
MINUTES

Planning Applications Committee

10:00 to 12:22 Thursday, 13 November 2025

Present: Councillors Driver (Chair), Sands (M) (Vice-Chair), Hampton, 
Harper, Haynes, Knight, Lawes, Lubbock, Smith and Young 
(substitute for Fox)

Apologies: Councillors Caine and Fox

25.Declarations of Interest

25.1 Councillor Lubbock declared that she had a pre-determined view on 
Application 25/00832/F, 437 Unthank Road, Norwich NR4 7QN and would not
take part in the discussion or vote on the item.

25.2 Councillor Lubbock declared a pre-determined view on Application 
25/00761/F, 1 Denmead Close, Norwich, NR4 6NB. She would speak as 
ward councillor on the item and not take part in the discussion or vote on the 
item.

26.Minutes 

26.1 RESOLVED to confirm the minutes of the meetings held on 28 August 
2025, 11 September 2025 and 25 September 2025.

27.25/00832/F 437 Unthank Road, Norwich NR4 7QN

27.1 The Committee considered an application for a single storey rear 
extension to garage, replacement conservatory with traditional style orangery,
first-floor gable extension and new glazed garden room element to rear. 

27.2 The Committee had before it a report in which all information was laid 
out. 

27.3 James Kettley, Planner, presented the application to the Committee 
and assisted them in their deliberations. The Committee were shown plans of 
the site including a parameter plan, proposed elevations and photographs of 
the site. It was noted that the proposed extension was not right up to the 
boundary, the roof of the garage extension would go up to the boundary. The 
proposal was in character with the area. Internal works were proposed to 



Planning Applications Committee: 13 November 2025

facilitate the creation of a new bathroom. A condition was proposed for 
obscured glazing to minimise overlooking. The application site was a large 
plot, and the proposal was modest in comparison to the size of the plot. He 
referred members to the Tabled Papers, the objectors had provided an 
updated summary of their objection, but this did not raise any new issues. 
The case officer concluded by detailing that the officer recommendation was 
for approval as detailed in the report. 

27.4 Chris McEvoy addressed the Committee as an objector pursuant to the
provisions of Planning Applications Committee Procedure Rule 9. The 
application site had steadily grown towards the objector’s dwelling. The 
proposal further increased the bulk and mass of the dwelling. The Committee 
heard that the proposed roof for the extension was for a steeply pitched and 
that the guttering would overhang the boundary. The roof would create a dark
covered passageway. As part of their submission the objector had suggested 
that a flat roof could be used as opposed to a pitched roof. The proposal 
would cause loss of light to the neighbouring property. Concerns were raised 
that the first floor plan did not show the internal works. There were also 
concerns that the hedge would need to be removed during construction work.

27.5 Kristian Molloy addressed the Committee as the agent pursuant to 
Planning Applications Committee Procedure Rule 9. The Committee heard 
that the proposal was suggesting alterations to the existing dwelling that were
in keeping with the area. The drawings submitted were accurate. In relation to
the sunlight due to the orientation of the dwellings the shadow cast was from 
an adjacent property. The garage was already in situ and was close to the 
boundary. The angle of the roof would disperse the shadow. There would be 
no loss of the hedge as the open area would be maintained. The changes to 
the dwelling would not be visible from the front of the building. 

27.6 Councillor Lubbock, having declared an interest left the meeting at this 
point.

27.7 In response to questions from the Committee the Planner and 
Development Manager confirmed that the roof overhang would not overhang 
the boundary and there would be no impact to the hedge as confirmed by the 
agent.

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

27.9 RESOLVED, unanimously, that application 25/00832/F was approved 
as detailed in the officer recommendation subject to the following conditions:

1) Standard time limit

2) In accordance with plans

3) Obscured glazing
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Informatives:

 Biodiversity Net Gain not required

28.25/00761/F 1 Denmead Close, Norwich, NR4 6NB

28.1 The Committee considered an application for a single storey rear and 
side extension and additional works to front garden to raise ground level.

28.2 The Committee had before it a report and updates report in which all 
information was laid out.

28.3 Lara Emerson, Development Management Team Leader, presented 
the application to the Committee and assisted them in their deliberations. The
Committee heard that the application had initially been brought to the 
Committee meeting on 25 September 2025 but had been deferred to enable 
officers to address issues raised by the objectors. This included an inaccurate
plan which showed a fence which had not been intended to be proposed, this 
had been amended. The other issue was whether Permitted Development 
rights had been removed. Officers confirmed that certain Permitted 
Development rights had been removed, including those that would permit any
extension. Both matters had been addressed and were amended in the 
Committee report. The application site sat at the corner of the close and had 
a detached garage. The property had an existing conservatory to the north 
which was adjacent to 2 Denmead Close. 2 Denmead Close to the north of 
the application site had a side window which served a dining room and faced 
the application site, 2 Denmead Close was on higher ground than the 
application site. The Committee noted the relationship between 1 Denmead 
Close and 2 Denmead Close. 

28.4 The proposal was for a rear and side extension to 1 Denmead Close 
and the extension of the garden space that fronted Abinger Way. The 
proposed extension would stretch beyond the width of the existing dwelling to
enable to creation of a larger kitchen and diner as well as a playing room. The
extension would be adjacent to the boundary to 2 Denmead Close.  It was 
detailed that changes were proposed to the garden of the ground level, with 
the highest drop being around 1m. A condition was recommended that a 
hedge be planted and maintained along the top edge to protect residents’ 
safety and privacy.  A number of letters of objection had been received from 
one household that raised a number of issues, some which were not material 
planning considerations. Material planning matters raised included the impact
on amenity, and that the proposed extension was close to the boundary to 2 
Denmead Close. The dining room for 2 Denmead Close was served through 
a side window which would face the proposed extension. The proposal was 
for a single storey extension and the gap between the structures would be 
around 2m and 2 Denmead Close sat on higher ground which helped to 
mitigate the impact. The dining room had glazed doors which helped to 
provide light from the lounge to the front of the property. The impact on light 
and outlook would be minimal. The proposal would help to protect privacy of 
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the residents of both properties as it would block the current unobstructed 
views into the conservatory, windows and garden of 1 Denmead Close. The 
proposal was considered acceptable. Members noted that an objector had a 
protected characteristic which could mean that they would be affected more 
during the construction phase of the development and this must be 
considered during their decision to comply with the Council’s Public Sector 
Duty under the Equality Act 2010. The case officer concluded by detailing that
the officer recommendation was for approval as detailed in the report.

28.5 Adrian Porter addressed the Committee as an objector pursuant to 
Planning Applications Committee Procedure Rule 9. The objector raised 
concerns around the measurements referred to within the report. Detailing 
that measurements they had taken measured 1.1m between the wall of 2 
Denmead Close to the fence which contrasted to the 1m detailed within the 
report, further measurements showed that the gap between 2 Denmead 
Close and the existing conservatory was 2.1m. The objector noted that there 
had been no topographical survey and that measurements should be 
independently verified. It was noted that the original Committee relied on 
Permitted Development rights, which had been challenged by the objectors’ 
solicitor. The Committee heard that the objector considered that the reasons 
for recommending approval were not adequately addressed within the report. 
The Committee heard that the objector had PTSD, which was a protected 
disability under the Equality Act 2010, the assessment within the report did 
not adequately address the impact of construction noise and had not 
consulted with external sources such as psychologists and therefore did not 
fully have due regard to the protected characteristic. The objector referred to 
guidance on the definition of material planning considerations, 
correspondence between the objector and the Monitoring Officer had 
confirmed that working from home by the objector was material to assessing 
amenity, this had not been addressed by the report. The Committee noted 
slides provided by the objector which showed a 3D model of the proposed 
extension and the proximity to 2 Denmead Close. The proposed extension 
would increase the footprint of the existing dwelling by 75%, which should not
be considered a minor extension. The objector urged the Committee to refuse
the planning application. 

28.6 Marianne Porter addressed the Committee as an objector pursuant to 
Planning Applications Committee Procedure Rule 9. The Committee heard 
that the proposal would make maintenance of both properties more difficult. 
The dining room of 2 Denmead Close was the focal point of the property and 
light from the dining room spread to the hall. The current views would be 
replaced by brick and industrial appearing material. The report detailed that 
only 40cm of the brick wall would be visible from 2 Denmead Close, but a 
daylight assessment had not been carried out. The objectors worked from 
home and employment was dependent on the ability to carry out work from 
home. Both 1 Denmead Close and 2 Denmead Close depended on the gap 
between the properties for maintenance and the proposal would make this 
impossible as there would be no space between the properties. 
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28.7 Councillor Lubbock addressed the Committee pursuant to Planning 
Applications Committee Procedure Rule 9. She was supporting the objectors 
due to concerns on adverse amenity impact, which included the loss of 
daylight and outlook. The dining room had only one window, and this 
provided light to the ground floor rooms. Due to homeworking the loss of 
daylight should be considered as it would have an adverse impact on the 
residents of 2 Denmead Close. The proposed scale of the extension was 
oppressive and due to the layout of the properties the location and scale of 
the extension was inappropriate. 

28.8 Tom Skinner addressed the Committee as the applicant pursuant to 
Planning Applications Committee Procedure Rule 9. The proposal was to 
provide more space for the family. The extension would replace the existing 
conservatory. Following concerns raised by neighbours the proposal had 
been amended from a two-storey extension to a single storey extension. The 
material and style of the extension was in keeping with other extensions in 
the area. The proposal complied with the Council’s policies and there would 
not be a significant loss of light to neighbours. The proposal would prevent 
the current overlooking. The applicant considered that a balanced approach 
had been taken and commended the application to the Committee. 

28.9 Councillor Lubbock having declared an interest in the item left the 
meeting at this point. 

28.10 In response to questions from the Committee the Development 
Management Team Leader confirmed that officers had undertaken site visits 
to both properties and had taken numerous measurements to verify the plans 
submitted. Officers were confident that the plans were accurate for the 
assessment of the application. 

28.11 Members asked questions on the impact of construction noise. The 
Development Management Team Leader highlighted that there were two 
options available to Members, the first was the suggested informative which 
talks about considerate construction, officers encouraged developers to use 
the scheme which limits the times that certain machinery was used which 
helps mitigate noise from construction. Members could also consider 
requiring a construction management plan as a condition, this was usually 
recommended for larger schemes where construction lasted significantly 
longer than the proposal or would have a greater impact on neighbours, this 
could be appropriate in this case.

28.12 The Development Management Team Leader and Development 
Manager responded to questions on the assessment of the protected 
characteristics. Members heard that the Council had to comply with the Public
Sector Equality Duty which included having due regard to disability and this 
needed to be form part of the assessment of the application, this could 
include additional conditions that would not usually apply. It was highlighted 
that there were interacting legislations, planning legislation and the Public 
Sector Equality Duty. The principle within the Town and Country Planning Act 
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1990 was that characteristics would not normally justify approval and refusal 
on characteristic needs of a particular individual. The Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990 regulated the use of land in the public interest. The 
Council needed to make decisions while having regard to protected 
characteristics, but these were not determinative. If there were actions that 
could be done to further mitigate the impact of development, then conditions 
could be attached that were not normally attached for a development of that 
scale. The decision needed to be balanced, and the Council needed to 
consider how the proposal impacted anyone who had a protected 
characteristic including objectors and applicants. In relation to the proposal 
the impact would be experienced by other neighbours, however the impact on
the current occupier of 2 Denmead Close was higher. The Council needed to 
have regard to the level of impact. 

28.13 In response to further questions the Development Management Team 
Leader confirmed that the wall of the proposed extension would be where the 
existing conservatory was, but the roof of the proposed extension would 
overhang more than the existing conservatory. The measurement of the 
distance between the overhang and the boundary was not available. 

28.14 Members queried the loss of daylight and outlook. The Development 
Management Team Leader responded and confirmed that outlook considered
views of the sky not the distance to another wall. The 3D images provided by 
the objector showed that there would be a retained view of the sky, only a 
small part of the wall of the extension would be visible from the dining room 
window. The window was south facing; however, light was blocked by the 
dwelling at 1 Denmead Close and the loss of light due to the proposed 
extension was minimal. Officers confirmed that the issues around property 
maintenance were not material planning considerations and was not a 
consideration during determination. 

28.15 Members asked whether the proposal to backfill the garden would 
impact underground utilities. The Development Management Team Leader 
and Development Manager confirmed that Highways had been consulted on 
the application and had not raised concerned with the works to the footway, 
an informative was suggested to protect the footway and adjacent streetlight. 
During construction if there were utilities found underground this would need 
to be managed with the provider, other processes would apply such as 
Building Regulations. The planning process did not need to consider whether 
the proposal complied with these processes. The details of the hedge would 
be required to be submitted as a condition, if a fence were to be erected this 
would require the submission of a planning application due to the removal of 
certain Permitted Development rights on the site, which included the erection 
of a fence.

28.16 It was proposed and seconded that the application be approved as 
detailed in the officer recommendation with the additional condition as 
follows:
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 Construction Management Plan required. 

28.17 RESOLVED, unanimously, that application 25/00761/F, 1 Denmead 
Close, Norwich, NR4 6NB was approved as detailed in the officer 
recommendation subject to the following conditions:

1) Standard time limit

2) In accordance with plans

3) Details of hedging to be agreed

4) Construction Management Plan required.

Informatives:

 Protection of footway and streetlight

 Considerate construction

 Biodiversity Net Gain not required.

29.22/00551/F 9 Cheyham Mount, Norwich, NR4 6HJ

29.1 Councillor Lubbock rejoined the meeting at this point. 

29.2 The Committee considered an application for a new 3 bedroom 
dwelling on side garden of existing dwelling and associated works. 

29.3 The Committee had before it a report in which all information was laid 
out.

29.4 Gemma Rooney, Senior Planner, presented the report the application 
to the Committee and assisted them in their deliberations. The Committee 
heard that the existing rear garden of 9 Cheyham Mount was set back. The 
neighbouring properties were higher than 9 Cheyham Mount. The proposed 
dwelling would have off-street parking. Concerns raised by neighbours 
included that there would be a loss of trees, the trees within the site would be 
retained and none were proposed for removal. The arboricultural officer had 
agreed that there would be minimal impacts on the trees on site. There would 
be natural overshadowing from the existing dwelling to the proposed dwelling 
but there would be dappled light to the dwelling. Additional comments from 
neighbours had highlighted overlooking, however the existing highway verge 
would be maintained, the distance between the properties would be 10m and 
the window to window distance would be 15m, there would therefore not 
result in the loss of privacy. The existing dwelling would have alterations to its
windows that directly faced the proposed dwelling, the impact on both 
dwellings was considered acceptable. The proposal had been amended 
during the application period to respond to the character of the area and 
reduced the prominence within the established building line. The Council 
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could not currently demonstrate a five-year housing land supply and the 
proposed development complied with national and local policies. The case 
officer concluded by detailing that the officer recommendation was for 
approval as detailed in the report.

29.5 In response to questions from the Committee the Senior Planner 
confirmed that the proposed development would be immediately adjacent to 
the boundary to Penshurst Mews but there was dense vegetation on the 
public highway.

29.6 Members queried how cars would access the site and whether there 
would be access to the rear garden. In response the Senior Planner 
confirmed that the proposed access to the new dwelling would be adjacent to 
the access to 9 Cheyham Mount. There would be pedestrian access to the 
rear gardens. 

29.7 In response to further questions the Senior Planner and Development 
Manager confirmed that while it had not been confirmed whether the 
foundations would go into the public highway this was not a material planning 
consideration, as this was covered by the Building Regulations. If works were 
required on the highway, then this could be dealt with. 

29.8 Members asked whether vegetation could be planted between the 
proposed dwelling and the boundary to prevent overlooking to Penshurst 
Mews. In response the Senior Planner that there was no room as the 
proposed dwelling was adjacent to the boundary. The existing vegetation on 
the public highway with the window to window gap mitigated overlooking and 
the proposal was therefore considered acceptable.

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

29.10 RESOLVED, unanimously, that application 22/00551/F was approved 
as detailed in the officer recommendation subject to the following conditions:

1) Standard time limit

2) In accordance with plans

3) Works on site in accordance with AIA, AMS, and TPP

4) Access details

5) Parking and turning

6) Boundary treatment provision

7) Ecology improvements

8) Alterations to existing openings
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9) Materials in accordance with details

10)Water efficiency

30.21/00182/F 20 Cowgate, Norwich, NR3 1SY

30.1 The Committee considered an application for the demolition of existing 
building and construction of 3.5 storey building to provide 15 no. one and two 
bedroom flats with associated works. 

30.2 The Committee had before it a report and updates report in which all 
information was laid out.

30.3 Sarah Hinchcliffe, Senior Planner, presented the application to the 
Committee and assisted them in their deliberations. The Committee heard 
that the application had previously been before the Committee in September 
2021 for the demolition of the existing public house to build a 3.5 storey 
building to provide 15 flats on site. The Committee noted the site elevations 
and that the building would sit on the historic building. The application was 
before the Committee due to a number of changes since 2021. The original 
proposal had required three units of Affordable Housing. The applicant had 
gone through an exercise to contact registered housing providers, but these 
had no interest in taking on the units. The applicant approached the Council 
and worked with officers to have an off-site commuted sum. There had been 
delays with the progression of the s106 due anomalies with the land 
ownership. The development was further delayed due to Nutrient Neutrality. 
The Committee noted that credits were available for the scheme. Due to the 
delays there were increased costs, including construction costs, the cost of 
purchasing credits and the payment of Green Infrastructure and Recreational 
Impact Avoidance and Mitigation Strategy (GIRAMS). The applicant had 
considered the viability of the scheme; this complied with local and national 
policies. The review of the viability of the scheme highlighted that the 
absence of the provision of Affordable Housing could be accepted. This could
be reviewed in future. The applicant had submitted a suitable professional 
report which had been considered by officers. A number of policy changes 
had happened, such as the adoption of the Greater Norwich Local Plan 
(GNLP). The application should be considered in line with the updated policy 
framework. Substantial positive weight should be given that the application 
was a regeneration development of a derelict brownfield site. The Council 
currently could not demonstrate a five-year housing land supply. The Council 
had previously approved the application. The Committee needed to consider 
what had changed, there had been no changes to the design or layout of the 
scheme, what had changed was the level of affordable housing and the policy
environment. The new National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was 
supportive of redevelopment of brownfield sites. The GNLP required a lower 
level of affordable housing in recognition of the difficulty of bring forward 
development. The lack of a five-year housing land supply tilted the balance. 
The case officer concluded by detailing that the officer recommendation was 
for approval as detailed in the report.
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30.4 In response to questions from the Committee the Senior Planner and 
Development Manager detailed that the detail of the required traffic 
management plan would be agreed when submitted and would need to 
consider the impacts of the redevelopment of Anglia Square. 

30.5 Members queried why the registered providers had declined taking on 
the units and why the level of affordable housing had been lower than the 
policy amount of 33% when it had initially been approved. In response 
officers confirmed that nine registered providers had been contacted and they
had declined to take on the units, this was fairly common due to the small 
number of properties within a mixed tenure building. The Council had not 
been interested in taking on the units. The calculation had been set out in the 
previous report and detailed that as the site had been a vacant building there 
had been a discount to the amount of affordable housing required. For the off-
site commuted sum this would have been calculated on the provision of three 
units on site. The viability appraisal had included a sensitivity analysis, which 
had considered the impacts of increasing the number of units from 15 within 
the site. The initial application had included more units, but this had been too 
bulky for the sites and therefore had had heritage impacts. The proposal was 
that the s106 agreement did not include the provision of affordable housing, a
standard review clause would be included which detailed that reviews would 
take place and there could be an opportunity to make contribution at the point
of review. 

30.6 In response to questions the Senior Planner confirmed that the 
developer would be required to purchase Nutrient Neutrality credits if consent
was granted. The applicant had been asked to confirm that sufficient credits 
had been allocated by providers.

30.7 Members queried what would happen to the site if consent was not 
granted. In response the Development Manager had confirmed that if 
planning permission was not granted due to the lack of affordable housing, 
then this would not be defensible as viability could be a material 
consideration. The viability appraisal had been conducted by qualified 
persons and had been reviewed. If permission was not granted, then the site 
would remain vacant. 

30.8 In response to further questions the Development Manager confirmed 
that the principle of reviewing viability was available to all applicants. The 
assessments were scrutinised by officers and challenged where necessary. 
Off-site contribution was not a cheaper option. 

30.9 Members discussed the merits of the application. Members considered 
that the lack of affordable housing was regrettable but noted that the scheme 
would not be viable if affordable housing was included. The site would 
provide 15 new dwellings which would provide needed homes within the city. 
The scheme was part of the wider regeneration of the area with the 
redevelopment of Anglia Square. The Committee noted that the Council could
not demonstrate a five-year housing land supply which weighted the balance. 
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Members noted the additional costs for development including the 
requirement for nutrient neutrality credits and the costs of construction. 

30.10 It was proposed and seconded that the application was approved as 
detailed in the officer recommendation, to include the additional condition 
listed in the updates report. 

30.11 RESOLVED, with 8 members voting in favour (Councillors Driver, 
Hampton, Harper, Haynes, Lawes, Lubbock, Smith and Young) and 2 
members abstaining (Councillors Mike Sands and Knight), that application 
24/00826/F – 20 Cowgate, Norwich, NR3 1SY was approved subject to the 
completion of satisfactory legal agreements to include provision of an 
affordable housing viability review clause and payment of a RAMS tariff upon 
first occupation of the development and subject to receipt of confirmation of 
purchase of nutrient neutrality mitigation credits specific to the impacts of the 
development prior to any decision being issued as detailed in the officer 
recommendation and subject to the following conditions:

1) Standard time limit.

2) In accordance with plans.

3) Materials to be agreed

4) Landscaping scheme to be agreed

5) Scheme for on-site foul drainage works to be agreed.

6) Surface water drainage scheme to be agreed.

7) Arboricultural supervision within RPA

8) Arboricultural works to facilitate development.

9) Works in accordance with submitted tree documents.

10)Archaeological investigations to be agreed.

11)10% energy requirement measures to be agreed.

12)Water efficiency measures to be agreed.

13)Integrated swift boxes to be installed and made available for use prior 
to first occupation

14)Off site highways works (footway reconstruction to Cowgate and 
Peacock Street, no-entry restriction signage reconfigured, drop 
crossing for refuse access and reinstatement of parking signage and 
line as necessary) to be agreed.
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15)All highway works to roads and footways to be carried out before final 
occupation.

16)No overhanging/obstruction of highway land (by 
gutters/fascia/gates/doors or ground floor windows)

17)Scheme of parking of cycles and storage of bins to be agreed.

18)Details of on-site construction worker parking to be agreed.

19)Construction of traffic management plan (CTMP) including construction
traffic access route to be agreed.

20)During construction all traffic to comply with CTMP.

21)Traffic Regulation Order for amending waiting restrictions on Cowgate 
to be promoted.

22)No demolition to take place until a contract for redevelopment is made.

23)Details of the provision of fibre broadband to the premises to be 
agreed.

24)20% of the dwellings to meet M4(2) accessibility standard.

Informatives:

 Noise nuisance investigations with mitigation in place.

 Construction working hours

 Works to public highway require agreement with Norfolk County 
Council

 New dwellings no on-street parking permit entitlement

 Extant waiting restrictions and traffic management require further 
assessment

 Protected species awareness

 Biodiversity Net Gain not required.

31.25/00338/F, 86 Drayton Road, Norwich, NR3 2DW

31.1 The Committee considered an application for the redevelopment of the 
site to provide a new service station, including forecourt, sales building, jet 
wash hub, electric vehicle bays, car parking and associated works. 
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31.2 The Committee had before it a report and updates report in which all 
information was laid out.

31.3 Vishnu Sainath, Planner, presented the report the application to the 
Committee and assisted them in their deliberations. The Committee heard 
that the applicant was seeking to demolish the existing structures to provide a
new petrol filling station. The site was in a mixed use area, which was within a
defined employment area. The historic use of the site had been a petrol filling 
station which had ceased operation 25 years ago and had been used as a car
sales site for the previous 20 years. Concerns had been raised by objectors 
about the noise impact from the site and a condition was proposed to limit the
operation hours of the jet wash. There were other 24 hour petrol filling 
stations in residential areas elsewhere in the city. Protection had 
recommended the submission of a Noise Management Plan which would help
to mitigate the impact. Lighting had also been raised as a concern, and it had 
been confirmed that the lights would be a maximum 50 lumens across the 
site, with 200 lumens for the lights underneath the canopy. The site was 
within a groundwater source, the Environment Agency had been consulted 
and confirmed that the scheme was acceptable subject to conditions. The 
case officer concluded by detailing that the officer recommendation was for 
approval as detailed in the report.

31.4 In response to questions from the Committee the Planner confirmed 
that the existing layout of the site would remain, with the existing exits and 
entrances to the site. The Highways department considered that this was 
acceptable. There were pedestrian crossings close to the site. 

31.5 Members queried how patrons of the site could be encouraged to 
consider the noise impacts on neighbouring residents. The Planner confirmed
that details would be included within the Noise Management Plan and would 
include other details such as training of staff and contact details that could be 
shared with neighbours to raise issues. 

31.6 Officers confirmed in response to further questions that all services on 
site except the jet wash would be 24 hours. The lights would be conditioned 
to be amber coloured to protect wildlife. Conditions were recommended 
following consultation from Environmental Protection and the Environment 
Agency on how water would be used and how this would drain from the site. 

31.7 Members asked for clarity on how pedestrian safety would be 
maintained and where cyclists would enter and exist the site. Officers 
confirmed that the cycle parking was immediately adjacent to where cyclists 
entered the site. There was a pedestrian crossing that would be visible to cars
entering and exiting the site. 

31.8 In response to a further question officers confirmed that the 
underground tanks were proposed to be replaced and Environmental 
Protection had been consulted on the proposed tanks. 
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31.9 It was proposed and seconded that the application be approved as 
detailed in the officer’s recommendation. 

31.10 RESOLVED, unanimously, that application 25/00338/F, 86 Drayton 
Road, Norwich, NR3 2DW was approved as detailed in the officer 
recommendation subject to the following conditions:

1) Standard time limit.

2) In accordance with plans.

3) Additional site investigation as recommended in the Geo-
Environmental Investigation Report ref: IN25090 CL 002 (April 2025).

4) If previously identified contamination is found, works shall stop 
immediately.

5) All external lighting shall comply with the submitted lighting report.

6) Jetwash operating hours 08:00-19:00 (Monday to Saturday) and 
10:00-16:00 (Sunday and public holidays).

7) Petrol filling station and retail shop operating 24 hours (Monday to 
Sunday.

8) Applicant to submit a Noise Management Plan.

9) All plant and machinery to be installed per the submitted noise 
assessment.

10)Construction Management Plan required.

11)Prevent water run-off from site/drainage at crossover.

12)Remove existing crossover road markings.

13)Mark and indicate all site marking prior to first use.

14)Provide level access from Drayton Road to the proposed pedestrian 
crossing prior to first use.

15)HGV Management Plan required.

16)Floodlighting shall not cause dazzle or glare to road users during hours
of darkness.

17)Submit detailed scheme for installation of underground tanks and 
pipework, including design, monitoring and maintenance.
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18)Submit full site remediation strategy with risk assessment, options, 
appraisal, verification plan and groundwater monitoring.

19)Provide verification report post-completion.

20)Submit detailed groundwater monitoring scheme for approval by the 
LPA.

21)If unexpected contamination is found, works shall cease until further 
investigation and LPA approval. 

22)Heritage interpretation on the site to be agreed.

23)Additional controls required for piling works

24)Infiltration-type SuDS not permitted unless risk assessment confirms 
no pollution risk to controlled waters.

25)CCTV details.

Informatives:

 Biodiversity Net Gain not required.

 Advertisement consent

 Asbestos removal

 To maintain the construction work protocols on site

 SuDS 

 Refer to ground water protection measures.

32.24/00398/F – 2 Orwell Road, Norwich, NR2 2ND

32.1 The Committee considered an application for the demolition of building 
in grounds of 2 Orwell Road and construction of single storey dwelling. 

32.2 The Committee had before it a report in which all information was laid 
out.

32.3 Vishnu Sainath, Planner, referred Members to the updates report that 
had been circulated. Officers had been informed that neighbours had not 
received the email notification confirming that the item would be heard at the 
meeting. On checking of the system, it was confirmed that the email had not 
been sent. Officers were recommending that the item was deferred to the 
next Committee meeting.
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32.4 RESOLVED, unanimously, to defer application 24/00398/F – 2 Orwell 
Road, Norwich, NR2 2ND to the Committee meeting on 11 December 2025.

CHAIR


	Planning Applications Committee
	Thursday, 13 November 2025
	25.	Declarations of Interest
	26.	Minutes 
	27.	25/00832/F 437 Unthank Road, Norwich NR4 7QN
	28.	25/00761/F 1 Denmead Close, Norwich, NR4 6NB
	29.	22/00551/F 9 Cheyham Mount, Norwich, NR4 6HJ
	30.	21/00182/F 20 Cowgate, Norwich, NR3 1SY
	31.	25/00338/F, 86 Drayton Road, Norwich, NR3 2DW
	32.	24/00398/F – 2 Orwell Road, Norwich, NR2 2ND



