GREAT YARMOUTH
BOROUGH COUNCIL

Development Control Committee

Date: Tuesday, 15 December 2015

Time: 18:30

Venue: Council Chamber

Address: Town Hall, Hall Plain, Great Yarmouth, NR30 2QF

AGENDA

CONTENTS OF THE COMMITTEE AGENDA
PLANNING APPLICATIONS & CONDUCT OF THE MEETING

Agenda Contents

This agenda contains the Officers’ reports which are to be placed before the Committee.
The reports contain copies of written representations received in connection with each
application. Correspondence and submissions received in time for the preparations of the
agenda are included. However, it should be noted that agendas are prepared at least 10
Working Days before the meeting. Representations received after this date will either:-

()  be copied and distributed prior to or at the meeting — if the representations raise new
issues or matters of substance or,

(i) be reported orally and presented in summary form by the Principal Officer of the
Committee — especially where representations are similar to, or repeat, previous
submissions already contained in the agenda papers.

There are occasions when the number of representations are similar in nature and repeat
the objections of others. In these cases it is not always possible for these to be included
within the agenda papers. These are either summarised in the report (in terms of numbers
received) and the main points highlighted or reported orally at the meeting. All documents
are available as ‘background papers’ for public inspection.

Page 1 of 76



Conduct

Members of the Public should note that the conduct of the meeting and the procedures
followed are controlled by the Chairman of the Committee or, if he/she so decides, the Vice
Chairman. Any representations concerning Committee procedure or its conduct should be
made in writing to either —

(i
(ii)

(@)

(b)

(€)

(d)

(€)

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

()

The Planning Group Manager, Town Hall, Great Yarmouth. NR30 2QF
The Monitoring Officer, Town Hall, Great Yarmouth. NR30 2QF

DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE

PUBLIC CONSULTATION PROCEDURE

Thirty minutes only will be set aside at the beginning of each meeting to deal with
applications where due notice has been given that the applicant, agent, supporters,
objectors, and any interested party, Parish Council and other bodies (where
appropriate) wish to speak.

Due notice of a request to speak shall be submitted in writing to the Planning Group
Manager one week prior to the day of the Development Control Committee meeting.

In consultation with the Planning Group Manager, the Chairman will decide on which
applications public speaking will be allowed.

Three minutes only (or five minutes on major applications at the discretion of the
Chairman) will be allowed to (i) objectors together, (ii) an agent or applicant and (iii)
supporters together, (iv) to a representative from the Parish Council and (v) Ward
Councillors.

The order of presentation at Committee will be:-

Planning Officer presentation with any technical questions from Members

Agents, applicant and supporters with any technical questions from Members
Objectors and interested parties with any technical questions from Members

Parish Council representatives, Ward Councillors and Others with any technical
guestions from Members

Committee debate and decision

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

You have a Disclosable Pecuniary Interest in a matter to be
discussed if it relates to something on your Register of Interests
form. You must declare the interest and leave the room while the
matter is dealt with.

You have a Personal Interest in a matter to be discussed if it affects
» your well being or financial position

+ that of your family or close friends

+ that of a club or society in which you have a management role
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+ that of another public body of which you are a member to a greater
extent than others in your ward.

You must declare a personal interest but can speak and vote on the
matter.

Whenever you declare an interest you must say why the interest arises, so that it
can be included in the minutes.

APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE

To receive any apologies for absence.

MINUTES

To confirm the minutes of the meeting held on 17 November 2015.

PLANNING APPLICATIONS

APPLICATION 06/15/0579/F 101 CHURCHILL ROAD GREAT
YARMOUTH

Change of use from public parking to private (GYBS) parking. 2 no. 8m columns
with LED floodlights.

Report attached.

APPLICATION 06/15/0618/F LIDL PASTEUR ROAD GREAT
YARMOUTH

Variation of Condition 4 of planning permission 06/04/0317/F to allow food store
to trade until 22:00 hours Monday to Saturday.

Report attached.

APPLICATION 06/15/0607/F 57A TAN LANE CAISTER

Modification to corner of building to improve access and visibility to private
drive.

Report attached.

PLANNING APPLICATIONS CLEARED UNDER DELEGATED
POWERS AND BY DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE
FROM 1 NOVEMBER - 30 NOVEMBER 2015

Report attached.

OMBUDSMAN AND APPEAL DECISIONS

The Committee to note any Ombudsman/Appeal decisions.
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10

11

The Planning Group Manager to report.

ANY OTHER BUSINESS

To consider any other business as may be determined by the Chairman of
the meeting as being of sufficient urgency to warrant consideration.

EXCLUSION OF PUBLIC

In the event of the Committee wishing to exclude the public from the
meeting, the following resolution will be moved:-

"That under Section 100(A)(4) of the Local Government Act 1972, the
public be excluded from the meeting for the following item of business on
the grounds that it involved the likely disclosure of exempt information as
defined in paragraph 1 of Part | of Schedule 12(A) of the said Act."
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Development Control
Committee

Minutes

Tuesday, 17 November 2015 at 18:30

PRESENT:

Councillor Reynolds (in the Chair); Councillors Andrews, Annison, Collins, Grant,
Lawn, Myers, Jermany, Linden, Sutton, T Wainwright and Wright.

Councillor Walker attended as a substitute for Councillor Blyth.
Councillors Cutting and Connell attended as Ward Councillors for Item 5.

Mr D Minns (Planning Group Manager), Miss G Manthorpe (Senior Planning Officer),
Mrs E Helsdon (Technical Planning Officer) and Mrs C Webb (Senior Member
Services Officer)

1 MINUTE'S SILENCE

The Chairman asked that all those present at the meeting to stand for a minute's
silence in memory of those who had lost their lives in the recent Paris terrorist attacks.

2 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
It was noted that Councillor Jermany declared a Personal Interest in Item 9 as he was
the Chairman of the Licensing Committee and in accordance with the constitution was
allowed to both speak and vote on the matter and a Disclosable Pecuniary Interest in
Item 5 and therefore left the room whilst the matter was dealt with.

Councillors Andrews and Annison declared a Personal Interest in Item 6 and in
accordance with the constitution were allowed to both speak and vote on the matter.

Councillors Lawn and Reynolds declared a Personal Interest in Item 5 and in
accordance with the constitution were allowed to both speak and vote on the matter.

3 APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE
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Apologies for absence were received from Councillor Blyth.

MINUTES
The minutes of the meeting held on 20 October 2015 were confirmed.

PLANNING APPLICATIONS

06/15/0309/F CONSTRUCTION OF 194 DWELLINGS AND ASSOCIATED
INFRASTUCTURE.

The Committee received and considered the comprehensive report from the Planning
Group Manager.

The Chairman reported that there was an error in the report and that the proposed
dwellings designated schools would be the infant and junior schools in Ormesby and
the high school in Martham and the parish precepts and S106 agreements would
have to be recalculated to take this into account.

The Chairman reported that the application was, if approved, to be subject to a
holding order which would prevent the decision being issued. This would be so that
the Secretary of State can assess the application to see if it was to be called in for
consideration.

The Senior Planning Officer reported that the application site was located within the
parish of Ormesby St.Margaret with Scratby adjacent to Caister and the current land
use was agricultural with hedgerow boundaries. There was a portion of land to the
north of the application site which was not part of the application which was used for
equestrian purposes.

The Senior Planning Officer reported that the application had undergone
amendments which had reduced the numbers from 194 to 189 proposed homes and
that this is the number under consideration.

The Senior Planning Officer reported the details of the consultations which had been
undertaken, Caister Parish Council, Ormesby St Margaret with Scratby Parish
Council's and neighbours were summarised. It was noted that there were 65 letters of
objection with 10 additional being received after the report had been published and a
petition signed by 172 individuals and one letter of support. The primary reasons for
objection were summarised as: lack of facilities such as doctors and dentists, lack of
schools within walking distance, the development would remove the boundary
between Caister and Ormesby, Great Yarmouth's' Core Plan sought to maintain
strategic gaps between settlements to prevent coalescence, increased traffic, the
effect on Reynolds Avenue; concerns over loss in value of homes, difficulty trying to
sell property, overflowing cemetery, contrary to Local Planning Policies HOU6 and
HOU10, disruption caused by noise, building works, dust, loss of Grade

One Agricultural Land, foul water pumping station badly located,inappropriate when
there were brown field sites available, lagoon makes this development unsuitable,
traffic increase would be detrimental to public safety, proposed buildings were out of
character with the area, the site was green belt and should not be built on, merging
Caister with Ormesby, flood risk, single access point, wildlife would suffer, drains
cannot cope and a smaller development would be better, noise from the bypass, loss
of views, loss of land used for growing food, no jobs in Caister and the precept would
go to Ormesby St.Margaret with Scratby Parish Council.
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It was reported that a selection of objections were attached to the report before the
Committee.

Ormesby St.Margaret with Scratby Parish Council's objections were summarised and
commented on. The objections were that there were driveways leading onto Ormesby
Road, the Senior Planning Officer noted that the plan had been amended in
accordance with these and Highways comments and the amended plans showed
shared access off of Ormesby Road, not direct access for vehicles. One access was
inadequate, the Senior Planning Officer noted that the emergency access had been
amended to be a second access to the site, in accordance with these and Highways
comments,the joining up of Caister with Scratby, open space to be included to the
south of the site abutting Reynolds Avenue, impact of additional traffic on Ormesby
St.Margaret, clarification of the cycle link, lack of bus services, footpaths and street
lighting, an undertaking that the figure of 194 houses would not be exceeded,
disappointed at the loss of Grade One agricultural land and the urbanisation of a very
special rural environment.

Caister Parish Council objections were summarised as too close to the Caister
Boundary, over-development of the site, there should be a gap of 500 metres
between the boundaries of Ormesby and Caister, development on green belt land,
local doctor's and dentist's surgeries were already over-subscribed, utilities could not
cope with the demand at present time, sewerage plant overloaded and the
infrastructure of the village could not take any more development.

It was reported that there had been amendments in line with some of the comments
received, including the additional access, the re-orientation of buildings and access at
the Ormesby Road frontage, the additional bungalows adjacent the new proposed
development at Meadowcroft House. It was further noted that the site was not green
belt and it was explained that green belt was a legal term and there was no green belt
land within the Borough. The site was Grade One agricultural land.

The Senior Planning Officer reported that the ground levels between the site and the
surrounding areas varied with the site lying lower then the surrounding land. It was
reported that the location of the bungalows and the difference in land levels would
reduce the overlooking and potential effect on the properties adjoining the site. it was
reported that the difference in land levels and the attenuation basin would take
surface water as detailed in the submitted details.

It was reported that there had been an objection from the RSPB and that following an
amended Shadow Habitats assessment, the objections were still in place. It was
reported that the Little Terns, whist not present on site, could be affected by an
increase in numbers of dog walkers to the surrounding areas. it was reported that a
mitigation figure based on the draft Natura 2000 Planning Policy had been agreed t
with the applicants and this could be secured under S106 Agreement if the
application was approved. It was reported that there were no protected species
present on the site.

The Senior Planning Officer reported that with regard to paragraph 4.14 of the
agenda, that bespoke advice was still awaited on this issue.

A Member was concerned that a policy of the upcoming Core Strategy had been
omitted from the report. The Senior Planning Officer reported that the current policies
of the adopted plan also covered loss of agricultural land and this had been
considered in the report and that all applications were dealt with as they arrived and,
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given the make-up of the Borough, agricultural land would come forward for housing.

A Member was concerned that hedgerows would be removed from the borders of the
application site which were vital habitats for local wildlife.

A Member raised concerns that this application would result in no clear green land
division between the parishes of Ormeshy St. Margaret with Scratby and Caister.

A Member raised concerns that two large water mains supply pipes ran underneath
the proposed site and that possible flooding events could occur during the
development if the water pipes were burst. The Senior Planning Officer reported that
there were no objections from the water provider other than the planting of trees
would have to be amended owing to the proximity of the water line. It was reported
that in the absence of an objection the houses would not have an adverse effect on
the water line.

A Member asked what made land green belt and was told that green belt and was
told that green belt land was legally designated and that this land was not designated.

A Member was concerned regarding the inclusion of a play area in the scheme as the
Council's Sport and Leisure Strategy aimed to reduce the numbers of play areas in
the Borough and the associated maintenance costs. The Planning Group Manager
reported that as part of negotiations, a Maintenance Company would be set up to
deal with this issue.

Laura Towns, applicant's agent, reported the salient areas of the application and
asked the Committee to support the Planning Group Manager's recommendation.

Members were concerned that the Developer had miscalculated the number of
children who would reside on the development and require school places. They raised
concerns over drainage issues on the site and questioned why the Developers had
not applied to build on available Grade Il land in Ormesby.

Mr Lavan, objector, re-iterated the concerns of local residents and strongly urged the
Committee to refuse the application and save the integrity of their village of Caister-
on-Sea.

Mr Freeman, Chairman of Ormesby St.Margaret and Scratby Parish Council reported
that the Parish Council supported the application as it ticked all the boxes of the
Council's Core Strategy and could not be refused on planning grounds. There had
been no housing development in Ormeshy and Scratby for the last fifteen years and
the villages must accept that they needed to accept their fair share of future housing
developments required by the Government.

A Member reported that the updated Core Strategy would not be adopted by Council
until 21 December 2015. The Planning Group Manager reported that, to date, the
Core Strategy had been through a rigorous inspection process by the Planning
Inspector and although it had not been adopted by Council, the document must be
acceded to.

Mrs Connell, Caister Parish Council, detailed the objections from Caister Parish
Council and other residents within Caister. Mrs Connell stated that the wildlife would
be affected and that the application would remove natural boundaries. Mrs Connell
stated that there could be flooding problems on the site and that there had been
localised flooding in the area which could be made worse by the development. Mrs

Page 8 of 76



Connell stated that there was insufficient infrastructure in Caister to deal with the
additional housing and that there were already long waiting times at the doctors and
pharmacy. Mrs Connell noted the distance that the children would have to travel to
school and that Caister school would get children and their associated traffic as it was
not in walking distance. Mrs Connell stated that the application would affect Caister
but be in Ormesby and that there was Grade Three agricultural land available to build
on it Ormeshy. Mrs Connell showed a map to Members giving the location of a Grade
Three agricultural site and stated that this should be built on first. Mrs Connell
requested that Members refuse the application as caister was a village which wanted
to remain a village and was proud of its individuality and heritage.

Councillor Myers asked why this brownfield site was not being built on and the answer
given was that applications came forward and were assessed on their merit. It was
noted that the site in question would probably also come forward for development and
could be assesses at this time.

The Chairman, who was also a Ward Councillor, reported that the Borough had been
set a target by Government to build 7,240 houses over the next fifteen years and the
Flegg villages would be required to take their fair share. He had spent the last thirty
years trying to protect his ward but their were no valid planning grounds to refuse this
application.

A motion was made to refuse this application on the grounds that it would lead to the
loss of Grade | Agricultural Land, as it was contrary to Policies NNV16, HOUA4(f),
HOUG(j), HOU11(i) and would lead to the loss of boundary segregation as it was
contrary to Policy NNV5 of the adopted Boroughwide Local Plan 2001 was proposed
and seconded.

Following a vote, the motion was lost.

A second motion was made to approve the application in line with the
recommendation of the Planning Group Manager.

RESOVED:

That application number 06/15/0309/F be approved subject to conditions as
recommended by consulted parties and any additional to ensure a satisfactory form of
development and, not to issue prior to signing of an agreement under section 106 for
obligations as set out by Norfolk County Council,provision for schools, infrastructure,
mitigation, affordable housing, children's play equipment/space and open space
management mitigation measures in line with the aims of the Natura 2000 Sites
Monitoring and Mitigation Strategy and that the permission be for a maximum of 189
houses only.

It was also noted that the decision could not be issued until the Secretary of State
made a decision in respect of the call-in.

06/15/0521/CC DEMOLITION OF RAYNSCOURT HOTEL, 83 MARINE
PARADE, GREAT YARMOUTH

The Committee received and considered the comprehensive report from the Planning
group Manager.
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The Senior Planning Officer reported that the application site currently comprised a
substantial sized hotel located in a prominent corner position within a Conservation
Area and a Secondary Holiday Accommodation Area as defined within the
Boroughwide Local Plan. The proposal sought to demolish the existing hotel in order
to create an area for additional car parking to serve the adjacent Raynscourt Lodge
which would require a separate planning application.

The Senior Planning Officer reported that the application contravened Policy BNV9
and TR1 of the Boroughwide Local Plan 2001 and was recommended for refusal.

However, if the Committee were minded to approve the application, any approval of
permission should be subject the the following conditions:

(i) The works of demolition hereby authorised shall begin not later than 3 years from
the date of this consent.

(i)The works of demolition hereby authorised shall not be carried out before a
contract for the carrying out of the works of redevelopment of the site has been made
and planning permission has been granted for the redevelopment for which the
contract provides.

A Member asked whether the hotel was a Listed Building. The Senior Planning Officer
reported that it was not a Listed Building.

Mrs Hammond addressed the Committee in support of the application for demolition.
She reported that the hotel had been for sale for four years but a buyer could not be
found.

Members were concerned that if the hotel was not demolished that it would fall into
disrepair and affect the remainder of the seafront street scene.

RESOLVED:

That against the recommendation from the Planning Group Manager, that application
number 06/15/0521/CC be approved subject to the recommended conditions and
those required to form a satisfactory demolition and the following conditions:

(i) The works of demolition hereby authorised shall begin not later than 3 years from
the date of this consent.

(i) The works of demolition hereby authorised shall not be carried out before a
contract for the carrying out of the works of redevelopment of the site has been made
and planning permission has been granted for the redevelopment for which the
contract provides.

06/15/0548/F & 06/0550/CC DEMOLITION OF VACANT PUBLIC HOUSE &
ERECTION OF PETROL FILLING STATION AND LANDSCAPING WORKS

The Committee received and considered the comprehensive report by the Planning
Group Manager.

The Senior Planning Officer reported that the application site comprised of the
existing Sainsbury's supermarket car park and a vacant public house, the Tudor
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Tavern, which was owned by Sainsbury's and fronted on to St.Nicholas Road to the
South.The site was located within a Conservation Area and Edge of Centre Area as
defined under the adopted Boroughwide Local Plan. The proposal included a sales
kiosk, forecourt and canopy with a corporate sign.

The Senior Planning Officer reported that nine letters of objection had been received
together with a petition containing 402 signatures. One letter of support had also been
received.

The Senior Planning Officer reported that the Conservation Officer did not support the
application as the public house was a reasonable building in the Conservation Area
which could be utilised as the shop/payment point for the new petrol filling station.

The Senior Planning Officer reported that Highways and the Environment Agency did
not object to the proposals but had suggested conditions if permission was granted.
The application accorded with Policies SHP12, BNV10 and BNV15 of the Great
Yarmouth Boroughwide Local Plan 2001 and was therefore recommended for
approval.

A Member was concerned that the building works could have a detrimental affect on
traffic which used St.Nicholas Road.

A Member was concerned that the demolition could lead to the tenants who occupied
the flats above the public house to become homeless.

A Member was concerned that the new petrol filing station could lead to unfair
competition with the existing petrol filling station located nearby. The Chairman
reported that, unfortunately, competition was not a planning consideration.

Mr Peplar, Agent, reported the salient areas of the application to the Committee. He
reported that it was a modest application for four petrol pups which could service eight
cars at a time. The proposal could create between ten to fifteen full and part-time
jobs.

Mr Oldberry, Objector, reported that the development would have a detrimental affect
on the St.Nicholas and Northgate Conservation Area and that the apparent reduction
in footfall for Sainsbury's, as seen through the number of empty car parking spaces
during peak shopping times, did not warrant a second petrol filling station. The excess
parking spaces would serve a better use if they were used to public advantage in the
Conservation Area.

A Ward Councillor reported that he held concerns regarding light and noise pollution
emanating from the site but the enhanced planting scheme would mitigate these
concerns.

RESOLVED:

That applications 06/15/0548/F and 06/15/0550/CC be approved as the proposal
complied with Policies SHP12, BNV10 and BNV15 of the Great Yarmouth
Boroughwide Local Plan 2001. Approval should be subject to the conditions
recommended by the Local Highway Authority and Environment Agency.

Approval should be subject to conditions to ensure satisfactory form of development
and those recommended by the Highways Authority and the Environment Agency.
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06/15/0534/F FIXED LEISURE FACILITIES TO HAVE PERMANENT
PLANNING APPROVAL.

The Committee received and considered the comprehensive report from the Planning
Group Manager.

The Senior Planning Officer reported that the application was for permanent approval
to the existing facilities which included children's play equipment, a go-track track and
a wooden maze. In addition, a new permanent cafe would replace the existing
temporary structures. The cafe would remain on site all year as opposed to the
existing structures which currently are removed outside of the season.

The Senior Planning Officer reported that the application was recommended for
approval subject to conditions as it conformed to Policies TR1 and TR2 of the
Boroughwide Local Plan 2001.

A Ward Councillor reported that he welcomed the application and the investment in
tourism and local employment opportunities in Hemsby.

Mr Hirst, applicant, reported that further discussions were required with the planning
department to agree the screening measures required adjacent to the cafe so as not
to create a vermin problem.

A Member was concerned that the condition regarding the seasonal opening times of
March till November could be restrictive. Mr Hirst reported that he would like to open

at Easter and close after half-term in October. The Chairman reported that he did not
see this request as a problem and that the Planning Group Manager could agree this
under delegated powers.

RESOLVED:

That application number 06/15/0534/F be approved subject to conditions set out in
paragraph 5.1 of the agenda, to include opening times from March to November the
6th, as the application represented an improvement to existing tourism facilities which
already has permission to remain for several years meaning the proposal conforms to
Policy TR1 and TR2 of the adopted Boroughwide Local Plan 2001.

06/15/0540/F VARIATION OF CONDITION 2 OF PP 06/76/901/F &
06/08/0059/F & CONDITION 3 OF PP 06/15/0153/F

The Committee received and considered the comprehensive report from the Planning
Group Manager.

The Planning Group Manager reported that the application proposed to open the
restaurant from 8am to 1lam on any given day. The site included 4/5 Beach Road and
16 Limmer Road and the area was predominantly residential. Highways had not
objected to the proposal as the increased opening hours is unlikely to significantly
impact upon the existing parking and access or create additional traffic congestion.

The Planning Group Manager reported that the application was recommended for
approval with conditions as listed in paragraph 5.1 of the agenda.

The Chairman suggested that approval should only be granted for a trial 12 month
period and that the extended opening times could be limited to weekends (Friday and
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12

13

14

Saturday).

A Member was concerned that Environmental Health had opposed the application
and recommended refusal as it would be detrimental to the quality of life for local
residents but that it had been recommended for approval by the Planning Group
Manager.

A Member suggested that a three month trial basis would be more acceptable in this
case.

A Ward Member reported that this proposed extension would adversely affect the
lives of local residents as the premises would be operating more like a nightclub than
a restaurant and asked the Committee to refuse the application.

RESOLVED:

That against the recommendation from the Planning Group Manager, that application
number 06/15/0540/F be refused to avoid noise pollution giving rise to significant
adverse impact on health and quality of life for local residents.

PLANNING APPLICATIONS CLEARED BETWEEN 1 - 31 OCTOBER 2015
The Committee received and noted the planning applications cleared between 1 and
31 October 2015 by the Planning Group Manager and the Development Control

Committee.

OMBUDSMAN AND APPEAL DECISIONS

Item Title

The Committee noted the appeal decision.
Item Title

The Committee noted the appeal decision.
Item Title

The Committee noted the appeal decision.
ANY OTHER BUSINESS

The Chairman reported that there was no other business as being of sufficient
urgency to warrant consideration.

EXCLUSION OF PUBLIC

The meeting ended at: 21:20
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Committee Report Development Control Committee 15" December 2015

Reference: 06/15/0579/F
Parish: Great Yarmouth
Officer: Richard Fitzjohn
Expiry date: 5/11/15

Applicant: GYB Services Ltd

Proposal: Change of use from public parking to private (GYBS) parking. 2 No. 8m
columns with LED floodlights.

Site: 101 Churchill Road, GREAT YARMOUTH, Norfolk, NR30 4JJ

REPORT

1 Background/History:-

1.1 The application site is located to the west side of North Denes Road from which it is
accessed. The site is visible from both North Denes Road and Beaconsfield Road
and has an open character, sited adjacent to an area of public open space.

1.2 The planning history relevant to the application site is shown below:
9881 — Garages — 18-07-57.

06/82/1018/SU — Erection of 50’ Radio Aerial — Approved with conditions (Deemed
Approval) 15-02-1983.

06/89/0564/SU — Office accommodation — Approved with conditions (Deemed
Approval) 14-07-1989.

06/93/0788/SU — Residential development at Borough and County depot Churchill
Rd. & adj. car park & open space — Withdrawn 22-11-1993.

06/98/0808/SU — Removal of radio antenna (height 21m) and replacement with new
antenna to a height of 27m — Approved with Conditions (Deemed Approval) 13-11-
1998.

06/05/0026/F — Alterations to depot entrance to form a distinct entrance and exit -
Approved with Conditions 02-03-2005.

06/12/0682/SU — Demo 4 buildings, construction of steel clad garage building and
siting of new modular building for meeting room — Approved with Conditions
(Deemed Approval) 02-01-2013.

06/13/0371/SU — Installation of a new 8 metre high floodlight on South boundary to

illuminate yard area — Approved with Conditions (Deemed Approval) 12-08-2013.
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2.1

2.2

Consultations:-

Eighteen letters of objection have been received in relation to the application, which
are attached to this report. The main points are given below:

e Car park would not retain enough parking spaces for residents — currently full
during evenings and weekends.

e Few nearby properties have private parking and there are double yellow lines
outside many nearby properties so car park is required.

e Nearest on street parking would be the east part of Beaconsfield Road, outside the
school and playing field which could create safety issues for children.

o Car park entrance/exit isn't wide enough for vehicles to pass.

 Lack of turning/manoeuvring area - when the car park is full, anyone entering the
car park would have to reverse out onto North Denes Road.

e Part demolition of the old stone wall alongside the old railway track.
e Removal of healthy trees and bushes.

e To make the access and egress safer, the wooden fence at the entrance needs to
be replaced with different fencing which allows improved vision.

* More room should be made for parking as there is already dangerous parking on
nearby roads.

Norfolk County Council Highways — Proposal will displace some parking. Some will
be offset by employees of GYB Services Ltd. On street parking is likely however there
is likely to be some spare capacity and where necessary parking restrictions are
already in place to control on street parking.

Recommend the following condition and informative note be appended to any grant
of planning permission the Local Authority is minded to make:

SHC34 — No external lighting shall be installed other than in accordance with the
lighting plan as illustrated and described on the submitted plans and is to be retained
such that it will not cause glare beyond the site boundaries.

INF.3 — This development involves a sign that may affect the public highway. The
Applicant should note that Norfolk County Council, as Highway Authority, reserves
the right under the general provisions of Common Law and Section 152 of the
Highways Act 1980 to seek the removal of any sign causing an obstruction or
nuisance or which obscures or hinders the ready interpretation of a road traffic sign.
Advice on this matter can be obtained from the County Council's Highway
Development Management Group based at County Hall in Norwich.
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3.1

3.2

4.1

Local Policy:- Great Yarmouth Borough-Wide Local Plan 2001
Policy TCM13

Development will not be permitted where it would endanger highway safety or the
satisfactory functioning of the local highway network.

Policy BNV13

By the control of development, and where necessary by initiating and/or supporting
improvement schemes, the Council will retain and enhance those aspects of the
existing built urban and rural environments which are fundamental to the borough’s
traditional character and identity.

Emerging Local Plan:- Draft Core Strategy (Regulation 19, 2013)
Policy CS9

High quality distinctive places are an essential part in attracting and retaining
residents, businesses, visitors and developers. As such the Council will ensure that
all new developments within the borough:

a) Respond to and draw inspiration from the surrounding areas distinctive natural and
built characteristics such as scale, form, massing and materials to ensure that the full
potential of the development site is realised, making efficient use of land and
reinforcing the local identity.

5 National Policy:- National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

5.1

6.1

6.2

Paragraph 58 - Planning policies and decisions should aim to ensure that
developments:

* Respond to local character and history, and reflect the identity of local
surroundings and materials, while not preventing or discouraging appropriate
innovation.

Assessment:-

The application site currently comprises a car park within the ownership of GYB
Services which is used by employees of GYB Services and the public for parking
vehicles.

Eighteen letters of objection have been received with the main objections to the
application relating to loss of parking for local residents, the impacts upon highway
and pedestrian safety, loss of trees/bushes and part-demolition of an existing wall.

Application reference: 06/15/0579/F  F'a9¢ 16°0T 78,1 mittee Date 15" December 2015



6.3

6.4

6.5

6.6

6.7

6.8

7.1

7.2

A number of objections have been received following public consultation which relate
to the loss of car parking spaces for local residents. It is accepted that few nearby
residential properties benefit from off-road parking and there are existing parking
restrictions along large sections of the surrounding roads. However, Norfolk County
Council Highways department have raised no objection, stating that the surrounding
roads are likely to have some spare capacity for on-street parking and the loss of
space to the existing car park will be somewhat off-set by employees of GYB
Services Ltd.

Iltis also noted that the reduction in space within the car park would result in it being
more difficult for vehicles to turn and manoeuvre to exit the car park in a forward
gear. However, the submitted plan shows an area within the car park which is
indicated as being ‘Inaccessible for parking’ and may provide a turning/manoeuvring
area for vehicles. This could be ensured by an appropriate planning condition.

The existing wall adjacent to the car park does not provide a significant contribution to
the character or appearance of the area and it is considered that the part-demolition
to form an opening into the existing GYB Services car park would not detract from the
local character or identity.

It is proposed that a new 2.4m high palisade fence would be erected around the
boundary of the car park intended for use by GYB Services. There are existing
examples of this type of fencing within the nearby vicinity and the proposed fencing
would be significantly set back from the public highway to prevent it creating a
significant detrimental impact upon the character and appearance of the area.

Comments have also been received relating to the existing fence and access
adjacent North Denes Road. However, no details have been submitted with the
application to suggest any alterations to the existing fencing or access adjacent North
Denes Road are proposed.

Although the proposal would likely result in the loss of some existing trees or bushes,
the application site is not located within a Conservation Area and there are no
protected trees within the site and therefore permission would not be required for this
aspect of the proposal.

Recommendation:-

Approve - The proposal accords with Policies TCM13 and BNV13 of the Great
Yarmouth Borough-Wide Local Plan.

The following highways condition is recommended:
No external lighting shall be installed other than in accordance with the lighting plan

as illustrated and described on the submitted plans and is to be retained such that it
will not cause glare beyond the site boundaries.

Application reference: 06/15/0579/F  Fage 17 0l /8, mmittee Date 15" December 2015



<~ Norfolk County Coundil communty end Envenen

» I County Hall
at your SErvice Martineau Lane
Norwich
NR1 2SG
Gemma Manthorpe NCC contact number: 0344 800 8020
Great Yarmouth Borough Council Textphone: 0344 800 8011
Town Hall
Hall Plain
Great Yarmouth
Norfolk
NR30 2QF
Your Ref:  06/15/0579/F My Ref: 9/6/15/0579
Date: 12 November 2015 Tel No.: 01603 638070
Email: stuart.french@norfolk.gov.uk

Dear Gemma

Great Yarmouth: Change of use from public parking to private (GYBS) parking. 2 no
8m columns with LED floodlights
101 Churchill Road GREAT YARMOUTH Norfolk NR30 4JJ

Thank you for your recent consultation with respect to the above.

Undoubtedly the proposals are likely to displace some parking, however, irrespective of
this, the right to park on the land is at the discretion of the land owner and therefore public
parking is not guaranteed in perpetuity. Furthermore it may be that some of the existing
parking is employees of GYB Services Ltd and therefore there will be some off-set.

Whilst on street parking is likely to under varying pressure in this area | am of the opinion
that there is likely to be some spare capacity and where necessary parking restrictions are
already in place to control on street parking.

Accordingly, on balance | consider it would be difficult for me to sustain an objection to the
proposals.

| would however recommend that the following condition and informative note be
appended to any grant of permission your Authority is minded to make.

SHC 34 No external lighting shall be installed other than in accordance with the
lighting plan as illustrated and described on the submitted plans and is to be
retained such that it will not cause glare beyond the site boundaries.

Reason: In the interests of highway safety.

Continued/...

&_L

N INVESTORS
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Cor" uation sheet to. Gemma Manthorpe Dated: 12 November 2015 -2-

Inf. 3 This development involves a sign that may affect the public highway. The
Applicant should note that the Norfolk County Council, as Highway Authority,
reserves the right under the general provisions of Common Law and Section
152 of the Highways Act 1980 to seek the removal of any sign causing an
obstruction or nuisance, or which obscures or hinders the ready
interpretation of a road traffic sign. Advice on this matter can be obtained
from the County Council’'s Highways Development Management Group
based at County Hall in Norwich.

Yours sincerely

Stuart French

Highways Development Management & Licensing Officer
for Executive Director for Community and Environmental Services

F X INVESTORS
www.horfolk.gov.uk Page 19 of 76 % & INPEOPIF



11/1/2015 Outlook.com - i.c.installations@hotmail.com

Miss pauline reed

Ac)(/\)
»7/L \K\( 5

109 north uenes road
Great yarmouth
Norfolk

Nr304in

01493302174

RRVARNS

THE S ANJIRY/

%

02 NOV 7015 )

01 November 2015

12:14
Miss j smith

Im wrighting this letter to object to the planning permission of the car park on churchill road great Yarmouth
norfolk nr304jj application 06\15\0579\f you wish to take more than half of the public car park which will
leave a lot of people with out spaces for there cars. of an evening we use most of the car park up as you
aware there is double yellow lines out side so without this car park we would have to park round the corner
which is no good if you car alarm is going off or you have shopping or a baby to carry. i cant see why it cant
stay as it is the people from the depot are using the car park and it dosn't affect us as its during the day its of a
night we need more spaces when people come home from work if you take it away there will be nowhere for
us to park also we have 3 b&b along north denes road that use spaces and the pub has been turned into 4
houses witch are also going to need parking you do have to rember that its not just north denes that use the

car park its also churchill road as well.

Thankyou

PEpRs=

pauline
Page 20 of 76
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Mr Dean Minns Great Yarmouth Borou.gh Council Mr N A Howard
. . Customer Services
Planning Services 110 North Denes Rd
]TIO;TI;) 1he.tll 1 1 NOV 7015 ](\]}re?t lﬁliarmouth
all Plain orfo
Great Yarmouth NR30 41N
Norfolk, NR30 2QR
5" November 2015

Regarding Planning Application Ref - 06/15/0579/F

Dear Sir

I would like to raise my objection and concern at the proposed change from public car
park to private parking, to a section of the car park situated directly opposite my
family home at the above address.

My main concerns are that the area being left after the proposed changes will not
accommodate the local resident’s vehicles, especially as the car park is unsurfaced
and spaces are not marked out for organised parking. This morning I counted the
private residents vehicles at 5am and the total was 22.

At present the parking works very well, with council workers using it during the day
and local residents in the evenings and weekends. Although to make the access and
egress safer, the wooden fence at the entrance needs to be removed and replaced with
fencing which allows improved vision.

Yours Faithfully

Mg

N A Howard

Page 25 of 76
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Schedule of Planning Applications Committee Date: 15 December 2015

Reference: 06/15/0618/F

Officer: Mr G Clarke
Expiry Date: 07-12-2015
Applicant: Lidl UK

Proposal: Variation of condition 4 of planning permission no. 06/04/0317/F to
allow food store to trade until 22.00 hours, Monday to Saturday

Site: Lidl
Pasteur Road
Great Yarmouth
REPORT

1 Background / History :-

1.1 The Lidl store is sited between Pasteur Road to the north west and Station
Road to the south east, to the south west of the site is the B & M store and to
the north east is the Thurlow Nunn car dealership. There is housing to the
north east at Plevna Terrace, the main residential area of Southtown is on the
opposite side of Station Road to the south east.

1.2 When the original planning application for the store was approved in 2004 (ref:
06/04/0317/F) a condition was imposed restricting the opening hours of the
store to 8am to 9pm Monday to Saturday and 9am to 6pm on Sundays and
Bank Holiday and limiting deliveries to 7.30am to 21.30pm Monday to Saturday
with no deliveries on Sundays or Bank Holidays unless otherwise agreed in
writing by the Local Planning Authority.

1.3 In September 2014 a temporary planning permission was granted
(06/13/0422/F) for a period of six months for a variation of condition 4 of
planning permission 06/04/0317/F to allow deliveries on Sundays and Bank
Holidays during the hours of 8am to 6pm. This variation of the condition was
made permanent in August 2015 but with the hours limited to 12 midday to
6pm, reference 06/15/0277/F.

1.4 The current application is to vary the opening hours of the store to allow it to
open for an extra hour in the evenings (10pm instead of 9pm) on Monday to
Saturday.

Page 29 of 76
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2.1

2.2

2.2

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

Consultations :-

Highways — No objection
Environmental Health — No comments received.

Neighbours — one objection has been received a copy of which is attached.
The objection is on the grounds of noise and disturbance caused by the
increased activity.

Assessment :-

Since the store has been open, complaints have been made to the planning
department on a regular basis regarding deliveries being made to the store
outside the permitted hours. The breaches alleged included deliveries early in
the morning and late at night, lorries leaving their engines and refrigerator units
running and also delivery vehicles arriving early and parking on the road
outside the site. The objector to this application has repeatedly complained
about noise and disturbance from deliveries and the use of the compactor unit
within the site however this is a separate matter from the current application
which is to increase the opening hours of the store with no change to the
approved delivery times.

The proposal is to open the store until 10pm instead of 9pm Monday to
Saturday. The B & M store which adjoins the site to the west does not have
any conditions restricting opening hours or delivery times although it currently
only opens from 9am to 8pm Monday to Saturday and 10am to 4pm on
Sundays. Both stores have access from Pasteur Road but cars have to egress
onto Station Road, Lidl was granted planning permission for a left turn egress
onto Pasteur Road in 2013 (06/13/0413/F) but this has not been carried out.

The main part of the car park and the entrance to the store are on the north
side of the site furthest away from the dwellings on Station Road which should
mean that the additional customer movement in and out of the store will not
cause any disturbance to neighbours. The only aspect of the proposal that is
potentially a problem is the traffic exiting the car park onto Station Road later in
the evening. Under the existing planning condition deliveries can be made up
to 9.30pm so, in effect, there will potentially only be an additional half hour of
traffic movement which is unlikely to have any significant adverse effect on the
amenities of neighbouring properties.

Taking the above into account it is considered that the proposed increase in
opening hours should not result in any increased disturbance but permission
should initially be for a temporary period of one year to allow the situation to be
monitored.

RECOMMENDATION :-

Approve — one year temporary permission.
Page 30 of 76
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Elaine Helsdon

Fiean. Stuart Robertson (RSN

Sent: 25 November 2015 14:19

To: Matt Whitton: Elaine Helsdon: Graham A. Clarkem
Subject: 06/15/0618/F Variation of condition 4 of PP 06/13/031 7/ - Lidl, Pasteur road

REF : Planning Permission for LIDLs, Pasture road, Great Yarmouth

Good Afternoon,

I write in connection with the above planning application. | wish to object strongly to the change of the Lidl
Food Stores Trading hours proposed (application 06/1 5/0618/F)

This once again over rides the original Planning application & subsequent applications for
changes over the years which have been refused with the same decision mentioned below-

whether it be for deliveries or Opening hours.

Mr.Minns you are correct, any Further relaxation of the original condition and would
undoubtedly result in activity that would lead to
significant disturbance to the occupiers of nearby dwellings on days when residents could

reasonably
expect the peaceful enjoyment of their homes.

All this trouble has had a detrimental effect Personally & Financially.

Regards

Stuart Robertson
10 Station Road
Southtown
Great Yarmouth
NR31 OHB

Part 2 - Particulars of Decision
1. The restriction on deliveries to and from tlgggsétgfg?gegned within condition 4 of planning

1
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Committee Report Development Control Committee 15" December 2015

Reference: 06/15/0607/F

Parish: Great Yarmouth
Officer: Richard Fitzjohn
Expiry date: 13/11/15

Applicant: Mr A Youngs

Proposal: Modification to corner of building to improve access and visibility to private drive

Site: 57A Tan Lane, Caister, Great Yarmouth, NR30 5DT

REPORT

1.

1.1

1.2

2.1

Background/History:-

The site is located to the south side of Tan Lane which is predominantly residential in
nature and within the village development limits of Caister.

The relevant planning history is shown below:

06/95/0692/F — Remove occupancy condition to allow residential use of bungalows —
Withdrawn 12-09-1995.

06/95/0735/F — Relaxation of condition to allow extended habitation period for
bungalows i.e. 1st March — 14th January — Refused 17-10-1995.

06/95/0845/F — Relaxation of condition to allow extended habitation period for
bungalows i.e. 1% March — 14™ January — Refused 19-01-1996.

06/96/0872/F — Relaxation of condition to allow occupation of cottage No.3 during
winter months by caretaker — Approved with Conditions 31-01-1997.

06/14/0751/F — Variation of condition 2 of Planning Permission 06/81/0807/F to allow
year round holiday use — Refused 17-03-2015 (Appeal not determined yet).
Consultations:-

Eighteen letters of objection have been received in relation to the application, which
are attached to this report. The main points are given beiow:

- Ownership and rights of use of the access
- Increased risk of pedestrian and vehicle collision

- There is no improvement in visit}ﬂgée 33 of 76
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2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

3.1

4.1

5.1

- Damage to an historic asset
- The application proceeds other proposals.

Caister Parish Council — Objects. Not enough information on application, aiso not
going to improve the access for vehicles.

Highways — No objection. The proposed visibility improvement does not accord with
any standard, will only aid pedestrians and vehicles approaching from the west and
will prove of little value to vehicles leaving the private means of access. However, it is
nevertheless a minimal visibility improvement and will primarily aid pedestrians in
seeing vehicles emerging from the private access.

Public Rights of Way Officer — No objection. The nearby public right of way (FP4)
does not extend as far as the public road and as such is not affected.

Building Control — No adverse comments.

Local Policy:-

Policy BNV18 — The Council will require alterations and extensions to buildings to be
sympathetic to the character of the building to be extended and to its setting.

National Policy:- National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

Paragraph 58 - Respond to local character and history, and reflect the identity of local
surroundings and materials, while not preventing or discouraging appropriate
innovation.

Assessment:-

The application seeks to remove the north-east corner of No.57 Tan Lane and
reposition the entrance door to facilitate the development.

57A Tan Lane is currently utilised as a hairdresser and adjoins 57 Tan Lane. Its
principal elevation is formed of a cream render and a traditional shop front. The
frontage is traditional in nature and bares similarities to many properties on Tan Lane;
the rear of the unit is more developed with additional modern outbuildings. The corner
which is the subject of the application is adjacent a narrow private access.

The plans state that the purpose of the modification is to improve visibility from the
adjoining access which is a narrow gap between 59 and 57A Tan Lane. It is
recognised that the existing access has poor visibility to both pedestrians and traffic
whilst existing onto Tan Lane. Highways were consulted on these alterations who
stated that although the visibility still does not accord with the current standards the
changes will represent a small improvement which will primarily aid pedestrians in
seeing emerging vehicles. Highways have not objected to the development.

The public rights of way officer also had no objections.
Page 34 of 76
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The application has received a number of objection letters from the public
consultation. The main concerns raised relate to:

- Ownership and rights of use of the access.

- Increased risk of pedestrian and vehicle collision.
- There is no improvement in visibility.

- Damage to a historic asset.

- The application proceeds other proposals.

One letter has been received which does not object to the application as it would
make car manoeuvres safer for present traffic levels but does not feel it would justify
a year-round use of the holiday accommodation.

The application is for the corner of the building only and it may be reasonable to
assume that construction vehicles may require use of the access. However, the
ownership and rights of use of the access is a civil matter between the applicant and
the owner and is not a material planning consideration which the planning application
can be assessed against.

Objections have been raised that there would be no improvement in the safety of the
access and the proposal would increase traffic to the immediate vicinity. However,
Norfolk County Council Highway department consider the proposal would create a
small improvement to visibility and would not exacerbate any existing safety issues.
No information has been supplied which would suggest the proposal would
significantly increase traffic levels.

The building is not within a conservation area, nor is it listed. It is considered that the
removal of the corner would have a modest impact upon the character of the existing
building and would not be unsympathetic to the surrounding area.

One neighbour letter of support was received, although they did raise concerns over
holiday occupancy again. The application is for the removal of the corner only and
has been assessed on its own merit, not in conjunction with any current or
forthcoming applications.

6 Recommendation:-

6.1 The application is recommended for approval as it conforms to policy BNV18 of the
Borough Wide Local Plan. The removal of the corner is not considered to adversely
affect the visibility onto Tan Lane and would create a small improvement. The
modifications to the building would not significantly detract from the character of the
existing building or appear unsympathetic to the wider character of the area.
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Recommendations from Caister Parish Council

06/15/0459/F Provide new W.C. at 49 High Street, Caister for (Mr R Sharp)

Recommendation - No Objection

06/15/0593/F Proposed side extension and conservatory at 17 Saxon Gardens, Caister
for (Mr R Carriage and Mrs S Todd)

Recommendation - No objection, but concerns regarding privacy on neighbours

06/15/0607/F Modification to corner of building to improve access and visibility to
private drive at 57a Tan Lane, Caister for (Mr A Youngs)

Recommendation - Object — not enough information on application, also not going to
improve the access for vehicles

06/15/0616/F Conversion of outbuilding and garage of residence to annexe of living
accommodation at 57 Tan Lane, Caister for (Ms L Langton)

Recommendation -  Object — increase in traffic, overdevelopment of site, insufficient
utilities, these are already overloaded
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‘wNorfolk County Council B oo

¥ ' County Hall
at your Service Martineau Lane
Norwich
NR1 2SG
Gemma Manthorpe NCC contact number: 0344 800 8020
Great Yarmouth Borough Council Textphone: 0344 800 8011
Town Hall
Hall Plain
Great Yarmouth
Norfolk
NR30 2QF
Your Ref:  06/15/0607/F My Ref: 9/6/15/0607
Date: 23 November 2015 Tel No.: 01603 638070
Email: stuart.french@norfolk.gov.uk

Dear Gemma

Caister on Sea: Modification to corner of building to improve access and visibilty to

private drive
5§7A Tan Lane Caister GREAT YARMOUTH NR30 5DT

Thank you for your recent consultation with respect to the above.

The proposals are to improve access visibility and is presumably to be an aid for both
vehicular and pedestrian traffic, and indeed it is accepted that the visibility is restricted
from the private means of access to the side of 57A Tan Lane.

The private means access is off an unmade track over part of which is a public right of
way (Caister Footpath No 4) and whist not a vehicular highway, in that vehicles may use
this with the consent of the land owner, there is obviously some permitted vehicular use

Wihilst the proposed visibility improvement does not accord with any standard and which
to some extent only will aid pedestrians and vehicles approaching from the west, and |
suspect it will prove of little value to vehicles leaving the private means of access.
However, it is nevertheless a minimal visibility improvement and given it will primarily aid
pedestrians in seeing vehicles emerging from the private access, | therefore have no

objection to the proposals.

However, given that this proposals may also affect a Public Right of Way | would request
that your authority also consult with the Norfolk County Council's Public Rights of Way

Officer.
Yours sincerely
Stuart french

Highways Development Management & Licensing Officer
for Executive Director for Community and Environmental Services

£7 “h
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Jill K. Smith

From: Public Rights of Way <prow@norfolk.gov.uk>
Sent: 30 November 2015 1 3:27

To: plan

Subject: Re: 06/15/0607/F

FAO Mr J Beck
Re: Modification to corner of building to improve access and visibility to private drive at 57A Tan Lane, Caister-on-Sea

Thank you for consulting with us regarding the above application. The nearby public right of way (FP4) does not extend
as far as the public road and as such is not affected.

Therefore we have no objection to the application.
Regards

Sarah Price

Public Rights of Way Officer
Community and Environmental Services
Norfolk County Council

0344 800 8020

highways@norfolk.gov.uk

To see our email disclaimer click here http://www.norfolk.gov.uk/emaildisclaimer
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~To: " Building Control Manager My Ref: 06/15/0607/F

_From: ljé;élopment Control Manager Date: 2nd November 2015

Case Officer: Miss G Manthorpe

Parish: Caister On Sea 4

Development at:- For:-

57A Tan Lane Modification to corner of
Caister building to improve access and
GREAT YARMOUTH visibilty to private drive
NR30 5DT

Applicant:- Agent:-

Mr A Youngs Mr B Willimott

57A Tan Lane Architectural Draughting
Caister 17 Hall Quay

GREAT YARMOUTH GREAT YARMOUTH

NR30 1HJ

The above mentioned application has been received and I would be grateful for your comments on the
following matters:-

Please let me have any comments you may wish to make by 16th November 2015.

COMMENTS: . . . .~ . < e g el T
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; , HAcCon g SRCYAFR A

r Caradc’)yérs Phyllis Hacon e ’
59 Tan Larfe / \
Caister-on-Sea P 24 N e ‘E
" Great Yarmouth Y
Norfolk SEFARTRER o

NR30 5DT

Ref: Modification of corner of 57 Tan Lane
Ref No: 06/15/0607/F

I am objecting to the modification of corner of 57 Tan Lane. To me it will make no difference to

visibility or safety issues. This proposal should go hand in hand with provisions for pedestrians, in fact
proposed modification will make it easier for vehicles to pass by shop doorway as customers exit or
enter. Therefore | feel this proposal invokes the law of unintended consequence<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>