development proposal 

Demolition of 11 No. flats and associated garages. Erection of 13 No. flats and 
basement car parking. 

Representations 
Object Comment Support 

12   
 
Main issues Key considerations 
1 Overbearing design of rear block 
2 Loss of daylight received by 1 and 3 Essex Street 
3 Loss of outlook affecting 1 and 3 Essex Street 
4 Overlooking from the glazed stair core 
5 Internal space standards 
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The site and surroundings 
1. The proposals are a revision of application 14/01094/F, previously considered by 

planning applications committee on 8 January 2015.  Neither the site area nor its 
existing condition, nor the neighbouring uses / developments have changed since 
January. 

2. The previous planning applications committee report is available at Appendix 1, and 
the written update report which was issued at the committee meeting is available at 
Appendix 2.  The previous application is available to view in full at 
http://planning.norwich.gov.uk/online-applications/ by entering the application 
number 14/01094/F. 

Constraints  
3. None of the site’s constraints or development plan designations have changed in 

the interim, namely the site is within a conservation area and surrounded to front 
and rear by locally listed buildings, and forms part of the Critical Drainage Area.   

4. Most influential of the site’s characteristics is the significant change in topography, 
as the site rises from the footpath by 3.2m at the back of the site to meet the same 
level as the rear gardens on Essex Street. 

Relevant planning history 
5. There was no relevant planning history prior to the application below.  

Ref Proposal Decision Date 

14/01094/F Demolition of existing 11 flats and 
garages and erection of 13 flats with 
associated basement car parking. 

REFUSED 16/01/2015  

 
6. Application 14/01094/F was a finely balanced proposal, but officers felt the many 

benefits were able to outweigh their concerns about the impacts on neighbouring 
amenity, and the application was therefore recommended for approval by officers 
ahead of the committee meeting on 8 January 2015.  However, Members felt the 
impact on neighbouring amenity at no. 1 and 3 Essex Street would be too significant 
from the rear block of the two proposed, and consequently considered the application 
necessary to be refused.  Minutes of the meeting are seen at appendix 3 of this 
report.  The minutes were approved on 29 January without amendment. 
 

7. The reasons for refusal of application 14/01094/F related to the rear block’s northern-
most arm of the L-shape layout which had a three-storey height opposite 1 Essex 
Street dropping to a two-storey height adjacent to 3 Essex Street.  The reasons for 
refusal were given as:  

“By virtue of the height and scale of the three storey elements, in combination with 
the mass and proximity of the two storey elements of the development next to the 
site's boundaries with residential dwellings to the rear of the site, the scheme 
presents an unacceptable design which creates an overbearing form with a harmful 
effect on the amenity and outlook of neighbouring properties on Essex Street, 
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contrary to the objectives of paragraphs 9, 17 and 58 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF), and adopted policies DM2, DM12(b) and DM13 of the Norwich 
Development Management Policies Local Plan (2014), and to refuse the application 
is consistent with paragraph 64 of the NPPF.” 

The proposal 
8. The revised development proposal has retained 13no. flats providing 24no. 

bedrooms in total (as with 14/01094/F).  This comprises 3no. 1-bed flats, 9no. 2-
bed flats, and 1no. 3-bed flat across two blocks as previously proposed.  The front 
(Trinity Street) block of 6 flats remains unchanged. 

9. The rear block of 7 flats closest to Essex Street residents retains the same footprint 
but the form, scale, mass and articulation of the rear block has changed. 

10. The changes are: 

(a) The former north-facing projecting element of the rear wall of Flat 12 at the first 
floor level (3rd storey) has been removed, reducing the (externally-measured) 
front-to-rear depth of the flat by 1.6m from 10.7m in 14/01094/F, to 9.1m now, 
therefore increasing the distance between the opposite facing wall at 1 Essex 
Street (measured to a point from the centre of the previously-projecting wall to a 
perpendicular point on the rear elevation of the original house) from 8.6m in 
14/01094/F to 10.2m now. 

(b) Changed design of the rear block lift core, changing from a square design with 
projecting eaves and using solid cladding, to a diagonal design with recessed 
eaves and using glazing, and which is angled away from 1 Essex St. 

(c) Reduced extent of the north-west corner of the rear block, to cut away some of the 
angle and offer more sunlight around the corner. 

(d) Insertion of new basement-to-ground floor emergency stairs in north west corner, 
in place of 2no. visitor cycle hoops (i.e. 4 no. visitor cycle spaces would be lost). 

(e) Consequent reduction in internal space areas at flats 8 and 12. 

Summary information 

Proposal Key facts 

Scale 

Total no. of dwellings 13 

No. of affordable 
dwellings 

0 (not required – there is a net addition of only 2 dwellings so 
affordable housing requirements are not triggered) 

No. of storeys 3-4 at front (south), 3 at side (west), 2-3 at rear (north).  All 
include basement car park. 

Density 144 dwellings per hectare 

       



Appearance 

Materials Brick, render and cladding.  Glazing to the rear block lift core. 

Construction A reinforced concrete basement and podium, with typical load 
bearing construction techniques for the flats above. 

Energy and resource 
efficiency measures 

The scheme will use the Minus 7 technology or similar, being 
a hybrid of a solar thermal heating material for the entire roof 
covering, and a heat pump to distribute the energy.  

Transport matters 

Vehicular access Access from Trinity Street to basement car park 

No of car parking 
spaces 

14 (13 for residents, 1 for visitors / disabled provision) 

No of cycle parking 
spaces 

14 no. secure private stores (1.2m x 1.8m) in the basement, 
with room for 2 bikes each. 

2 hoops / 4 no. visitor cycle spaces in the basement. 

Servicing arrangements A communal secure refuse store is on the front elevation 
accessed from Trinity Street. 

 

Representations 
11. Advertised on site and in the press.  Adjacent and neighbouring properties have 

been notified in writing.  12 letters of representation have been received from 16 
addresses, and a combined community responses from 30 signatories, have been 
received to date, 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 15/00305/F. 

Issues raised Response 

Overr-dominant and overbearing design – the rear 
three-storey block is still too close to 1 and 3 Essex 
Street and too tall to be an acceptable scale. 

See Main Issue 1 of this 
report and paragraph 13. 

Overshadowing - loss of daylight received by 1 and 3 
Essex Street. 

See Main Issue 2. 

Loss of outlook affecting 1 and 3 Essex Street See Main Issue 3 and 
paragraph 13. 

Overlooking from the glazed stair core  See Main Issue 4. 

Proposed flats 1, 8 and 12 are still below the DM2 policy 
standard. 

See below and Main Issue 5 
of this report. 
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Issues raised Response 

Overlooking and overshadowing from the remaining 
aspects of the development, including towards 116 
Trinity Street.  

All these elements were 
considered in detail by 
planning committee on 08th 
January 2015 and were not 
considered such significant 
issues as to require forming a 
reason for refusal of 
application 14/01094/F.   

See Appendix 1, 2 and 3. 

As such the applicant did not 
consider it necessary to 
amend the previous 
proposals in this regard, and 
as such these impacts should 
still be considered 
acceptable. 

The new of flats are replacing existing ‘affordable’ flats 
on the open market. 

Traffic impacts will increase and the previous 
application’s predictions on traffic impact were wrong. 

The design will be harmful to the conservation area and 
adjacent heritage assets and block key views. 

Loss of outlook from rear rooms of 116 Trinity Street 

Landscaping proposals are inadequate for both new 
residents and screening. 

Inappropriate form of new housing. 

Highways safety on the local road network will be 
compromised. 

Construction impacts and subsidence will be detrimental 
to neighbours. 

Crime and anti-social behaviour will potentially increase. 

Members are requested by the public to visit the site in 
advance.  

Noted 

 

12. In one letter of representation it has been pointed out that the reason for refusal of 
14/01094/F is ambiguous as it was referring to the storeys of accommodation rather 
than including the basement parking in the overall scale and mass of development.  
The reason for refusal is provided at paragraph 7; Members will see the 
development is made up of three- and four-storey blocks.   

13. As seen in the elevations and sections, the overall effect of basement excavation is 
that the proposed scheme is over 1.5 storeys below the level of the gardens at 1 
and 3 Essex Street.  As a result the new development is only 2.5 storeys above the 
garden ground level and only 1.5 storeys above the height of the existing garages 
(and proposed retained rear garage wall). 

Consultation responses 
14. 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. 
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Design and conservation 

15. The design is still considered to enhance the conservation area and the revisions to 
the rear block make the scheme more acceptable than previously.  Conditions will 
resolve some of the design matters such as materials and balconies’ appearance. 

Historic England 

16. Comments are awaited at the time of writing the committee report. 

Environmental protection 

17. The same comments as for 14/01094/F still apply.  Sound attenuation and 
ventilation is needed for windows in the new development. Standard conditions can 
deal with any of the low level contamination risks. 

Anglian Water 

18. Comments are awaited at the time of writing the committee report. 

Flood & Water Management Team, Norfolk County Council 

19. Comments are awaited at the time of writing the committee report. 

Highways (local) and Environmental Services (refuse collection) 

20. Refuse collection, capacity, parking and cycle store arrangements are acceptable.  
Conditions should resolve designs for the new access and relocated traffic island, 
e.g. footpath reinstatement, the kerb should be dropped and the crossover 
approved; properties will not be eligible for either permanent nor visitor on-street 
parking permits; the refuse store should be secure with resident-only access. 

Housing strategy 

21. There is no need to require affordable housing. 

Landscape 

22. As with the previous application there remain some concerns: The scheme is overly 
dominated by buildings and has too little space for landscaping to minimise the 
proposals’ impacts on neighbours. The scheme should replace or enhance the 
screening offered by trees on the east boundary.  Using planters to prevent 
overlooking indicates that windows and the design are inappropriate.  The quality 
and quantity of the amenity space is questionable, and more thought is needed to 
mobility in and around the site and desire lines. 

Norfolk historic environment service 

23. There are no archaeological implications and no reason to require survey works. 

Norfolk police (architectural liaison) 

24. Unauthorised access to the car park should be prevented by installing access 
control systems and inward-opening automatic gates.  Secured by Design should 
be encouraged. 

       



Tree protection officer 

25. No comments necessary – the loss of the low value trees is still acceptable. 

Assessment of planning considerations 
Relevant development plan policies 

26. 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 
• JCS7 Supporting communities and protecting quality of life 
• JCS9 Strategy for growth in the Norwich policy area 
• JCS12 Remainder of the Norwich urban area including the fringe parishes 
• JCS20 Implementation 

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

• DM1 Achieving and delivering sustainable development 
• DM2 Ensuring satisfactory living and working conditions 
• DM3 Delivering high quality design 
• DM5 Planning effectively for flood resilience 
• DM6 Protecting and enhancing the natural environment 
• 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  
• DM28 Encouraging sustainable travel 
• DM30 Access and highway safety 
• DM31 Car parking and servicing 

Other material considerations 

28. Relevant sections of the National Planning Policy Framework 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 
• NPPF10 Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding, coastal change 
• NPPF11 Conserving and enhancing the natural environment 
• NPPF12 Conserving and enhancing the historic environment 

 
 Heigham Grove Conservation Area Appraisal (March 2011) 
 Ministerial Statement – regarding National Space Standards (March 2015) 
 

       



Case Assessment 

29. 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: Overbearing design of rear block 

30. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs –. 

31. It is important to note that at 2nd floor level / 4th storey, the closest vertical facing 
wall (at the rear of Flat 13) is set back an additional 3.0m from the vertical rear 
elevation of the floor below, making the distance between the rear wall of 1 Essex 
Street 13.3m.  This was the case in the previous application but is not easily 
understood from the sections and elevation drawings provided so may not have 
been clear in the committee meeting.  This improves the outlook and reduces the 
overbearing nature of the design somewhat significantly.  When added to the 
newly-revised angled design of the adjacent stair core, the revised proposals have 
a much better relationship to the neighbouring property, as below. 

32. In views from the rear garden and south-facing rooms of 1 Essex Street, with the 
garage wall being retained as a boundary feature, the closest vertical faces of the 
proposed rear elevation are Flats 11 and 12, which extend only 1.3m taller than the 
wall and which are set back 3.1m from the boundary, and create a minimum 
separation distance of 10.2m at this height.  The vertical parts of the stair core are 
only 0.5m higher than the top of this 1st floor / 3rd storey and is only 4.6m-wide.  The 
2nd floor / 4th storey reaches 2.6m higher than the floor below, but does have that 
3.0m set back.  As a result the ‘angles of incidence’ of daylight received to the rear 
elevation windows and outlook from the garden and house are much improved over 
those discussed in the previous committee meeting. 

33. The previous application proposed a square / vertical lift and stair core with solid 
rock panel cladding within green aluminium framing.  By revising this design to use 
an angled and glazed stair core at the highest level, the design is much less 
overbearing, feeling somewhat lighter and not over-dominant. 

34. Further, the north-west corner of Flat 13 at 2nd floor / 4th storey has also been 
amended, by providing a 2.1m-wide 0.6m-deep set-back to the corner.  This is not 
directly opposite the rear elevation of 1 Essex Street but does increase the 
equivalent separation distance to 13.9m and does further reduce any sense of 
overbearing design and allows more sunlight into the garden areas. 

35. In summary, the revised designs have improved the appearance in views south 
from 1 Essex Street and south west from 3 Essex Street and removes the previous 
concerns that the stair core and closest parts of the scheme were overbearing.  All 
the scale, mass and position of the building’s tallest elements are now fairly 
comfortably outside the recommended angle of incidence for their potential effect 
on windows and the garden of 1 Essex Street (as set out in the Building Research 

       



Establishment’s 1991 report ‘Site Layout Planning for Daylight and Sunlight’, which 
recommends that suitable daylight to a dwelling is achieved where an unobstructed 
vertical angle of 25 degrees can be drawn from a point taken 2m above floor level 
of the fenestrated elevation).  

36. Another benefit of the revised design is that the building appears more unified and 
improves its appearance from Unthank Road. 

Main issue 2: Loss of daylight received by 1 and 3 Essex Street 

37. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – JCS7, DM2, DM3, DM13, NPPF paragraphs 9 
and 17, 58, 64 and 69. 

38. The changes have improved the overall receipt of daylight to the gardens and 
homes of 1 and 3 Essex Street which had given Members their greatest concerns.  
The previous sun path analysis has been revised to account for the changed 
designs. It still forecasts the extent of shade at every month of the year at six times 
in the day, comparing existing and proposed developments.  The scheme has 
improved receipt of sunlight by (i) cutting back some of the blockage from south and 
south-west light to 1 and 3 Essex Street garden and homes by reducing the mass 
of the lift/stair tower, (ii) removing some of the 3rd storey blockage from south-west 
light to 3 Essex Street’s house and part of its garden by reducing the extent of Flat 
12; and, (iii) lessened the loss of light to 1 Essex Street’s rear elevation by cutting 
back some of the upper storey’s north-west corner.  

39. The sun path analysis shows new overshading would be experienced as below: 

a) January 14:00 & 16:00 – 1 Essex St: extended shading over the conservatory 
and 1 first floor window. (This shows no change from the previous proposal). 

b) February and March 12:00 & 14:00 - 1 Essex St: extended shading of garden 
and conservatory; 16:00 shading of first floor.  However, this is slightly less 
extensive than was predicted in the previous proposal, particularly in March 
where shadow will generally extend to only half the depth of the garden at 
12:00 and 14:00. 

c) April: 1 Essex St: marginal extended shading of garden, but less so at 14:00 
and 16:00.  3 Essex St: Small increases in garden shading but results in full 
shade by 18:00 (no change).   

d) May 16:00 1 Essex St minor shading of garden (changed area but generally 
similar). 18:00 3 Essex St: Small increases in garden shading but almost full 
shade (no change). 20:00 3 Essex St: full shade before and after construction. 

e) June 16:00 & 18:00 1 Essex St: slightly more shading due to the retained tall 
brick boundary wall. 20:00 3 Essex St: full shade before & after construction. 

f) July 16:00 & 18:00 1 Essex St: slightly more shading due to the retained tall 
brick boundary wall. 20:00 3 Essex St: full shade before & after construction. 

g) August 14:00, 16:00 and 18:00 1 Essex St: more shading due to the retained 
tall brick boundary wall.  18:00 3 Essex St: full shade before and after 
construction. 

       



h) September 12:00, 14:00 & 16:00: 1 Essex St: similar level of extended 
shading of garden and conservatory, but less depth of shadow overall. 

i) November & December 14:00 1 Essex St: extended shading of garden and 
conservatory (no change from previous application). 

40. It is interesting to note that in some respects the situation has improved as there is 
less depth to the shade extent.  However, the retention of the garage wall as a 
retained boundary wall will actually allow less light through to the garden than the 
previously-proposed lower timber fence; the benefit of retaining the garden wall are 
nevertheless considered much more favourable than not doing so.   

41. Neither the front block nor the western arm of the rear block have changed so the 
effects on neighbours at 116 Trinity Street and beyond will not change and should 
still be considered acceptable as was the case with the previous application. 

Main issue 3: Loss of outlook affecting 1 and 3 Essex Street 

42. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – JCS7, DM2, DM3, DM13, NPPF paragraphs 9 
and 17, 58, 64 and 69. 

43. Outlook and visual amenity has been much considered at the previous planning 
committee, and was considered likely to be too badly affected for 1 and 3 Essex 
Street.  By comparing the scheme’s new designs against those guidelines 
assessed at the last committee, it can be seen how the within the situation has 
improved.  

44. As before, outlook from a principal window will generally become adversely affected 
when the height of any vertical facing structure exceeds the separation distance 
from the window.  Outlook from 1 Essex Street is considered against windows in 
the conservatory and the rear elevation.   

45. The separation between the conservatory and the tallest element is actually 10.2m, 
and the height of the 3-storey element above the basement is 6.6m at the 
boundary.  Although the height difference between garage wall and roof top 
remains at 3.9m, the newly-increased separation between the 1 Essex Street rear 
elevation’s windows and the 2-storey element is now 10.2m.  Therefore, the 
proposals still do not compromise the guideline values for outlook affected at 1 
Essex Street, and in fact improve the situation. 

46. Outlook from 3 Essex Street has also been improved by the reduced extent of Flat 
12.  The same guidelines cannot be easily transferred to this angle of view but there 
would now be noticeably less mass of the building rising above the height of the 
boundary wall when looking west.  This means that what was only small proportion 
of visible sky that would be lost from the ground floor windows at 3 Essex Street 
would now receive more light.  The upper floor windows still appear to be either 
bathroom windows or are beyond the 45 degree line of the 3-storey element, and in 
any case would be higher than the lower two-storey residential height. 

47. In summary, the outlook is improved by this revised design.  The proposals are only 
a 1.5-storey / 3.9m total increase in height above the existing garages, and even 
then that tallest solid part is 6.1m from the boundary and some 10.3m from the 
closest part of the neighbouring conservatory or 13.3m from the house wall.  
Although the building’s siting will position its closest ground floor rear wall only 1.5m 

       



from the boundary, this is not visible below the now-retained boundary wall.  
Further, the revisions have now increased the gap between boundary and the 
closest visible pat of the development to 3.1m, the height of which is only 1.2m 
taller than the existing garages.  Outlook has therefore improved and is acceptable. 

Main issue 4: Overlooking from the glazed stair core 

48. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – JCS7, DM2, DM13, NPPF paragraphs 9 and
17, 58, 64 and 69.

49. The revision to using glazing materials at the upper level does not cause any
additional overlooking towards neighbours because at this point the stairs serve
only one flat and is not a place for residents of that flat to linger.  An additional
benefit of the glazing is to bring more natural light and better security to the stairs.

Main issue 5: Internal space standards 

50. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs – JCS7, DM2, DM3, DM13, NPPF paragraphs 9
and 17 and 58.

51. Within application 14/01094/F four flats were below the minimum indicative space
standard within policy DM2 as a result of improving the front block’s relationship
with the conservation area (although unfortunately only three were recorded ahead
of the last committee meeting, as one of the floorplans assessed was mistakenly a
superseded proposal).  The flats which were not to the standard of policy DM2 were
flats 1, 5, 9 and 12.  Of these, Flat 12 has been further reduced in internal area in
this revised proposal.  A full description is available in the table below.

Flat type 

(x 
bedrooms, 
x persons) 

DM2 
standard 

(sq.m GIA) 

Proposed size in 
refused plans of 
14/01094/F 

(sq.m GIA) 

Proposed size 
in revised 
plans of 
15/00305/F  

(sq.m GIA) 

Compliance 
with policy 
DM2? 

Flat 1 2b 4p 70 64 64 No. 

Flat 2 2b 4p 70 71 71 Yes. 

Flat 3 2b 4p 70 74 74 Yes. 

Flat 4 2b 4p 70 71 71 Yes. 

Flat 5 2b 4p 70 63 63 No. 

Flat 6 1b 2p 50 51 51 Yes. 

Flat 7 2b 4p 70 75 75 Yes. 

Flat 8 1b 2p 50 51 49 No. 

Flat 9 2b 4p 70 63 63 No. 



Flat 10 2b 4p 70 75 75 Yes. 

Flat 11 1b 2p 50 51 52 Yes. 

Flat 12 2b 4p 70 67 59 No. 

Flat 13 3b 5p 86 101 101 Yes. 

52. Those flats which fall short of DM2 are:

• Flats 5 and 9 were previously rather small, being 7 sq.m below the DM
indicative standard, but was considered acceptable on balance, and these sizes
have not changed in this scheme;

• Flat 8 has reduced in area by 2 sq.m. as a necessity of providing the new
escape stairs for building regulations purposes, so is now not compliant by just
1 sqm; and,

• Flat 12 was previously 3 sq.m. below the DM2 indicative standard, and is now
as a result 11 sq.m. below the indicative standard.

53. As the previous committee meeting minutes recall, the smaller spaces offered were
considered acceptable because they were providing an increased number and
better range of sizes and type, and a better quality of accommodation, than the
11no. existing flats, and were acceptable as a consequence of making design
alterations to enhance the conservation area. It should be noted that the proposals
still make much more efficient use of the site and will provide most units with
outdoor amenity space and better daylight and outlook, and provide some on-site
communal amenity space and landscaping where currently there is none.

54. Flat 12 has since been reduced in space as a direct result of the revised designs
having been amended to account for Members’ previous concerns over the scale
and proximity of the rear block.  The consequent loss of 8 sq.m. is regrettable but
the overall quality of the flat is adequate in layout and features, and will provide
sufficient external space also. This is considered an acceptable compromise for the
reasons already discussed above and in the previous committee meeting.

55. Members should note the Government has recently introduced some national
space standards which the associated Ministerial Statement has said will replace
the adopted Local Plan space standards from October 2015.  The Government’s
technical standards practice note is a material consideration but is not considered
to outweigh adopted planning policy.

56. Overall, the reduced space provision is considered an acceptable compromise for
the improved design, mitigated in large part by the considerate and innovative use
of balconies and screened windows to provide carefully-designed external space.

Compliance with other relevant development plan policies 

57. 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.



Requirement Relevant policy Compliance 
Cycle storage DM31 Yes subject to condition 

Car parking 
provision DM31 Yes subject to condition 

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 

Biodiversity JCS1, DM3, DM6 Yes subject to condition  

Noise protection JCS2, JCS7, DM2 Yes subject to condition  

 

Other matters  

58. The principle of development remains unchanged from that discussed during previous 
application 14/01094/F and is still considered acceptable in terms of density of 
development, mix of dwelling types, sizes and tenures, and the space standards of 
dwellings within the front block of the development.  The following additional matters 
have been assessed and are considered satisfactory and in accordance with relevant 
development plan policies, subject to appropriate conditions and mitigation: Impact on 
heritage assets; materials and appearance of the designed development; outlook and 
visual amenity, overshadowing and loss of privacy for neighbours and future residents 
in respect of the massing of the front block and the side and front of the rear block 
and position of windows and screening thereof; energy generation and water 
efficiency; existing trees and replacement / enhancement; biodiversity and 
landscaping; contamination; noise for new residents; noise for neighbours; provision 
of sustainable surface water drainage systems and their maintenance; refuse storage; 
car and cycle parking; traffic impacts; access designs and relocation of the traffic 
speed control island; subsidence; archaeology; and, security. 

Equalities and diversity issues 

59. There are no significant equality or diversity issues. 

Local finance considerations 

60. 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. 

61. 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. 

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

Conclusion 
63. For the reasons discussed above, the scheme will provide an improved standard

and greater quantity of housing stock sufficient to outweigh the loss of existing
homes. The design has achieved a successful balance between innovation around
the site constraints and enhancing the setting of the conservation area, and has
been carefully managed to reduce its impacts on the amenity of neighbours such
that any detrimental impact is minimal and outweighed by the benefits of the
scheme.  Subject to the conditions imposed the development will be 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. 15/00305/F - 117 - 127 Trinity Street Norwich NR2 2BJ and 
grant planning permission subject to the following conditions: 

1. Standard time limit;
2. In accordance with plans;
3. Ground conditions survey and thereafter SUDS to be designed into the scheme;
4. Top soils to be certified as appropriate to residential purposes;
5. Contamination precautionary condition;
6. Development to follow paras 3.20 – 3.22 of the Arboricultural Impact Assessment;
7. Landscaping – details of a comprehensive scheme to include hard and soft

landscaping materials, planter construction, management strategy, the irrigation
and drainage system info and maintenance;

8. Refuse store details to be agreed, and provide;
9. Energy efficiency and renewable energy measures – agree details to ensure it

provides at least 10% using the Minus7 or similar technology, or other systems as
necessary, and provide thereafter;

10. Water efficiency measures – agree and provide;
11. Car parking – layout and provide;
12. Cycle parking – agree designs of residents and visitor storage, and provide;
13. Bird and bat boxes to be agreed and provided;
14. Car parking management plan;
15. Materials –

(a) refuse store screening; 
(b) all doors and windows; 
(c) bricks; 
(d) cladding panels; 
(e) render areas; 
(f) eaves and soffits; 
(g) stone banding; 
(h) rainwater goods;  
(i) roofing materials. 



16. Balcony screens and window screens and box planters to be installed prior to
occupation;

17. Boundary treatments to be confirmed – and the garage wall to 1 Essex Street to
be retained as boundary wall and infilled in the north-east corner.

18. Noise assessment to be agreed, and specifications for acoustic attenuation and
ventilation windows, to be installed prior to occupation.

19. No additional plant or machinery to be used without prior consent.
20. Notwithstanding the Norwich Local Development Order for flats, there shall be

changes to the windows and doors without prior consent.

Informative advisory notes: 
1. Chalk workings and subsidence – advice for getting specific studies.
2. Good practice in construction;
3. Waste material certification;
4. Car parking permit advice.

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, including at the pre-application stage, the application has been 
approved subject to appropriate conditions and for the reasons outlined in the officer report. 

Appendices: 

Appendix 1 - Previous planning committee report 8 January 2015  
Appendix 2 – Update to committee report of 8 January 2015 
Appendix 3 – Extract from the minutes of the planning applications committee held on 
8 January 2015  

Documents for the planning applications committee held on 8 January are also available on 
the council's website: 

https://cmis.norwich.gov.uk/live/Meetingscalendar/tabid/70/ctl/ViewMeetingPublic/
mid/39 7/Meeting/74/Committee/3/SelectedTab/Documents/Default.aspx 

https://cmis.norwich.gov.uk/live/Meetingscalendar/tabid/70/ctl/ViewMeetingPublic/mid/397/Meeting/74/Committee/3/SelectedTab/Documents/Default.aspx
https://cmis.norwich.gov.uk/live/Meetingscalendar/tabid/70/ctl/ViewMeetingPublic/mid/397/Meeting/74/Committee/3/SelectedTab/Documents/Default.aspx
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