GREAT YARMOUTH
BOROUGH COUNCIL

Development Control Committee

Date: Tuesday, 15 October 2013

Time: 18:30

Venue: Council Chamber

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

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:-

(i)  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 hature 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.

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)  The Planning Group Manager, Town Hall, Great Yarmouth, NR30 2QF
(i)  The Monitoring Officer, Town Hall, Great Yarmouth, NR30 2QF.
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AGENDA

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

You have a PERSONAL INTEREST in a matter being discussed at a meeting IF

. It relates to something on your Register of Interests form; or
° A decision on it would affect you, your family or friends more than other people in your
Ward.

You have a PREJUDICIAL INTEREST in a matter being discussed at a meeting IF

° It affects your financial position or that of your family or friends more than other people
in your Ward; or

. It concerns a planning or licensing application you or they have submitted

° AND IN EITHER CASE a reasonable member of the public would consider it to be so
significant that you could not reach an unbiased decision.

If your interest is only PERSONAL, you must declare it but can still speak and vote. If your
interest is PREJUDICIAL, you must leave the room. However, you have the same rights as
a member of the public to address the meeting before leaving.

1 Minutes 5-8

To confirm the minutes of the meeting held on 17 September 2013.

2 Public Consultation 9-9

Members are reminded that at the beginning of the meeting those
applicants who have requested to address the Committee on their
application, and with the approval of the Chairman, will be allowed to do so
in accordance with the agreed procedure a copy of which is attached. This
session will last for 30 minutes only.

3 Planning Applications

To consider the Planning Group Manager's schedule of planning
applications as follows:

(@) Application No. 06-13-0025-F - Beacon Park (land at) Beaufort 10 - 56

Way, Gorleston (Sainsbury's)

Erection of foodstore, 4 no retail units, petrol filling station and car wash
with associated car parking, landscaping, access and highway works to
form Beacon Park Neighbourhood Centre.
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(b)

(c)

(d)

(€)

(f)

Application No. 06-13-0469-F - 1 Coastquard Cottages, Caister 57 - 88

Replace existing garden and decking with three storey 3 bedroom
dwelling.

Application No. 06-13-0274-F - Back Lane-Hemsby Road, 89 - 116

Martham

Resubmission of change of use from employment land to residential and
the development of 3 no. 4 bedroom "barn style" dwellings.

Application No. 06-13-0413-F - Lidl Foodstore, Pasteur Road, 117 -
137

Great Yarmouth

Provision of a left turn egress onto Pasteur Road from the Lidl Car Park.

Application No. 06-13-0447-SU - Land North of Marina Centre, 138 -
172

Great Yarmouth

Change of use of hard and soft landscaped areas to car parking and
alterations including new replacement ice cream parlour.

Application No. 06-13-0439-SU - Oxford & Brasenose Avenue, 173 -

Gorleston 180

Use of communal grass areas for communal parking areas.

Planning Applications Cleared in September 2013 181 -
189

To note the planning applications cleared in September 2013 by the
Planning Group Manager and the Development Control Committee.

Ombudsman and Appeal Decisions

To note that there are no Ombudsman decisions to report, however, the
following Appeal decisions have been received:

APP/U2615/C/13/219648 (Appeal A) - Land at Hall Farm, Hall Road,
Martham

............ Appeal dismissed and the enforcement notice is upheld with
corrections.

APP/U2615/A/13/2194611 (Appeal B) - Land at Hall Farm, Hall Road,

Martham
........... Appeal dissmissed.

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.
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Exclusion of the 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 involves the likely disclosure of exempt information as
defined in paragraph(s)...... Part 1 of Schedule 12(a) of the said Act."
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Development Control
Committee

Minutes

Tuesday, 17 September 2013 at 18:30

Attendees:

Mr George Jermany (Member), Mr Charles Reynolds (Member), Mr Jim Shrimplin
(Member), Mr David Thompson (Member), Mr Anthony Blyth (Vice Chairman), Mr
Michael Castle (Chairman), Mrs Marlene Fairhead (Member), Ms Marie Field
(Member), Mr Charles Marsden (Member), Mrs Kerry Robinson-Payne (Member)

Apologies for Absence:
Mr Bert Collins (Member), Mr Barry Cunniffe (Member), Mr John Holmes (Member)

Absent:
No Members Absent

Also in attendance at the above meeting were:

Councillor Linden attended as Ward Councillor for items 3(a) and (b) and Councillor
Jeal also attended.

Mr D Minns (Planning Group Manager), Miss J Smith (Technical Officer) and Miss S
Davis (Senior Member Services Officer).

1 Minutes

The minutes of the meeting held on 22 August 2013 were confirmed.

2 Public Consultation

There were no applications discussed during the public consultation item.

3 Planning Applications - Applications List

The Committee considered the Planning Group Manager's schedule of planning
applications as follows:
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(@)

(b)

Application No. 06-13-0413-F - Lidl Foodstore, Pasteur Road, Great
Yarmouth

The Committee considered an application to provide a left turn egress onto Pasteur
Road from the Lidl Car Park. The Group Manager stated that the applicant had
submitted further representations regarding vehicular movement figures but,
unfortunately, the Highways Authority had not yet had the opportunity to respond to
that representation. He suggested, therefore, that the application be deferred until a
response was received. It was clarified that the applicant was happy for the item to
be deferred.

RESOLVED:

That Application No. 06/13/0413/F be deferred pending the Highways
Authority's comments regarding the applicant's additional representation
on the number of vehicle movements in and out of the site.

Councillor Castle declared a personal interest in the above item on the grounds
that he was also a Norfolk County Councillor who were a statutory consultee
on the application, but in accordance with the Members' Code of Conduct he
was allowed to speak and vote.

Application No. 06-13-0422-F - Lidl Foodstore, Pasteur Road, Great
Yarmouth

The Committee received details of the application to vary Condition 4 of Planning
Permission 06/04/0317/F to permit deliveries on Sundays and Bank Holidays during
the hours 8am to 6pm. It was noted that, despite the plan showing an accoustic
fence, no details had been provided. Members were reminded that an application to
vary the hours had been refused in 2007. The Group Manager drew attention to the
Environmental Health Manager's comments indicating that, whilst they had not
objected because they had not received any complaints, this did not mean that
complaints had not been received by the Planning Department regarding lorries
arriving too early and waiting on roads with their engines on. The applicant had tried
to address this point and keep noise to a minimum by setting down some controls for
their deliveries. The point was made, however, that it was difficult to control how
drivers would deliver their goods as Environmental Health only had control over them
whilst they were on site and not whilst they were parked on roads. The Highways
Authority had no objection as they had agreed that the access was suitable as part of
the original application. The Manager recommended refusal until the

applicant demonstrated that it would be able to mitigate the impact of Sunday and
Bank Holiday deliveries on residents. He clarified that there had been no material
changes since the previous application to vary the condition had been refused,
however, complaints had been received from residents regarding noise nuisance
during normal delivery times and when drivers breached the conditions.

Members noted the applicant's letter stating that they have a new management plan
in place and compliance was now very good, however, they wanted to have
deliveries daily to ensure the store had fresh produce. They had also referred to the
proposed erection of an accoustic fence which would, hopefully, provide a barrier
against the noise. They had added they would accept a restriction of one delivery per
day on Sundays and Bank Holidays and during the trading hours of 10-4.

Page 6 of 189



(c)

Councillor Linden, Ward Councillor, pointed out that much of the noise nuisance for
residents came from the loading bay adjacent to Station Road regardless of any traffic
noise from Pasteur Road. She added that the bay had been built slightly
underground which added to the noise as lorries had to break sharply to enter and
exist. She expressed concern that Lidl had breached the existing restriction many
times in the past even though it had been put in place to give residents a break from
the noise at least one day per week. She added that, whilst the adjoining B&M store
had daily deliveries, their loading bay was the other side of the site nearer to Pasteur
Road so didn't cause as much nuisance. She referred to the proposed accoustic
fence and stated that she did not think this would be a planning "gain”, querying why
residents would want to see a fence permanently erected in front of their houses

just so Lidl could have one extra delivery per day. She concluded by asking the
Committee not to approve the application even for a temporary period but to refuse it.

The Group Manager reported that a wall had previously been erected to act as an
accoustic barrier but this had not alleviated residents concerns. Whilst the Officer's
recommendation was to refuse the application, he suggested that if an

accoustic fence was erected this might alleviate some of the issues and temporary
permission could be granted in order to assess the impact.

The Committee discussed the application and it was considered that Lidl was an
important employer in the town that gave nearby residents access to a local store with
fresh produce and, therefore, if temporary permission was granted and the fence
erected this would enable any impact to be assessed.

RESOLVED:
That Application No. 06/13/0422/F be approved for a temporary period of
six months to commence only after an accoustic fence had been erected.

Application No. 06-13-0436-SU - North Drive Car Park, Great Yarmouth

The Committee considered the application for a change of use and alterations of two
further tennis courts to additional car parking and it was noted that no objections had
been received.

Councillors Field and Castle, Ward Councillors, indicated that they had no objection to
the proposal on the basis that the courts were underused and additional car parking
on the seafront was needed. The point was also made that car parks along the
seafront should be open at weekends during the winter for visitors.

RESOLVED:

That Application No. 06/13/0436/SU be approved in accordance with
Policies REC9, REC11, TR21, BNV9 and BNV10 of the Borough-Wide
Local Plan.

Planning Applications Cleared in August 2013

The Committee received the Planning Group Manager's schedule in respect of
applications cleared during August 2013 under delegated powers, together with those
determined by the Development Control Committee.
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5 Ombudsman and Appeal Decisions

There were no Appeals or Ombudsman decisions to note.

The meeting ended at: 19:10
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(@)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(€)

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, Local Community Partnership
and other bodies (where appropriate) wish to speak.

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

In consultation with the Group Manager (Planning), 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, (v) Local
Community Partnership and (vi) Ward Councillors.

The order of presentation at Committee will be:-

()  Planning Officer presentation.

(i)  Agents, applicant and supporters.

(i) Members’ questions.

(iv) Objectors and interested parties.

(v) Members’ questions of objectors.

(vi) Parish Council or Ward Councillors or Local Community Partnership and
Others.

(vii) Chairman and Officers’ questions of clarification.

(viii) Committee debate and decision.
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Schedule of Planning Applications Committee Date: 15 October 2013

Reference: 06/13/0025/F
Parish: Gorleston
Officer: Mr D.Minns
Expiry Date: 02-05-2013
Applicant: Sainbury’s Supermarkets Ltd.
Proposal: Erection of food store, 4 No. retail units, petrol filling station and car
wash with associated car parking, landscaping access and highway works to form
Beacon Park Neighbourhood Centre

Site: Beacon Park (Land at) Beaufort Way Gorleston

REPORT

1. The Proposal

1.1 The site area is 4.1ha (10.54 acres). The site is bounded by Beaufort Way to the
south and west and Woodfarm Lane to the north and east and lies around 3km south
of Great Yarmouth and 1.2 km from Gorleston’s town centres. The site comprises
agricultural greenfield land. Ground levels are relatively flat. The site is accessed via
Beaufort Way which is linked to the A12.

1.2 The proposal is for full planning permission for a new food store, four smaller
retail units (Use Classes A1-A5), petrol filing station, a totem pole advert, a 542
space car park (including provision for disabled spaces and parent and child spaces)
and associated landscaping. In addition the proposal includes 40 cycle loops and 8
motorcycle parking spaces.

1.3 The four smaller retail units are approximately 80 sqg. m. each in size. Each of the
smaller units shares a loading/unloading pull-in area accessed off the new access
road and a parking area. 22 car parking spaces are dedicated to these units in total.
There are also new pedestrian and cycleways proposed connecting with Beacon
Park which will improve the permeability of the site. The gross internal floor area of
the proposal as a whole is 7,369 sg. m.

1.4 The development provides a service yard with a turning circle and dedicated
unloading bay with a service dock 1.2m above yard level. Within the yard there is a
bio-mass boiler, transformer and generator room and Biffa waste disposal bins. A
sprinkler tank and pump house serve the main store and are located in a separate
enclosure in the service yard. The development also includes a goods on-line facility
accommodating an 8 van delivery service

1.5 The food store external elevations will be clad in a mixture of uniform cladding
panels, Douglas Fir vertical timber cladding and full height vertical glazing. The
single storey building comprises two main parts: the sales area, coffee
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shop/restaurant and staff area; and the warehouse/back area, unloading bay and
goods on line area. There is a continuous external canopy to the front (south-west)
elevation. The four smaller units front elevations are similarly clad and attached to
the main food store.

1.6 The proposal also includes the provision of a new roundabout for Beaufort Way
which will serve both this development and will be configured to also serve future
development on adjacent land and linking into the separate proposal for the new
spine road to the A143.

1.7 The existing 20m landscaping area adjacent to Wood Farm Lane is to be
retained, providing screening to the rear of the main food store. A detailed
landscaping scheme has been included for the proposal. Under the provisions of the
adopted Borough-wide Local Plan, Wood Farm Lane will be stopped up. (This was
also agreed as part of the Phase 2 Beacon Park scheme.) It is anticipated that the
proposal will provide between 350 and 400 new jobs

Hours of operation proposed are:
Monday — Saturday 0700-2300 and Sunday and Bank Holidays 1000-1600

1.8 As part of the application, the applicants have also submitted: traffic and retalil
assessments; flood risk assessment (because of the site is over 1 ha in size); a
protected species survey alongside a desktop and Phase 1 Ecological Survey;
archaeological assessment; noise survey report and access and design statement

1.9.The proposed totem pole sign which is located on the northern side of the
junction of the A12 and Beaufort Way is 2.9 wide and 6.3 metres high is included in
this application but also subject to a separate application and would be internally
illuminated . (Application No0.06/13/0026/A)

1.10 Members are informed that the reason this planning application has not come
to Planning Committee before this time is that the Highways Agency issued a
Holding Direction on the application meaning that it couldn’t be determined before
this power of direction was lifted as further explained in the Highways Agency
consultation response section of this report

2. Planning History

2.1 The site forms part of a larger area of some 72 hectares (172.8 acres) of land
that was originally granted deemed approval for a mix of Business/commercial/
residential uses with associated landscaping and open space in July 1995. (This site
is known as Phase 1 of Beacon Park.)

2.2 Approval for the infrastructure for the allocation as a whole including the A12
roundabout and related junction, lagoons and landscaping to the development which
are now well established and reduce the overall impact of the development in the
landscape followed in April 1999.The land is designated in the Great Yarmouth
Borough Wide Local Plan 2001 and there are a number of associated policies which
seek to promote a high quality business park and commercial area.
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2.3 A further planning application (Phase 2) was submitted by GYBC property
services and approved by the Development Control Committee subject to a legal
agreement in July 2007 but this is yet to be signed and permission issued.

2.4 The Phase 2 application was an outline planning application for commercial and
residential development neighbourhood centre and sheltered housing covering
approximately 37.25 hectares of land within the site originally approved in July
1995. The proposed development consists of approximately 11.51 hectares of
commercial development to the west of the site, together with 5.78 hectares of
residential development (approximately 204 dwellings). In addition, the development
included a neighbourhood centre, shops and services. (Although an indicative
location was shown in the ‘master plan for the site’, the location of the
neighbourhood centre was never agreed.)

2.5 The retail element of this Phase 2 application also accorded with the Great
Yarmouth Retail and Leisure Study (DTZ Pieda Consulting 2006) which anticipated a
convenience (food) need within the Borough of 2000 sq. metres up to 2011.

2.6 The ‘master plan’ submitted with the outline application for Phase 2 describes the
‘neighbourhood centre’ as providing local amenities, such as shopping facilities,
laundrette and take-away food outlets. The ‘Final Retail Statement’ submitted with
this application for Phase 2 anticipated a foodstore of up to 1,500 sg.m (net) together
with a range of shops each comprising 500sg. m.

2.7 The key headlines from this ‘Final Retail Statement’ of particular relevance to this
application are summarised as follows:

e The net sales area for the foodstore would only sell food with no comparison
goods on offer;

e There was no ‘end user’ at the time of the application. However, it was
assumed that a turnover of £7million was expected which is the equivalent
turnover associated with ‘deep discount’ retailers such as Aldi and Lidl;

e A high proportion of customers would come from walk-in trade from the new
housing proposed ;

e The provision of the neighbourhood centre would reduce the need for
residents in the locality to travel to shops especially for top-up shopping; and

e |t was anticipated that main food shopping would continue at the main
supermarkets in the wider area.

3. Consultations

3.1 Parish Council - Bradwell — No objection to plans as submitted.

3.2 Gorleston Chamber of Trade — ‘We have No Obijections to the planning
application.’

3.3 Neighbours/Article 8 Advert:
e ‘Object to the proposal’ - see attached Morrison’s letter;
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e Letter of objection from the Chairman of the Gorleston Traders Association
on the grounds of potential impact from out of town shopping created by the
proposal on the low level of vacant units in the town (currently under 5%, and
one of the lowest proportion in the country);

e 5 supporting letters from residents issues raised: support the supermarket
use; support the petrol filling station; boost to the local economy; support for
the retailer offer; and

e 2 letters of objection expressing concern over the impact of additional traffic
generated on Woodfarm Lane.

3.4 James Paget University Hospitals —The Trust has examined the Planning
Application at your office and does not wish to comment or offer any objection to this
planning application.

3.5 Highways Agency — Holding direction until 30 October 2013 (recently
withdrawn)

‘Further to my letter dated 30 August you may be aware of Circular 02/2013 “The
Strategic Road Network and Delivering Sustainable Development” published on the
10 September 2013. This new document now requires highway mitigation if forecast
demand exceeds capacity in the opening year only. | am content the demonstration
of scenario 2 in the document ref NO9-AW-AW12 and Beaumont Way produced by
Vectors dated 23 August 2013, reflects the likely forecast demand for traffic at the
opening year of the proposed development and that the A12 trunk road reflect the
likely demand for traffic at the opening year of the proposed development and that
the A12 trunk road remains satisfactorily operational.

In consideration of the above | am now able to confirm that the Highway Agency now
raise no objection to the application and attach a TR110 reflecting the current
situation which supersedes that dated 30 August 2013.’

No objection to the Totem sign.

3.6 Norfolk County Highways —

‘Thank you for consulting the Highway Authority on the above application. All the
supporting information had been assessed and discussions held with the developers
highways advisors. A mitigation package has been agreed which includes the
extension of Beaufort Way and a new roundabout junction and an access road to the
store, on land to the south east and to Woodfarm Lane with mini-roundabout access
to the store. A bus service will be provided to the store from Great Yarmouth Town
Centre for all hours of opening by extending the existing No 2 service to James
Paget Hospital.

The store will be linked to existing footways and cycleways. The 'Red Line' drawing
shows the store access road linking to Wood Farm Lane. Before this link to Wood
Farm Lane is made, Wood Farm Lane to the north of the junction with the store
access road must be closed off to through vehicular traffic to avoid traffic rat running
via Oriel Avenue and Wood Farm Lane to the store. This is covered in the suggested
conditions below. The Highway Authority recommends no objection subject to
conditions suggested in the consultation letter and completion of Section 106
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Agreement securing a Travel Plan bond and monitoring fees.” ( See attached letter
including conditions)

In terms of the totem sign there is no objection from the County subject conditions
controlling the degree of illumination and that the sign should be finished in a non
reflective material.

3.7 Norfolk Fire and Rescue Service — ‘A fire hydrant is required on site (at the
applicants expense) details of the location to be agreed before the commencement
of development and a condition is required on any pp to cover this.’

3.8 Environment Agency —

‘ Controlled Waters — We refer to the “Site Investigation Report” referenced
GN16260SSI, dated July 2013 and prepared by Harrison Geotechnical submitted to
us by Stephen Rose of Indigo Planning on 2 September. This document responds to
our previous comments concerning the possible presence of elevated levels of
nutrient contaminants associated with the soil and groundwater in the area of the
derelict hard-standing lying across the south eastern boundary of the proposed
development site. Our records indicate this area was previously used as a fertilizer
depot.

Based on the information now provided we consider the proposed development site,
which includes only a small area of the former depot, would appear to pose a low
risk to the water environment. Our previously recommended conditions for the site to
be subject to further investigation, assessment and remediation as may be
necessary would therefore now appear to be unnecessary.

However, if, during development, contamination not previously identified is found to
be present at the site then no further development (unless otherwise agreed in
writing with the local planning authority) should be carried out until the developer has
submitted, and obtained written approval from the local planning authority. A
remediation strategy detailing how this unsuspected contamination shall be dealt
with should be provided.’

3.9 Norfolk Constabulary — Holding Objection with reference to developer
contributions. The scale of the developer is anticipated to require financial
contributions towards delivering Police services to address community safety, tackle
fear of crime and seek to achieve a reduction in crime. The Norfolk Constabulary is
currently obtaining information/guidance from the each of the District Commanders
and Local Delivery Inspectors for Policing Impact. This will include details in respect
of any impact arising from the development. Whilst this information is being collated
please take this letter as a holding application. Further info from the Borough Council
requested if the development requires a developer contribution towards additional
police infrastructure. No further information regarding District Commanders
information/guidance has been received. (The consultation response was sent on 26
February 2013).

3.10 Anglian Water — No Response
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3.11 Essex and Suffolk Water- We would advise you that our existing apparatus
does not appear to be affected by the proposed development. We give consent to
this development on the condition that water mains are laid in the highway to the
development, and that the water service is connected with a meter for revenue
purposes.

3.12 Natural England — This proposal does not appear to affect any statutory
protected sites or landscapes, or have significant impacts on the conservation of
soils, nor is the proposal an EIA development.

3.13 Environmental Health — make a number of Comments (see attached
comments and proposed conditions)

3.14 Crime Prevention Architectural Liaison Officer — General advice given on
designing out crime.

3.15 Building Control — No comments that affect planning.

3.16 Refuse Collection - Trade waste contract required with collection from least
public area

3.17 Archaeologically — The proposed development lies within a nationally significant
multi-period cropmark complex indicating intensive use of the landscape since the
prehistoric period. The archaeological desk based assessment submitted with the
application has highlighted that there is a high potential for archaeological remains
of prehistoric date to be present at the site, moderate to high potential for Roman
evidence for medieval and post medieval remains. Consequently there is a high
potential overall that the heritage assets with archaeological interest ( buried
archaeological remains) will be present at the site and that their significance will be
adversely affected by the development. If permission is granted, we therefore ask
that this is subject to a programme of archaeological work in accordance with
National Planning Policy Framework para 135. Three conditions are suggested
which are standard archaeological investigation scheme requirements.

4. Planning Policy Context

4.1 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that
planning applications be determined in accordance with the development plan,
unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

National Planning Policy Framework

4.2 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) recognises the important role
that development can bring in promoting healthy and competitive town centre
environments.

4.3 In order to protect the role of town centres as the heart of their community’, the
NPPF requires that when determining planning applications for main town centre
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uses that are not in an existing centre and not in accordance with an up-to-date local
plan, the local planning authority should apply the sequential test to assess whether

there are suitable alternative sites that are sequentially preferable (within or closer to
the town centre) and impact ‘tests’ to assess whether significant adverse impacts on
town centre vitality and viability or planned investment are likely to occur.

4.4 The NPPF is clear that where an application fails to satisfy the sequential test or
are likely to have a significant adverse impact then they should be refused.
(Paragraph 27).

4.5 For decision taking the NPPF supports approving development proposals that
accord with the development plan without delay and where the development plan is
absent, silent or relevant policies are out of date, granting planning permission
unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the this Framework as
a whole or specific policies in this framework indicate development should be
restricted.

4.6 NPPF paragraph 17 sets out core planning principles. The following are of
relevance to this application:

- Planning should ‘proactively drive and support stainable economic
development to deliver homes, business and industrial units, infrastructure
and thriving local places that the country needs. Every effort should be made
objectively to indentify and then meet the housing, business and other
development needs of an area, and respond positively to the wider
opportunities for growth’;

- Planning should always seek to secure high quality design and a good
standard of amenity for all existing and future occupiers of land and buildings;

- Planning should ‘encourage the effective use of land by reusing land that has
been previously developed (brownfield Land), provided that it is not of high
environmental value’; and

- Planning should ‘actively manage patterns of growth to make the fullest
possible use of public transport, walking and cycling and focus significant
development in locations which are or can be made sustainable’;

4.7 Paragraph 56 promotes good design stating ‘Planning policies and decisions
should aim to ensure that developments will function well and add to the
overall quality of the area, not just for the short term but over the lifetime of the
development;

4.8 Paragraph 67 refers to the impact that ‘Poorly placed advertisements can
have a negative impact on the appearance of the built and natural environment.
Control over outdoor advertisements should be efficient, effective and simple in
concept and operation. Only those advertisements which will clearly have an
appreciable impact on a building or on their surroundings should be subject to the
local planning authority’s detailed assessment. Advertisements should be subject
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to control only in the interests of amenity and public safety, taking account of
cumulative impacts’

Local Policy Context:

4.9 The most up to date and relevant local plan policies to be considered here and
set out above are contained inthe Great Yarmouth Borough Wide Local Plan
2001and the emerging Core Strategy (September 2013).

Great Yarmouth Borough Wide Local Plan (2001)

4.10 The GYWLP includes saved policies which were given full weight for a
protected period for 12 months following publication of NPPF in March 2012.
However from March 2013 existing polices and the amount of weight that can be
given to the saved policies is dependent on their degree of consistency with the
NPPF.

4.11 Of the saved policies set the most relevant to this application are set out in this
report. In the consideration of this application it is also relevant to consider the
historical context of Policy SG2 and SG8 in particular their relevance to the current
proposals and compatibility with the NPPF.

Policy SG2 DISCOUNT DURABLE GOODS RETAIL WAREHOUSES AND FOOD
SUPERMARKETS/SUPERSTORES WILL NOT BE PERMITTED

Policy SG8 THE EXISTING USE OF THE WOODFARM (J & H BUNN) SITE AS
SHOWN ON THE PROPOSALS MAP WILL BE RETAINED IN THE SHORT TERM.
FOLLOWING DEMISE OF THIS USE, AND SUBJECT TO OTHER POLICIES IN
THE PLAN, THE COUNCIL WILL GRANT PLANNING PERMISSION FOR THE USE
OF THE LAND AS A NEIGHBOURHOOD CENTRE

4.12 SG2 has its origins from as far back as 1982. It was written to stop a potential
developer from creating a retail warehouse park (or supermarket) in the South-West
Area and later, in the South Gorleston Development Area (SGDA), when the South
West Area Local Plan was adopted in 1992. Members, at the time, were happy to
endorse the concept of a ‘neighbourhood centre’ on the SGDA. In order to protect
the employment area(s) neither discount retail warehouses nor food retail would be
allowed because employment land was in short supply — particularly that on land of
good building quality.

4.13 This view was informed by the (then) on-going appeal decisions re ASDA, the
London & Midland (Gapton Hall Retail Park) and what is now the Thamesfield Way
(B&Q / Argos) development etc. Potential employment land, of good building quality,
was under a very real threat from retail given the above decisions. There were also
concerns about Gorleston High Street.
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4.14 SG2 eventually became a ‘saved’ policy within the GYWLP (although the
comma after ‘warehouses’ disappeared in the adopted 2001 version) and as such
was not open to further scrutiny a course of action agreed with GO-East at the time.

4.15 Other relevant ‘saved policies’ are as follows:

POLICY SHP6 SUBJECT TO HIGHWAY AND ENVIRONMENTAL
CONSIDERATIONS, THE COUNCIL WILL PERMIT THE
PROVISION OF NEW LOCAL SHOPPING FACILITIES AND
NON-RETAIL COMMERCIAL USES IN NEIGHBOURHOOD
AND VILLAGE SHOPPING CENTRES PROVIDED THAT THE
DEVELOPMENT IS OF A SCALE COMPATIBLE WITH THE
SIZE AND CHARACTER OF THE CENTRE.

(Objective: To improve the range of outlets and environment of
local shopping centres.)

POLICY SHP9 THE COUNCIL WILL PERMIT THE PROVISION OF NEW
LOCAL SHOPPING FACILITIES IN ALL SETTLEMENTS, SUBJECT TO THE
PROPOSAL BEING OF A SCALE COMPATIBLE WITH THE SIZE OF THE
SETTLEMENT AND HAVING REGARD TO DESIGN, HIGHWAY AND
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS, AND TO OTHER POLICIES IN
THE PLAN.

(Objectives: To retain and enhance the provision of local shops.

POLICY SHP12 PETROL FILLING STATIONS AND SERVICE AREAS
(INCLUDING ROADSIDE CAFES AND RESTAURANTS) MAY
BE PERMITTED ONLY WHERE:

(A)THE PROPOSAL WOULD NOT BE LIKELY TO RESULT IN
A SIGNIFICANT HAZARD TO ROAD SAFETY OR
SIGNIFICANTLY IMPEDE THE FREE FLOW OF
TRAFFIC ON ANY HIGHWAY IN THE LOCALITY;
(B) THERE WOULD BE NO SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE IMPACT
ARISING FROM NOISE OR GENERAL DISTURBANCE;
(C)THERE WOULD BE NO SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE
IMPLICATIONS FOR THE ENVIRONMENT  OR
LANDSCAPE; AND,

(D)ANY HIGHWAY IMPROVEMENTS REQUIRED BY THE
PROPOSAL WOULD NOT HAVE A SIGNIFICANT
ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT.
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POLICY TCM13

POLICY TCM31

POLICY SG15

(Objective: To protect the environment and landscape and
ensure highway safety)

DEVELOPMENT WILL NOT BE PERMITTED WHERE IT
WOULD ENDANGER HIGHWAY SAFETY OR THE
SATISFACTORY FUNCTIONING OF THE LOCAL HIGHWAY
NETWORK. IN APPROPRIATE CASES A TRAFFIC IMPACT
ASSESSMENT WILL BE REQUIRED TO DEMONSTRATE
THAT DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS CAN BE
SATISFACTORILY ACCOMMODATED WITHIN THE
HIGHWAY NETWORK TAKING INTO ACCOUNT ANY
IMPROVEMENTS PROPOSED.

(Objective: To ensure that new development does not prejudice
highway safety or the free flow of traffic.)

THE COUNCIL IS COMMITTED TO THE PROVISION OF THE
CYCLEWAYS SHOWN ON THE PROPOSALS MAP
TOGETHER WITH THE PROVISION OF ADEQUATE CYCLE
PARKING FACILITIES IN AND AROUND GREAT YARMOUTH
AND GORLESTON TOWN CENTRES AND
NEIGHBOURHOOD SHOPPING CENTRES, AND WILL
NEGOTIATE WITH DEVELOPERS WITH A VIEW TO
SECURING ADEQUATE CYCLE PARKING ON ALL FUTURE
MAJOR SHOPPING, OTHER COMMERCIAL, INDUSTRIAL,
PUBLIC BUILDING AND ENTERTAINMENT DEVELOPMENTS.
IN THE SHORT TERM PREFERENCE WILL BE GIVEN TO
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE FOLLOWING PROJECTS:

(@) GORLESTON, VICTORIA ROAD TO LINKS ROAD
CYCLEWAY

(b) GAPTON HALL TO PASTEUR ROAD
CYCLEWAY/ROUTE (SOUTH SIDE)

(c) GT. YARMOUTH LAWN AVENUE TO CAISTER
CYCLEWAY

(d) GT. YARMOUTH SOUTHTOWN ROAD (QUEENS
ANNES ROAD TO MALTHOUSE LANE)

(e BRADWELL TO BELTON FOOTPATH/CYCLEWAY
(OLD RAIL ROUTE ALIGNMENT)

(Objectives: to improve the cycleway network in the interests of
improving accessibility and public safety and the needs of
cyclists are met.)

THE MAIN ACCESS/DISTRIBUTOR ROAD WILL BE

REQUIRED TO BE DESIGNED TO PROVIDE SUFFICIENT
CAPACITY TO ACCOMMODATE TRAFFIC FLOWS LIKELY
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TO BE GENERATED BY DEVELOPMENT OF THE DEFINED
DEVELOPMENT AREA HAVING REGARD TO THE
FOLLOWING REQUIREMENTS:

(A)THE NEED TO TAKE ACCOUNT OF ALL ASPECTS OF

HIGHWAY DESIGN AND ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS IN
DETERMINING THE PRECISE ALIGNMENT OF THE
ROAD, AND AS APPROPRIATE, THE NECESSITY, IN THE
SHORT TERM, OF MINIMISING SEVERANCE OF FARM
LAND IF THE MAIN ACCESS/DISTRIBUTOR ROAD IS
EXTENDED WESTWARDS,;

(B)THE NEED FOR ALL ACCESS TO THE NEW

INDUSTRIAL/ICOMMERCIAL AND RESIDENTIAL AREAS
TO BE INDIRECTLY PROVIDED BY THE NEW MAIN
ACCESS/DISTRIBUTOR ROAD, WITH NO ACCESS
PERMITTED FROM WOODFARM LANE; AND,

(C)PROVISION OF APPROPRIATE SPACING OF ACCESS

ROAD JUNCTIONS ALONG THE MAIN
ACCESS/DISTRIBUTOR ROAD, WITH INDIVIDUAL
DIRECT VEHICULAR OR PEDESTRIAN ACCESS TO THE
ACCESS/DISTRIBUTOR ROAD DENIED TO FRONTAGE
DEVELOPMENT.

4.16 Although there is no “saved” policy which explicitly sets out the retail hierarchy

for the Borough, the supporting text confirms that

Great Yarmouth fulfils the role of “main shopping centre for both tourists
and the catchment area” (paragraph 4.1.4);

Gorleston is identified as a “smaller, more specialist, district centre which
predominantly serves the residents in the southern part of the Borough”
(paragraph 4.1.4); and

the smaller local centres (such as Caister, Bradwell and Magdalen Way)
“serve the daily needs of local residents” and “provide neighbourhood and
village communities with a good, convenient alternative to town centre

shopping for their general needs and are vital to the elderly and infirm”.

Core Strategy Publication (Regulation 19) (September 2013)
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4.17 The Core Strategy seeks to establish the spatial vision and objectives of how
the Borough will grow in the future setting out the series of strategic policies and site
allocations called ‘Core Policies’ and ‘Key Sites’ which set the strategic context for
future Local Plan Documents. The current version of the Core Strategy seeks to plan
for the Borough between the period 2014 — 2029.

4.18 Itis in its 6™ iteration and is currently out to consultation and expected to be
submitted for independent assessment by the Planning Inspectorate late 2013/early
2014. It therefore is a material consideration in this application although it cannot be
afforded substantial weight as a material consideration in the determination of this
application.

4.19 There is an identified need to accommodate between 3,232 sq m (net) and
6,464 sq m (net) of new ‘food’ (convenient goods) shopping floor space and up to
27,672 sq m (net) of ‘non-food’ (comparison goods) shopping space to 2031. It is
considered that in the short to medium term, any new major development should be
concentrated in Great Yarmouth town centre. According to the emerging Core
Strategy, The Conge and the North Quay will present the most appropriate locations
for new mixed-uses, including retail, commercial and leisure uses (paragraph
4.7.12).

4.20 The supporting text to Policy CS7 (paragraph 4.7.4) states that Gorleston as the
second largest town centre in the Borough, is functioning relatively well by
complementing rather than duplicating the role fulfilled by Great Yarmouth. However,
in terms of convenience retailing, Morrison’s ‘plays an important role in ensuring that
people continue to shop locally. The Council will sustain and enhance the important
food shopping function of the town and continually seek to improve its existing
environment and townscape quality.’

4.21 The current version of the Core Strategy states in paragraph 4.7.6 that:

‘....Given the limited opportunities to create a new district centre within the existing
built-up area of Bradwell, it is anticipated that the new district centre will be located
within close proximity to the proposed sustainable urban extension at Beacon Park,
land south of Bradwell, although further work will need to be undertaken before the
exact location can be confirmed. Once established, the centre will provide a
sustainable mix of shopping, services, community facilities within a high quality
public realm. Successful neighbourhoods need to have such facilities to draw people
into the area to live and work there.’

4.22 This vision is enabled through Policy CS18 of the current version of the Core
Strategy. In addition, Policy CS16 (Improving Accessibility and Transport) sets out
the Council’'s commitment to developing a well-integrated community, connected by
a sustainable transport system. As part of this, creating a link road to the south of
Bradwell via the A12 through Beacon Park to the A143 Beccles Road and is
identified as a priority scheme.

4.23 The current version of the Core Strategy has reduced the proportion of new
development in terms of the overall vision from the Borough that should be located in
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Gorleston and Great Yarmouth from 55 % (as outlined in an earlier iteration) to 35%.
Great Yarmouth and Gorleston are however identified as ‘main towns’ in the
Borough. The application site lies within the development boundary for Gorleston. In
addition, approximately 1,000 homes have been proposed as an allocation in south
Bradwell under Policy CS3 and promoted via Policy CS18 which is close by. This is
expected to be wholly built within the plan period.

4.24 It is important that in making planning decisions, the Council consider the future
needs of the Borough and in the absence of an up to date definition of a
‘neighbourhood centre’, when this future development is taken into account, a
proposal of this scale is suitable to serve potential local needs. The Core Strategy is
proposed to be submitted for formal independent examination in later in 2013/early
2014 and has already been through 5 previous rounds of consultation. As such, it
should be afforded some weight as a material consideration in the determination of
this application.

5. Application Appraisal and Assessment

5.1 This planning application has been considered in the context of the two retail
studies as part of the informatives to the development of the new Local Plan for the
Borough (2006 — by DTZ and 2011 — Strategic Perspectives). In addition, the
applicants’ retail assessment has been independently assessed by Strategic
Perspectives. This is important particularly as the Borough Council is the land owner.
This information has informed the recommendations in this report.

5.2 The main planning issues are: the principle of retail development in this location;
how the proposal sits within the retail policies for the Borough; the potential impact
on Great Yarmouth and Gorleston town centres; and highway issues.

5.3 The Principle of Development in this Location

5.3.1 As already stated in the GYWLP section of this report as well as the proposal
section, this application site originally was given outline planning consent in July
1995 forming part of a wider 72ha. mixed development site forming Beacon Park.

5.3.2 The Beacon Park section in the adopted GYWLP allocates land within the plan
area for a ‘neighbourhood shopping centre’ (SG8). This current planning application
is in close proximity to the site that was allocated for the ‘neighbourhood shopping
centre’

5.3.3 The all-encompassing retail policy in the South Gorleston Development Area
chapter of the adopted local plan (2001) policy SG2 does not support food
supermarkets in this location.

5.3.4 However, the GYWLP section of this report demonstrates that the basis of this
policy is very out of date, being based on evidence from the 1980’s. This application
is submitted in a different situation and circumstance from the time this policy was

derived. The SGDA is being expanded and we are now proposing a further 1,000 to
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1000+ homes along with concrete proposals for a new link road from the A143 to
A12 along with additional employment land school in the immediate area.

5.3.5 The saved policies in the adopted Local Plan do not define what a
‘neighbourhood centre’ should be and equally this is not defined in national policy
guidance either.

5.3.6 In addition SHP9, a general shopping policy in the adopted Local Plan permits
new local shopping facilities in all settlements subject to proposals being compatible
with the size of settlement and having regard to design, highway and environmental
considerations and to other policies in the plan. The lower case text supporting this
policy states:

“In areas of major new residential development the Borough Council will expect
developers to provide for local shopping, such as the South Gorleston Development
Area however, where local shops are provided they should not be of a size whereby
they attract car-borne customers from outside the immediate locality

5.3.7 The applicants consider that the Policy SHP9 relates to local shops, effectively
corner shops which offer a different service to larger food supermarkets and town
centre shops. The applicants consider this policy seeks to permit smaller shops
regardless of whether they are located in a centre. As such, they consider that the
policy does not relate to neighbourhood level centres and therefore provides no
guidance for such development.

5.3.8 Their view is based on the basis that the site for a neighbour centre with no
defined floor space was designated on Beacon Park and that the associated
planning application submitted in 2007 was approved by the Development
Committee. The fact that the earlier planning application centre sought to provide
3,200 m2 (net) of retail floor space whilst the current application seeks to provide
4,368m2(plus retail shops) is therefore of no relevance.

5.3.9 It should be made explicit from the outset that the applicants consider that this
application is fully in accordance with the Local Plan allocation and requirement for a
Neighbourhood Centre on Beacon Park and fully complaint with the National
Planning Policy Framework.

5.3.10 Their view is made on the basis that the site for a neighbour centre with no
defined floor space was designated on Beacon Park and that the associated
planning application submitted in 2007 was approved by the Development
Committee.

5.3.11 This view fails to recognise the content of the ‘Final Retail Statement’
submitted with this application for Phase 2 of Beacon Park which anticipated a food
store of up to 1,500 sq.m (net) together with a range of shops each comprising
500sqg. m. as outlined earlier in this report. This current application seeks to provide
4,368sq. m. (plus retail shops) which is significantly larger than that originally
envisaged in the 2007 application. This is a material consideration in the
determination of this application.
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5.3.12 The land subject of this application is allocated within the wider allocation of
Beacon Park in the adopted GYWLP. As such the principle for development on this
site has already been accepted. At the same time some weight must be given to
adopted local plan policy which seeks to prevent supermarkets in neighbourhood
level centres. However, because of the dated evidence base for this policy, in reality
the National Planning Policy Framework should carry greater weight in this case.

5.3.13 In addition, it is important to consider the new relief road to the A143 for which
funding is already in place and the proposed future scale of new development in the
vicinity, both residential and commercial. This means that the scale of development
in the foreseeable future will be of a scale not envisaged at the time the 2007 outline
application was approved by members.

5.4 Sequential Test

5.4.1 The NPPF in paragraph 24 states that as part of this test:

‘only if suitable sites are not available should out of centre sites be considered.’
The site does not lie within or adjacent the Great Yarmouth or Gorleston defined
town centres and therefore these tests as outlined in the NPPF need to be
applied.

5.4.2 The applicant has provided a sequential test through Indigo consultants who
are acting as agents for the applicant. Section 5 of the Indigo report assesses
whether there are any sequentially preferable sites that are suitable and available
either in or on the edge of Great Yarmouth and Gorleston town centres that can
accommodate the proposed food store.

5.4.3 Strategic Perspectives consider it is also important when assessing the Indigo
report to consider viability even though paragraph 24 of the NPPF is not specific on
this point it is an important consideration regarding an overall assessment of a
potential site’s suitability.

5.4.4 Furthermore the NPPF in paragraph 173 states: ‘careful attention to viability
and costs in plan-making and decision-taking’.

5.4.5 In addition the Supreme Court ruling regarding Tesco Stores Ltd v Dundee
City Council (2012) UKSC 13 is also a material consideration. In this case it was
held that the issue of ‘suitability’ must be directed at the developer’s proposals and
not to some alternative scheme which might be suggested by the local planning
authority. The key part of the judgement is that when assessing the suitability of an
alternative site for the proposed development can be altered or materially reduced so
that it can be made to fit an alternative site.

5.4.5 In the Indigo report, it states that the food store proposal is intended to serve
the south Gorleston area, in particular the existing and future residents of Beacon
Park.” (paragraph 7.2). They say that the proposed ‘neighbourhood centre’ would
‘reduce the need for local residents to travel to access retail facilities and services
and the provision of a bulk food store as part of the neighbourhood centre would
improve competition and choice.’ (paragraph 7.3) In assessing the proposal against
the sequential assessment Indigo state that ‘it is important to keep in mind the
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identified need the proposal is intended to address. Any alternative site must be
capable of meeting the need to provide better facilities to the Beacon Park area or it
cannot be considered to be a sequentially preferable alternative. It follows that
Beacon Park is the only location where a neighbourhood centre can be located.’
(Paragraph 7.4)

5.4.6 It is clear that the food retailing envisaged by the proposal is out of scale with
what would be normally expected with the Council’s original intention for the area as
set in Policy SG2 of the GYWLP, albeit there was no floor area specified in the policy
. However, apart from Morrison’s in Gorleston and the Rainbow Co-operative in
Bradwell, the majority of the Borough'’s food store provision is in and around Great
Yarmouth.

5.4.7 The scale of the proposal for the food store , with a retail sales floor area of
4,368 sg m is only slightly below that of Tesco’s in Pasteur Road (3,109 sq m) and
Asda New Road (2,998 sq m) and almost twice as large as Morrisons (1,421 sq m).
Strategic Perspectives have said that the sales area as proposed will clearly draw on
a catchment population and trade that extends beyond its ’local hinterland’ and this
is material to both the sequential test and impact assessments.

5.4.8 Strategic Perspectives say that when assessing sites in Great Yarmouth, none
realistically lend themselves to a new food store. In addition, the local planning
authority required Gorleston sites to be considered. Specifically the Laundry site at
Blackwall Reach, directly to the south of the existing Morrisons store. This site was
identified in the Great Yarmouth Retail Study 2011 as having potential to
accommodate between 1,500 and 2,000 sq m net of new retail floor space.
Morrisons have no control of the land and there is no permission in place to extend
the store. It therefore can be concluded that the site is not currently available for
new convenience goods floor space.

5.4.9 In summary therefore there are no sites in my opinion (as informed by Strategic
Perspectives) that could accommodate the identified need and demand for a food
store in a sequentially preferable location. The fact that the identified need is specific
to Beacon Park is an important material consideration in the overall assessment.
Therefore the site meets the requirements of the sequential test.

5.5 Retail Impact

5.5.1 The applicant in their original assessment concluded that in terms of existing
shopping patterns, 79% of Zone 4 residents main food shopping trips were
undertaken in places other than Gorleston with Great Yarmouth being the main
destination. The Blackwall Reach Morrison’s accounted for 31.1% of secondary trips
and 19.5% of top-up trips for Zone 4 residents. (Zone 4 is mainly formed of
Gorleston residents.) These proportions were agreed with by Strategic Perspectives
because they were based on existing household survey results.

5.5.2 Strategic Perspectives consider that Morrisons is clearly an important anchor
for the town of Gorleston’s food and retail offer and helps to underpin the town’s
overall vitality and viability. The evidence also confirms that Morrison’s , by virtue of
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its location, generates significant linked trips and expenditure for the town’s other
shops, services and facilities.

5.5.3 Notwithstanding this, the survey evidence also shows that 77.6% of main bulk
food shopping trips currently go to stores outside of Gorleston and Zone 4;
principally to the out-of-centre Tesco (38.8%) and Asda (19.4%) superstores of
Great Yarmouth. There would therefore appear to be some potential to claw back a
proportion of these shopping trips to a more convenient and sustainable location in
Zone 4.

5.5.4 In addition, the independent assessment considers that there will not be
significant impact on Great Yarmouth town centre, rather any impact will largely
affect the existing large out of town supermarkets such as Tesco and Asda.
However, because of their location out of town, their impact does not affect the
Impact Assessment process.

5.5.5 Strategic Perspectives has indicated that the applicant has inaccurately
predicted the level of average trade to be expected from the Sainsbury store. The
independent assessment predicts that the predicted average trade will be higher
than the applicant suggests and that this will have a direct impact on Morrisons trade
and therefore indirectly on the potential trade within the town centre. On this
information therefore, the proposal will have a potentially significant impact on future
potential trading both within the Gorleston town centre and the existing food store
Morrisons.

5.5.6 The applicants in response to this and using the independent assessment
figures have provided additional information in the form of a letter and supporting
tables taking account of the loss of linked trips to the Gorleston town centre arising
from the potential direct impact on Morrisons. On this basis, the applicants calculate
that the potential impact on Gorleston town centre from trade diversion to the new
retail proposal will be below 10%. (see attached letter)

5.5.7 The application proposal if approved will take up the convenience retalil
capacity proposed for the Borough to 2031. However, should the application be
approved, the applicant has agreed to the inclusion of a condition to ensure that the
convenience retail floor space is not increased from that in the proposal.

5.5.8 On balancing he considerations in this application , the proposal passes the
sequential test and has limited negative impact on Great Yarmouth town centre..In
terms of Gorleston the applicants have demonstrated that excluding the presence of
Morrisions which is outside the town boundary and the linked trips it is considered to
generate that the again there is a limited impact on town of Gorleston.

5.5.8 The presence of the Morrisions store - although outside the defined town
centre boundary in my opinion and that of Strategic Perspectives however as a
material consideration that can not be simply be ignored and needs to be accorded
some weight. It is clear that Morrisons supplements the town centre but on
consideration of the evidence there is not overwhelming evidence to demonstrate the
impact would so significant when considered in the light of the NPPF to warrant
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refusal of the application on this issue alone or to cause Morrisons which is
considered currently to overtrading to close. As already stated earlier in this report,
in such cases where this is the conclusion, the NPPF expects local authorities to
approve applications.

5.5.9 Subject the conditions mentioned within the report the overall design and
layout of the development is considered to comply with the stated aims and policy in
the local plan which seeks to promote sustainable development with a minimal
adverse impact upon it surroundings and employment generator which promotes the
social, economic and commercial ambitions of the Borough..

5.6. Highway issues

5.6.1 The Highways Agency has now withdrawn their power of direction and are now
satisfied with the evidence put forward regarding the impact of the proposal on the
A12 which had been the basis of the holding direction on the planning application.

5.6.2 The county highways authority is satisfied with the mitigation package
measures proposed subject to the suggested conditions which includes the
extension of Beaufort Way and a new roundabout junction on Beaufort Way and the
access way to the store and also serving the smaller proposed units. It is suggested
that a Section 106 is proposed in order to secure a Travel Plan bond and monitoring
fees ..

5.6.3 As a result, any potential highways issues have been addressed. .

6.0 Other Statutory Consultee responses

6.1 As can be seen above all other issues raised by the various bodies have been
resolved or can be addressed subject to the suggested condition as put forward in
the report..

7.0 Recommendation

7.1 The application is recommended for approval subject to the conditions referred to
in the report, a limit on the percentage amount of goods to be sold ie
convenience/comparison goods in the store and the Section 106 as necessary; it is
considered compliant with the National Planning Policy Framework and emerging
and current local plan providing a sustainable form of development, economic
benefits and employment to the Borough.

7.2 Members should be aware that should the application be approved under the
Town and Country Planning (Consultation) (England) Direction 2009, because of the
size of the proposal it will need to be referred to the Secretary of State prior to any
decision being issued.

Background Papers : Planning File 06/13/0025/F
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Application Reference § 51t ~_ Attachments | Ao 213
Invalid Consulteg Comment? Copy to existing Consultee? [~
Name |Mr. Shaun W McGarry
Address Rosslea, Smiths Loke
Bradwall T
|Great Yarrnouth

I
|
Post Code [NR318DG
Telephone “SEEEGEG_NGN
Email Address RN <

For or Against [NOS [Subject to Condition
Speak at Committee ] vI

I'am Blind and Deaf but | am very keen for this development to go ahead as a boost to our economy and our Pt
community in that area.

I would liks to see some appreciation and thaughts to people like me who has to rely an the public transport (taxis
are too expensive) so | hope that the pavements around the store is neat and tidy and suitable for blind and partially
sighted people to walk safely without falling over pillars, signs, trolleys, bins, bushes atc. Please do not use this sa
cafled “shared surface” schernal Plaase make use of kerbs to clearly dafined what is a footpath and what is a

|

carriageway for vehicles. et

Getting in and out of the supermarket and the surrounding area, needs to have a clear and well defined path, without
encountering the petral filling station (which can be very difficult to get pass) and that crossing ever the main A12 is
| achievabls, not just for Visually Impaired People but for everyone. ==

And | feel that the buses must have the maximum encouragament te come into Beacan Park ta serve the growing

Nate Entered 19022013 Internet Reference |OWPC24

wealth of ities d v
amenities we hays now and will have in_the futurnm

Caﬂ ] make sire th
2 at thE car e .
| park design or g
ha}fokut, Ean accommodate g hyyg layby an% .P?r as part of the gener
acx onfo tha A12. shelter? Thare shauld b

Nate Frterad §9.03.3015

iternet Reference owres; ) :J
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Jill K. Smith
Fron.. Najia J. Burgess on behalf of enquiries
Sent: 11 February 2013 09:38
To: plan
Subject: FW: Sainsbury

Mrs Najia Burgess

Customer services department
Great Yarmouth Borough Coungcil
Tel 01493856100

Email njp@great -yarmouth.gov.uk

From:
Sent: 1 : i

To: enquiries
Subject: Sainsbury

H'i;\, we read in our local Advertiser that Sainsbury's are planning a supermarket at
Beacon park, well about time this is good news as Sainsbury's is a great store.

The people we speak to in the village are already talking about if, we have been
Hearing rumors for a while and Hopton Villagers are very excited, well done to the
planners at YBC. - b

I would like to know when the building wil| start however as we just cant wait.
s

D Hills

v

FREE Animations for your email Sl

- Herel
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David futklond
15 March 2041
PN e

5

My By & [ have lived on Jooner Road since it opened in 2003 and we have been very disappointed at the
fuck of facilivies, although lots wove promised when we purchssed our house from the builders. We are very
enusiastic with the prospect of o Safugderys Supermunket opening and fally support thivy application. Tt
wili be pood for the axpanding are and Gorlesion in genersl. We would ke w0 see mate rotail and Jeipone
facilities in the foture big will satele for o Supermarket it the shogt oo,

Nle & Mo DD Buekles
4 fenner Road.

<ol
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Elaine Helsdon

From: i ———
Sent: 3 March 2013 19:12

To: plan

Subject: Re: Planning application 06/13/0025/F

Subject: Planning application 06/13/0025/F

A Murray

37 Buxton Ave
Gorleston

Gt Yarmouth
NR31 6HF

On 11 March 2013 09:02, plan <plan@great-yarmouth.gov.uk> wrote:

Please would you supply an address so your comments may be registered.

From: Alec Murray [M]
Sent: 08 March 201 :

To: plan
Subject: Planning application 06/13/0025/F

Re: 06/13/0025/F

[ am writing to registgr.my support for the application from Sainsbury's for a new store at Beacon's Park
Gorleston,

1 feel that this will provide much needed jobs for local residents and can see no disadvantages to its
approval.

Thank you

Eve Murray
Page 32 of 189
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Jill K. Smith Wl es
From: S CONNOP

Sent: *09 March 2 139

To: plan

Ce: lindsay.mccallum@ppsgroup.co.uk

Subject: Planning Application Ref: 06/13/0025/F

Dear Sirs,

| understand that the, proposed building- Plans for the new Sainsbury's at Gorleston have now been submitted for
approval.

| visited the Open Day presentation arranged by Sainsbury's held the latter part of 2012. My overall opinion was one of
"Total Support” for the plans for the new store and the additional units & infrastructure.

The only point | raised at the Open Day was the fact tfﬁat Sainshury's will have to make sure that James Paget Hospital:
Staff and Patients alike do not take all the parking spaces- due to poor parking arrangements at the hospital and lack of
Local Council and Norfolk!Council getting their act together on yellow lines in Jenner Road and surrounding roads - we
even have staff &patients parking in all of the surrounding roads.

As for the Petrol Station facility, this will be a Great help to the local community, as currently there are no local garages-
nearest one Hopton to the South , BP- Southtown Road & one in Bradwell- all well away from the residents of South
Gorleston.

| trust the members of the Planning Committee will support this Planned Development 100%. It wiil, naturally, create
additional employment opportunities which will be most helpful in the area.

Lets trust that Mr Sturrock & Town Partnership representative, don't stop this development like they did {o the Lloyds
Bank improvement at the Burton's corner, which is a total "Eyesore" and in fact having a negative effect to the Yarmouth
town centre area.

Yours faithfully,

S H Connor
19 The Fairway; Links Road; Gorleston !

ps: A keen supporter of the area.
pps: Sainsbugy's shareholder.
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Jill K. Smith DU
Seni: 08 .
To: plan
Subject: RE: Re Sainsburys ref 06/13/0025/F

Subject: RE: Re Sainsburys ref 06/13/0025/F
Date: Fri, 8 Mar 2013 08:35:27 +0000

From: plan@great-yarmouth.gov.uk

To: pamwhite265@hotmail.com

Please would you supply an address so your comments may be registered.

From: P \P
Sent: 07 18:07

To: plan
Subject: Re Sainsburys ref 06/13/0025/F

We do need a supermarket at Beacon Park and yes Sainsburys is the best choice to be in this area as far as my
choice.My home address is ...4 Salk Road,Gorleston,NR31 7RL as requested.
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From. Victor Ling [F
Sent: 20 March 20 :

To: plan
Subject: Sainsburys Gorleston Beacon Park
Dear Sirs,

I am writing in my capacity as the Chairman of the Gorleston Traders Association (as well as being a small business owner) and please take this as
confirmation that we would like to object to the new plan of the Sainsburys and retail units planned for Beacon Park.

Gorleston is one of the few towns in the whole of the country with less than 5% of premises unoccupied and is a thriving community. An out of town
supermarket together with retail outlets would see this change dramatically. in the midst of one of the hardest trading times in living memory, there are a
large number of both national and independent traders that are struggling financially. A new shopping area that will take businass out of town centre -
and indeed part of the plans include bus steps to encourage people to not shop locally.

Although there is the attraction of new jobs, this must be locked at in the context of the number of jobs that would be last if local businesses close. You
only have fo waik around Great Yarmouth town centre to see the devastating impact that out of town retail has had on it - including independent sporis
shops through to clothing retailers, card shops to newsagents all closing.

In a time of economic gloom, diluting where peopte spend their money will certainly see businesses close in Gorleston Town Centre.

Currently, Morrisons have around 80,000 transactions a week. Sainsburys will undoubtedly take a
percentage of this. If only 5% of people stopped coming to Morrisons AND stopped going down the
High Street, that would equate to 1600 transactions not happening every week in the high street.

Gorleston has a great future - please don't let it become another high street which has only charity
shops and betting shops and lots of empty shops.

. Jt would be appreciated if | (or another representative) could speak at the planning committee when it convenes to discuss this.

Regards

Victor Ling
Managing Director

Barkers Photographic
4 Lowestoft Road
Gorieston

NR31 6LY

‘I‘ pe bt
I
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e
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4 Woodfarm Cottages
Woodfarm Lane
Gorleston
Norfaik
NR31SAQ
The Planning Department
Great Yarmouth Borough Council
Town Hall,
Hall Plain,
Great Yarmouth,
Norfolk,
NR30 2QF

Dear Sirs/ Madams

I am writing to inform you of my objection o the proposed Sainsburys development on the Beacon
Park in Gorleston. This is due to the plan to the plan to widen Woodfarm Lane, and grant access
from the Sainsburys site to Woodfarm Lane, and the plan to use Woodfarm Lane as part of the
proposed Bus route loop.

| feel that the access from the Sainshurys site to Woodfarm lane will cause a major increase in the
amount of traffic that will run past my property, especially if the Sainshurys store is open 24 hours a
day, as | believe is proposed. On top of this, routing of bus past my property will also vastly increase
the amount of traffic. From what | can see from the proposals, the Council’s current plan is to extend
all bus routes that currently terminate at the James Paget to use this new loop. This will mean that
my neighbours and i will have 100 + buses running past every day, which | view is unacceptable.

It is my opinion the proposed transportation plans will have a negative effect on the value of my
property, as well as increase the levels of traffic running past my property, which currently isona
quite quiet countty road, to an unacceptable level, both volume wise and noise wise. 1 also believe
that it is unwise o have the increased traffic flow due to the location of the children’s play area
situated on Woodfarm Lane. '

i

Yours faithfully
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Planning Department i Great :?:”Q:;‘:;‘g e
Town Hall Custon. Jﬁm 591 Cogenoy
Great Yarmouth & Servingg
folk
R,
Dear Sir/Madam,

I am writing to voice my concern with regard to the proposed Sainsbury’s
supermarket access route. I note from the traffic proposals that buses from this site
will exit via Woodfarm Lane and use this route back to the A12.

I own one of the two cottages facing Woodfarm Lane which are situated next to the
children’s play area. Looking at the possible bus timetable it would appear that there
could be as many as 9 buses an hour using this route. As this is currently a fairly quiet
country road this would have rather a detrimental effect on the possible noise that
could be impacted on the property. There would be little respite from this if the
supermarket is open 24hrs a day.

During the summer months many people park along this stretch of the road to take
their children to the play area and it is already a hazard for them to cross the road as
the speed limit is the national one of 60mph at this point. Buses would add to the
hazard that parents and their children face in accessing the playground. The women
from the nearby refuge also walk their children to school along the road and although
the provision of pavements would be welcome to them I wonder if a crossing has also
been considered in the plans.

Although the plans state that the exit access from the supermarket site onto Woodfarm
Lane would only be used for the buses I wonder how this will be enforced and can
envisage this route being used as a shortcut not only for the general public but for the
petrol and other delivery vehicles too.

None of the other major supermarkets in the area have an access or exit route that runs
directly past a residential area, albeit two houses. T feel that it would be both safer and
environmentally friendly for the busses to exit the same way as they enter the
supermarket site, which is by the proposed new link road.

It in the future as is expected housing is developed north of the site then this could
possible add to the traffic wanting to use this supposed ‘bus link road’.

Yours faithfu[ y
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FAQ Mr D Minns T: 0203 122 0030
Great Yarmouth Borough Council vewn peaccekandentiLea.uk
Planning Department %

Town Hall

Hall Plain

Great Yarmouth

Norfolk

NR30 2QF

21 Mareh 2013

Dear Mr Minns

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1980 (AS AMENDED)

‘NEW NEIGHBOURHOQOD CENTRE’, INCLUDING THE ERECTION OF A FOQODSTORE (USE
CLASS A1) AND A PETROL FILLING STATION AT BEACON PARK, GORLESTON

(LPA REF: 06/13/0025/F)

We act on hehalf of our clients, Wm Morrison Supermarkets Pic (hersafter referred to as Morrisons) to
register a holding objection pending a review of the Council's independent Retail Audit, in respect of
the propased foodstore (Use Class A1) element of the above planning application submitted by Indigo
Planning Ltd on behalf of Sainsbury’s Supermarkets Limited.

Cur client has concerns regarding the proposed scale of the foodstore and the subsequent impact on
the existing Morrisons store at Blackwell Reach and Gorleston town centre as a whale. Peacock and
Smith reserve the right to make more detafled comments once we have had the opportunity fo review
the independent Retail Audit commissioned by Great Yarmouth Borough Council as part of Application
Reference: 06/13/0025/F.

Context
FProposed Development

The Planning and Retail Statement written by Indigo Planning. describes the proposed development as
‘a new neighbourhood centre' consisting of ‘a foodstore, four smaller retail units (Use Classes A1 — AB),
a Petrol Filling Station (PFS), a 542 space car park and associated landscaping’. From the submitted
information, it is understoed that the new neighbourhood centre will measure some 7,369 sq. m. {gross)
and 4,620 sg m {net), whilst the foadstore will be 4,368 sq. m. (net).

Gorleston District Cenire

Garleston District Centre is anchored by the edge of centre Morrisons (3,623 sq m gross), which serves
as the primary main food shopping destination for a relatively small geographie catchment area focused
on Gorleston.

3 Managing Director: Petor ALE. Wood Dip TP, HRTH
¢ Direstors: Chiis Crelghton BA e, 1P, KATA
Mark Ezgtand B3 feas, Mip, BRI
Senior Associates: Cassiz Fountain BA thred, Dip TP, kTP
Ed Kemzioy BA o, Dip TP, kIR
St Burehing B2 foez), T, MATR
Anthony Fargusen 14 fHons), MATR
Assaclates: Sarals Worthington £ i, AAUED, MRTRI
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Cara Yore KGR Monr), HRTF
Cansulfark Robert Sith o 1, 1me
i Heed Ojfios Agaress: Sufs 80 Joronb's Well Bangrer Wak
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Regiciration Mp. 0130 6847 Registeed Adress: Wech oo Houes 78 Loughborough Rozd [Juoz@@cccmrsn:rs LE12 £0% ! E plonring@pezoocizndomih Co.uk
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Great Yarmouth's Retall Study (2011) considers thal the Morrisons at Blackwall Reach plays an
impartant anchor role for convenience goods floorspace in the centre and the Berough as a whole.
Furthermore, there is evidence that its location does encourage an element of linked trips to the centre
(paragraph 7.19). The store therefore currently fulfils an important role in offering & main shopping
desfination within the Centre, thus contributing to its vitality and viability.

Beacon Park Development

The wider site has an extant planning permission for 72 hectares of mixed use development, with a
second application for phase 2 of the development still pending. In summary, the relevant planning
application history at Beacon Park is as follows:

s 'Phase 1’ (LPA Ref: 06/94/0247/SU} was approved In July 1995 and comprised 72 hectarss of
land including a business park with residential development, landscaping and open space. This
consent has since been implemented.

s ‘Phase 2’ (LPA Ref: 00/06/0513/SU) is still pending and the decision notice has not been issued
at this time. This outline application seeks consent for commercial and residential development
on 37.25 hectares of land and includes a neighbourhood centre and sheliered housing.

Planning Policy Positicn

Adopted Local Plan

Beacon Park is locatad an tha A12 to the south of Gorleston and is allocated as an area of Economic
Development and Industrial Land on the Local Plan Proposals Map. Accordingly, Local Plan Policy
EMP4 sets out the aspirations for Beacon Park as 'a high quality landscaped Business Park’.

Policy SG8 advises that planning parmission will be granted at the Woodfarm (J & H Bunn) site (i.e. the
application site) for the use of the land as a neighbourhood centre. Notwithstanding, a nelghbourhood
centre is not designated on the adopted Proposals Map.

Great Yarmouth Emerging Core Strategy

The Council has recently consulted on the ‘Lacal Plan: Core Strategy, Finalising Our Options’ document
(November 2012). Draft Policy CS18 states that proposals to extend the Beacon Park development at
land south of Bradwell should inter alia g) provide new retail, education and health facilities to meet the
day o day needs of new and existing residents and improving where possible, existing facfiiies in
Bradwel and Gorleston. It is noted that Gorleston is identified as a Town Gentre within the emerging
Core Strategy.

National Flanning Policy Framework
The NPPF clearly states that planning permission should be refused where the applicant has not

demonstrated compliance with the ssquential approach, or where there is clear evidence that the
proposal is likely to lead to significant adverse impacts (paragraph 27).
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Analysis
Appeal Precedent

Indigo's Planning and Retail Statement argues that the proposed development delivers a designated
centre, in accordance with the development plan and it follows that the sequential and impact tests are
not relevant to this proposal as the acceptability of retail on this site has already been established.

It is pertinent to draw the Council’s attention to Appeal Reference: APP/J0405/A/10/2127591), against a
refusal by Aylesbury Vale District Council to grant outling ptanning permission for a proposed Asda
store at Stoke Mandeville Hospital in Aylesbury. The appeal was dismissed and the following relevant
points were highlighted in the Inspectars Decision (the full Decision Notice forms Appendix 1)

» &t paragraph 12 the Inspector concluded that, ‘1,000 sg m of net refail floorspace would be
appropriate and sufficient to create a ‘focal/neighbourhood centre to serve the surrounding
area’ He saw no justification for a larger area of floorspace given that this would conflict with
the Plan's retafl sirategy...".

s it continues at paragraph 22, *..1 have had regard to paragraph 6.18 of the Practice Guidance
to PPS4 (Practice Guidance on Nead, Impact and the Sequential Approach), which makes a
clear distinction between 'new’ centres and ‘existing’ centres. As no development, other than
residential, has yet taken place at the hospital site | consider it reasonable to assume that in
PPS4 ferms the cenire in question is new and not existing’.

The Decision Nolice provides clear guidance on the government's policy direction on the scale of
foodstores in new neighbourhood centres. There are parallel material considerations that can be drawn
with the subject planning application; specifically regarding the scale of the proposed foodstore and that
the neighbourhood centre should be considered ‘new’ rather than 'existing’. It follows that the relevant
NPPF policies regarding out of cenire retail proposals should therefore by applied in the determination
of this application.

Capacity

The Great Yarmouth Retail Study (Strategic Perspectives, 2011) concludes that in terms of
convenience goods, there is minimal forecast capacity over the short term (i.e. up to 2021). It states
that should the Local Planning Authority be minded to approve the application for the proposed
neighbourhood centre at Beacon Park then this would soak up almost all capacity in the short to
medium term. The Study recommends that there s a qualitative need to provide a foodstore anchar
within the town centre to help claw back shoppers and expenditure currently flowing o the larger out-of-
cenire superstores (i.e. Tesco and Asda).

in terms of out-of-centre retailing, the qualitative and quantitative evidence indicates that the Borough is
well served by foodstores and has a good choice of non-food retail floorspace. There is therefore no
demonstrable need for new out-of-centre convenience goods retailing (Para 11.57).

Sequential Test

A sequential test has been undertaken by the applicant, which has not been considered in detall in the
context of this letter. It is noted that, the Council's Retail Study puts forward a number of pofential in
centre and edge of centre opportunity sites and considers that, in the short to medium term, the Conge

and North Quay will present the most appropriate location for new mixed uses, including retail and
commercial leisure uses,
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Impact Assessment

The proposed foodstore will comprise 4,368 sq. m. (net) of the 4,620 sq m (net) neighbourhood centre.
The scale of the proposed foodstore is larger than the edge of centre Morrisons and would appear
inappropriate for the rale and function of a neighbourhood centre,

We understand that impact will be assessed as part of the Council's independent Retail Audit and
Peacock and Smith will review the position on receipt of this Audit. Notwithstanding, we note that
Indigo’s Planning and Retail Statement assumes a 15% diversion of trade from Morrisons and tha
applicant suggests that the subsequent impact on the town cenire through loss of linked trips with be ds
minimis. The majority of Sainsbury’s trade is anticipated to be drawn from Tesco, Pasteur Road (40%)
and Asda, Acle New Road (30%).

The Council's 2011 Retall Study recommends that any out of cenire foodstore and non-foad proposals
in Gorleston’s catchment area that would have a detrimental impact on the town's overall vitality and
viability should be resisted (Paragraph 11.48). It is apparent that any diversion of shoppers and
expenditure from Morrisons will have an impact on linked trips to other shops, businesses and facilities
in the town centre.

Locational Considerations

The atiraction of 542 dedicated free car parking spaces, means that it will primarily operate as a
freestanding car borne convenience and comparison goods retail destination. This will be particulatly
disadvantageous to those without access to a car, the elderly and disabled. It will also result in an
increase in the langth and number of car journeys and, in this way, will have implications for the
Council's sustainability objectives.

Moreover, the prospects for meaningful linked irips in this location are nil and the proposed foodstore
will divert shopping ftrips from centres of acknowledged importance far both convenience and
comparison goods.

Summary and Conclusions

In light of the above, our client has a number of on-going cencerns regarding the application in terms of
the scale of the proposed foodstore in a new neighbourhood centre and the subsequent impact on the
Morrisans and Gorleston town centre as a whole. Accordingly, we have been instructed to submit this
holding objection and we reserve the right to submit more detailed representations once the ouicome of
the Council's independent Retail Audit is available.

As recommended in the 2011 Retail Study, the live application for a new neighbourhood centre will
need {o be considered in the context of the developments proximity to Gorleston Town Centre and its
standing in the retail hierarchy.

Please do not hesitate to contact David Stephenson or Ed Kemsley if you require any further
information and / or clarification.

Yours sincarely

Uneccle =

PEACOCK & SMITH

Page 41 of 189

41



Mr D Minns

Great Yarmouth Borough Council

Town Hall

Hall Piain

Great Yarmouth

Norfolk

NR30 2QF By email and post
dam@great-yarmouth.gov.uk

27 September 2013 let.010.5M.DM.05061130

Dear Dean
BEACON PARK, GORLESTON

We write further to your meeting with David Lazenby of Sainsbury's and my
colleague Stephen Rose on 16 August 2013.

At that meeting, it was agreed that we would provide a summary of the range of
impacts on Gorleston town centre that have been assessed by Indigo Planning
and Strategic Perspectives. This letter provides that summary.

At the outset it is important to reiterate the crucial point that Sainsbury’s are
delivering the allocated Beacon Park Neighbourhood Centre. This was agreed
at the meeting. Since the Sainsbury's store will be in a centre, there is no policy
requirement to assess impact. | am sure that this common ground between us.

The assessment below is provided to give comfort to Members that the retail
hierarchy will not be undermined by the delivery of the Beacon Park
Neighbourhood Centre, but to undertake this analysis is simply not a policy
requirement. This point is of fundamental importance and we request that it is
given prominence in your report to the Planning Committee so that they are
properly informed.

Trade Diversion from Small Shops in Gorleston Town Centre

Section 8 of indigo Planning’s Planning and Retait Statement of January 2013
sets out our assessment of impact. Sainsbury’s, as a large format retailer, will
compete with other large format retailers, principally Tesco and Asda in Great
Yarmouth and Morrisons in Gorleston. This is the “like affects like” principle
which is recognised by the Practice Guidance”.

The ‘like affects like' principle makes sense when one considers the choice
modern shoppers make regarding where to undertake their weekly food shop.
Most shoppers choose superstores because they have ample car parking, all
the goods they need under one roof and require only one shopping trip.

These shoppers are unlikely to visit several smaller shops during one trip for
their weekly food shop because it is inconvenient carrying heavy shopping bags

! Practice Guidance on Need, Impact and the Sequential Approach — see box after paragraph 7.28.
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between shops. Smaller shops are generally used for specialist items, or for
fop-up shopping at other times. For example, a shopper might do their weekly
food shop at a superstore, but also visit a butcher or a smaller convenience
store to buy something they have forgotten or that they have run out of, such as
milk, bread or a bottle of wine.

Alternatively, some shoppers may not undertake a single weekly food shop at
all. They will instead make frequent trips to several shops for their main food
purchases over the week. These shoppers are much less likely to alter their
shopping pattern if a new superstore opens as they are currently choosing not
to visit existing large stores because of a preferance for the offer or service
provided in smaller shops.

There will also be a number of psople who do make multiple trips to

superstores, however this proportion is smaller and they will only do this if the
superstore is very convenient to them. These people are only likely to switch
allegiance to a new superstore if it is even more conveniently located to them.

For these reasons, impact upen the much smaller town centre shops is forecast
to be negligible because the actual trade diversion will be so tiny as to make
modelling it meaningless.

Impact on Morrisons

At the meeting the issue of the correct treatment of the Morrisons store in the
assassment of impact was discussed. The way in which our view on this differs
from Strategic Perspective's is set out at paragraphs 32 and 33 of our letter
dated 30 July 2013. To summarise, the Morrisons store is not in the town
cenire, and, therefore, the direct impact upon it is not material. Strategic
Perspectives are simply wrong to suggest otherwise. Therefore, in
summarising the impact figures put forward by Indigo and Strategic
Perspectives, we include the impact figures for the town centre stores only.
This excludes Morrisons, which is on the edge of the town centre.

We do recognise, however, that Morrisons supports the town centre through
linked trips. In order to assess the implications if these linked trips are lost as
shoppers go to Sainsbury's rather than Morrisons, we have addressed the
impact upon linked,trips specifically’.

Our assessment of impact is summarised in Table 1 below. Table 2 is derived
from Strategic Perspective's assessment, set out in their Retail Planning
Appraisal, with the direct impact on Morrisons removed. In other words, Table 2
uses Strategic Perspective’s figures, but looks at the impact on the town centre
without Morrisons, which is outside the town centre.

? See paragraphs 8.42 to 8.45 of our Planning and Retail Statement.
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Table 1: Summary of Impact on Gorleston Town Centre ~ Indigo Planning

Sainsbury’s Town Centre Impact (%)

Diversion (Em) | Turnover (Em)
Convenience trade lost £0.00m £2.37m -
because shoppers divert
to Sainsbury’s
Comparison trade lost £0.00m £19.5m -
because shoppers divert
to Sainsbury's
Trade lost because £0.22m £21.87m 1.0%
former Morrisons
shoppers no longer visit
the town centre®
Total £0.22m £21.87m 1.0%

Table 2: Summary of Impact on Gorleston Town Centre — Strategic

F’erspu&acti'«res4
Sainsbury’s Town Centre Impact (%)
_ Diversion (Em) | Turnover (Em)
Convenience frade lost £0.28m £2.37m 11.8%
because shoppers divert
to Sainsbury’s
Comparison trade lost £0.76m £19.5m 3.9%
because shoppers divert
to Sainsbury's
Trade lost because £0.87m £21.87m 4.0%
former Morrisons
shoppers no longer visit
the town centre
Total £1.91m £21.87m 8.7%

The above summary shows that, even on Strategic Perspective’s figures, which
we consider to be much too high, impact upon Gorleston town centre (including
the loss of linked frips from Morrisons) will be below 10%. Therefore, we are
satisfied that, even using SP’s figures, the impact is not significantly adverse,

We trust this is helpful. If you have any queries please do not hesitate to
cortact either Stephen Rose or me.

Yours sincerely

Ve
! A4 L—
/l/__'-é.r\),’h .{"(/qura‘ bl

——

Sean McGrath

® This is lost linked trips.

‘gP'g figures taken from their Retall Planning Appraisal of June 2013, with direct impact upon

Morrisons removed.

Page 44 of 189

44



Syt bedsd o

06/13/0025/F

TR L ORGET

S TR A DS

3 R S
N )

AT H SR

L T Sl
F e T fatae s S Ly

“Aewras

\ ~ . -
Sear = 2EL w AL

Pa e 45\ ©
? ™

Charniog acd Busines

45



tyNorfolk County Coundi
at your service

Dean Minns

Great Yarmouth Borough Council
Town Hali

Hall Plain

Great Yarmouih

Norfolk

NR30 2QF

Your Ref:
Date:

06/13/0025/F
27 September 2013
Email:

Dear Dean Minns

My Ref:
Tel No.:

Environment, Transport, Development
County Hall

Martineau Lane

Norwich

NR1 238G

NCC contact number: 0344 800 8020
Texiphone: 0344 800 8011

9/6/13/0025
01603 222789
david.higgins@norfolk.gov.uk

Great Yarmouth: Erect food store, 4 retail units, petrol filling station and car wash
with ass. car parking, landscaping and highway works to form Beacon Park

Neighbourhood Centre

Sainsbury's Supermarket, Beacon Park, Gorleston, Great Yarmouth

Thank you for consulting the Highway Authority on the above application.

All the supporting information had been assessed and discussions held with the
developers highways advisors. A mitigation package has been agree which includes the
extension of Beaufort Way and a new roundabout junction and an access road to the
store, on land to the south east and to Woodfarm Lane with mini-roundabout access to

the store. A bus service will be provided fo the store from Great Yarmouth Town Centre for
all hours of opening by extending the existing No 2 service to James Paget Hospital. The

store will be linked to existing footways and cycleways.

The 'Red Line' drawing shows the store access road linking to Wood Farm Lane. Before
this link to Wood Farm Lane is made, Wood Farm Lane to the north of the junction with
the store access road must be closed off to through vehicular traffic to avoid traffic rat
running via oriel Avenue and Wood Farm Lane to the store. This is covered in the

suggested conditions below.

A Travel Plan has been submitted but it is not approved as the funding is considered
inadequate. It is considered that £75,000 is an appropriate budget for a Travel Plan for a
store of this size so the Highway Authority requires a performance bond of this amount to
be secured by S106 to ensure that adequate funds can be made available for NCC fo
implement the Travel Plan at the store should the operators fail to implement a properly
funded Travel Plan. In addition NCC's monitoring fees of £2,500 need to be secured in the
S106. A condition is suggested to secure an Approved Travel Plan.
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The Highway Authority recommends no objection subject to the conditions suggested
below and completion of the above mentioned S106 securing a Travel Plan bond and
monitoring fees

Standard Estate Road Conditions

SHC 00 No development shall commence until details of the proposed arrangements for
future management and maintenance of the proposed streets within the development
have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority in
consultation with the Highway Authority. (The streets shall thereafter be maintained in
accordance with the approved management and maintenance details until such time as an
agreement has been entered into under Section 38 of the Highways Act 1980 or a Private
Management and Maintenance Company has been established).

Reason: To ensure satisfactory development of the site and to ensure estate roads
are managed and maintained thereafter to a suitable and safe standard.

Include Informative 9

SHC 01 No works shall commence on the site until such time as detailed plans of the
roads, footways, cycleways, foul and surface water drainage have been submitted fo and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority in consultation with the Highway
Authority. All construction works shall be carried out in accordance with the approved
plans.

Reason: To ensure satisfactory development of the site and a satisfactory standard of
highway design and construction.

Include Informatives 1, 7
SHC 02 No works shall be carried out on roads, footways, cycleways, foul and surface
water sewers otherwise than in accordance with the specifications of the Local Planning

Authority in consultation with the Highway Authority.

Reason: To ensure satisfactory development of the site and to ensure estate roads are
constructed to a standard suitable for adoption as public highway.

Include Informative 1

SHC 03A Before any retail unit is first occupied the roads, footways and cycleways shall
be constructed to binder course surfacing level from the retail unit to the adjoining County
road in accordancewith the details to be approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority in consultation with the Highway Authority.

Reason: To ensure satisfactory development of the site.

SHC 03B Ali footway(s) and cycleway(s) shall be fully surfaced in accordance with a
phasing plan to be approved in writing prior to the commencement of development by the
Local Planning Authority in consultation with theHighway Authority.

Reason: To ensure satisfactory development of the site.

¢y INVESTORS
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Access Gates — Restriction

SHC 14 Notwithstanding the provision of Class A of Schedule 2, Part 2 of the Town

and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 1995, (or any Order
revoking, amending or re-enacting that Order) no gates, bollard, chain or other means of
obstruction shall be erected across the approved access unless details have first been
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

Reason: In the interests of highway safety.
Provision of Parking and Servicing Areas — When Shown on Plan

SHC 24 Prior to the commencement of the use hereby permitted the proposed store
access, on-site car and cycle parking / servicing / loading, unloading / turning /waiting area
shall be laid out, demarcated, levelled, surfaced and drained in accordance with the
approved plan and retained thereafter available for that specific use.

Reason: To ensure the permanent availability of the parking /manoeuvring area, in the
interests of highway safety.

Construction Traffic (Parking)

SHC 28 Development shall not commence until a scheme detailing provision for on site
parking for construction workers for the duration of the construction period has been
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The scheme shall be
implemented throughout the construction period.

Reason: To ensure adequate off-street parking during construction in the interests of
highway safety.

Construction Traffic Management and Routing

SHC 29A Prior to the commencement of any works a Construction Traffic Management
Plan and Access Route shall be submitted to and approved in writing with the Local
Planning Authority in consultation with Norfolk County Council Highway Authority together
with proposals to control and manage construction traffic using the 'Construction Traffic
Access Route' and to ensure no other local roads are used by construction traffic.

Reason: In the interests of maintaining highway efficiency and safety.

SHC 29B For the duration of the construction period all traffic associated with the
construction of the development will comply with the Construction Traffic Management
Plan and use only the 'Construction Traffic Access Route' and no other local roads uiless
approved in writing with the Local Planning Authority in consultation with the Highway
Authority.

Reason: In the interests of maintaining highway efficiency and safety.
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Wheel Cleaning Facilities — Temporary for Construction Vehicles

SHC 30A No works shall commence on site until the details of wheel cleaning facilities for
construction vehicles have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority in consultation with the Highway Authority.

Reason: To prevent extraneous material being deposited on the highway.

SHC 30B For the duration of the construction period all traffic associated with the
construction of the development permitted will use the approved wheel cleaning facilities
provided referred to in Part A.

Reason: To prevent extraneous material being deposited on the highway.

Traffic Regulation Orders

SHC 40 No works shall commence on the site until the Traffic Regulation Order

for the removal of vehicular highway rights of way at a point to be agreed on Wood Farm
Lane north of the junction with the store access road has been secured by the Highway
Authority.

Reason: In the interests of highway safety.

Travel Plan — Not Agreed at the Planning Application Stage

SHC 43A The development hereby permitted shall not be commenced until an Interim
Travel Plan has been submitted, approved and signed off by the Local Planning Authority
in consultation with the Highway Authority, such a Travel Plan shall accord with Norfolk
County Council document “Guidance Notes for the Submission of Travel Plans’ or be
produced using the Workplace Travel Plan Generator Tool, www.worktravelplan.net.

Reason: To ensure that the development offers a wide range of travel choices to reduce
the impact of travel and transport on the environment.

SHC 43B No part of the development hereby permitted shall be occupied prior to
implementation of the Interim Travel Plan referred to in Part A of this condition above.
During the first year of occupation an approved Full Travel Plan based on the Interim
Travel Plan referred to in Part A of this condition shall be submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority in consultation with the Highway Authority. The
approved Full Travel Plan shall be implemented in accordance with the timetable and
targets contained therein and shall continue to be implemented as long as any part of the
development is occupied subject to approved modifications agreed by the Local Planning
Authority in consultation with the Highway Authority as part of the annual review.

Reason: To ensure that the development offers a wide range of travel choices to reduce
the impact of travel and transport on the environment.

Include Informative 6

&
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Provision of Bus Service

SHC 47 Prior to the commencement of the development, to procure for a period of

5 years from the opening of the development a bus service of at least 30 minute frequency
between the development and Great Yarmouth town centre for Monday to Saturday and
hourly on Sunday during all store opening hours (or such other hours/frequency as the

L ocal Planning Authority in consultation with the Highway Authority may from time to time
approve) such service is to be provided by a bus operator or operators with details of the
service and operator(s) to be approved in advance in writing by the Local Planning
Authority in consultation with the Local Highway Authority.

Reason: To ensure that the development offers a wide range of travel choices to reduce
the impact of travel and transport on the environment.

Informative Notes
When Off-Site Road Improvements are Required

Inf. 1 It is an OFFENCE to carry out any works within the Public Highway, which includes
a Public Right of Way, without the permission of the Highway Authority. This development
involves work to the public highway that can only be undertaken within the scope of a
Legal Agreement between the Applicant and the County Council. Please note that it is the
Applicant’s responsibility to ensure that, in addition to planning permission, any necessary
Agreements under the Highways Act 1980 are also obtained.

Advice on this matter can be obtained from the County Council's Highways Development
Management Group based at County Hall in Norwich. Please contact David Higgins on
01603 222789 or by e-mail david.higgins@norfolk.gov.uk..

Public Utility apparatus may be affected by this proposal. Contact the appropriate utility
service to reach agreement on any necessary alterations, which have to be carried out at
the expense of the developer. if required, street furniture will need to be repositioned at
the Applicants own expense.

When a Travel Plan is Provided or Required

Inf. 6 This development involves a Travel Plan to be implemented within the scope of a
Legal Agreement between the Applicant and the County Council. Please note that it is the
Applicants’ responsibility to ensure that, in addition to planning permission, any necessary
Agreements under the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 or Highways Act 1980 are
also obfained. Advice on this matter can be obtained from the County Council’s

Highways Development Management Group based at County Hall in Norwich. Please
contact lan Dinmore on 01603 224248 or by e-mail ian.dinmore@norfolk.gov.uk
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Commuted Sum for Travel Plans

The Highways Authority levies a charge to cover the on-going costs of reviewing and
monitoring a Travel Plan annually. The Highways Authority also requires a Bond to ensure
that the Travel Plan targets are met. Both the Bond and the monitoring charge are
secured by a Section 106 Legal Agreement. This is in addition to the sum payable for
Planning Obligations covering infrastructure, services and amenities requirements.

An online survey tool is available to assist with annual monitoring. For
further information on the survey tool, please contact lan Dinmore on 01603 224248 or by
e-mail ian.dinmore@norfolk.gov.uk

Developers are expected to enter into a Section 106 Agreement to secure the necessary
funding before planning permission is granted.

Street Lighting

Inf. 7 Street lighting is a concurrent power of the County, District and Parish Councils.
However, it is the County Council after consultation with the Local Lighting Authority
(District or Parish Council) who decides whether street lighting is required on proposed
public highways. Norfolk County Council will challenge any automatic assumption that
street lighting needs to be provided on part or all of the new development.

Inf. 9 The applicant is advised that to discharge condition SHC 00 that the local planning
authority requires a copy of a completed agreement between the applicant and the local
highway authority under Section 38 of the Highways Act 1980 or the constitution and
details of a Private Management and Maintenance Company confirming funding,
management and maintenance regimes.

If you have any queries about the above advice or recommendation please contact me.

Yours sincerely

Principal Engineer - Major & Estate Developments
for Director Environment, Transport and Development
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MEMORANDUM N

From Environmental Health

To: Head of Planning and Development,

Attention: Mr D Minns
Date: 3" April 2013 Your ref: 06/13/0025/F
Our ref: MA/0043/00000/00000 Extension: 846678

Please ask for: Justin Hanson

DEVELOPMENT AT- Sainsburys, Beacon Park, Great Yarmouth

F' would therefore make the following comments on this development:

1. Air Quality

There are several Air Quality impacts of note.

a) Biomass Plant

The exact specification of the proposed biomass boiler has not been determined,
however, it has been assumed that the boiler will be similar to boilers at other
Sainsbury locations and the screening assessment was based on a 520 KW
boiler.

| agree with the report based on the baoiler in the Air Quality assessment that
there is no need for a further detailed assessment.

If a boiler higher than 520 KW is intended to be installed then the screening
assessment will need to be revisited. In addition, based on the thermal rating of
the appliance it is likely that the boiler will meet the 45.4 kg/hr throughput
required for a chimney height approval under the Clean Air Act 1893. In addition
there are no details relating to dust.arrestment which would also be required and
need to be approved under the chimney height application.

I would therefore recommend the following conditions:

a) The biomass boiler shall only be operated using wood pellets that
comply with CEN/TS 14961-or an alternative standard that can be
demonstrated to be equivalent.

b} The biomass boiler shall be maintained in accordance with the
manufacturer's instructions and recommendations.

¢) A biomass boiler with a thermal input of more than 520 KW shall not be

installed at the site_with rioy, approval from the local plannin
authority. Page%ﬁéﬂ‘% PP P g
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d) The efflux velocity of fumes from the flue of the biomass plant shall not
be less than 10 m/s™

A chimney height approval under the Clean Air Act 1993 needs to be submitted
to the Council if the appliance is capable of burning fuel at a rate of 45.4 kg per
hour or more,

b) Vehicles/deliveries

An air quality assessment has been provided for the development, however, | am
unable to comment further at this stage as | have raised a query with the
consultants for the report regarding the reported trip rates for the proposed
development and have yet to receive a response (See attached Emails)

2. Contaminated Land

There are no contaminated land concerns with regard to this development.
3. Noise

There are numerous sources of noise from the development, which need to be
considered

a) Plant Noise

Existing residencies

It is unknown at this stage which specific items of plant are to be included
but it is likely to include refrigeration plant, exhaust fans and the biomass
boiler.

The acoustic report submitted has measured minimum existing background
levels to be 34 dB(A) Ly during the day (07:00 to 23:00) and 28 dB (A) Lgg
during the night. The consultant has recommended noise levels limits that
match the background levels at the fagade of the nearest property.

The consultant has highlighted the plant may contain noise features that can
distinguisn it from other noise sources such as a tone or hum. In such
circumstances a 5 dB(A) penalty needs to be applied as the report states.
This has not been considered in the noise limits. | therefore recommend that
the noise limits are set to 3dB(A) above background to account for this. A
3dB(A) above background is considered to be 'barely perceivable’.

| recommend these limits be imposed by condition at the boundary of the
nearest existing residential receptor to enable measurements to be taken at
this location to determine compliance. | would also recommend that noise
measurements and assessments are carried out in accordance with
BS4142:1997 "Method of rating industrial noise affecting missed residential
and industrial areas”,
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I would therefore recommend the following condition on approval

« For the period 07:00 to 23:00 hours the Rating Level of combined
plant noise from the permitted development shall not exceed the
minimum background noise level of 34 dB(A) by more than 3 dB(A} at
any lime when assessed as a 60 minute Lacq.

For the period 23:00 to 07:00 hours the Rating Level of combined
plant noise from the permitted development shall not exceed the
minimum background noise level of 28 dB(A) by more than 3dB(A) at
any one time when assessed as a 5 minute Lageq

The Rating level shall be determined by measurement or calculation
at the closest point of the boundary with the nearest residential
property. The measurements and assessments shall be carried out in
accordance with B54142 “"Method of rating industrial noise affecting
mixed residential and industrial areas”.

Proposed Residencies

| am aware that there are proposed dwellings earmarked on land to the
north where a layout has not been provided yet. These proposed dwellings
will be a iot closer than the existing. The report recommends noise limits at
the dwellings of 48 dB (A) during the daytime and 43 dB (A) during the night
to achieve B58233 daytime internal noise ievels of 35 dB(A) in a lounge in
the daytime and 30 dB(A) in a bedroom at night,(the standard assumes a
partially open window will attenuate against 13 dB(A) of noise)

The issue here is that if the plant noise has a tone this will require a 5dB (A)
penalty to be added which will exceed BS8233 internal levels. In addition if
there are garden amenity areas proposed for the development then the
noise level above background would be over 10 dB (A}, which under the
British Noise standard BS4142 would indicate that ‘complaints are likely'.

| therefore recommend the same noise condition for the proposed
residential propetrties as the existing:

e For the period 07:00 to 23:00 hours the Rating Level of combined
plant noise from the permitted development shall not exceed the
minimum background noise level of 34 dB(A) by more than 3 dB(A) at
any time when assessed as a 60 minute Lagq.

For the period 23:00 to 07:00 hours the Rating Level of combined
plant noise from the permitied development shall not exceed the
minimum background noise level of 28 dB(A) by more than 3dB(A) at
any one time when assessed as a 5 minute Laeq

The Rating level shall be determined by measurement or calculation
at the closest point of the boundary with the nearest proposed
residential property. The measurements and assessments shall be
carried out in accordance with BS4142 "Method of rating industrial
noise affecting mixpgdJesidestiggand industrial areas”.
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b) Deliveries

No assessment has been provided regarding of the noise impacts likely to
arise from vehicle deliveries. Such assessments can be difficult, however, as
noise from deliveries tends to be of short duration. However, the impact of
noise from deliveries can be reduced by placing restrictions on delivery times.

Given the proximity of the proposed residencies | recommend restricting
vehicle delivery times (including internet deliveries) at the development to

07:00-22:00 Monday to Saturday
08:00-16:00 Sundays and Bank Holidays

c) Hours of opening

| recommend the hours of opening to the public for the retail units io be
restricted o between

07:60-23:00- Monday to Saturdays
09:30-16:00- Sundays and Bank Holidays

4. Petrol Filling Station

The filling station will require an Environmental Permit with the Council if the
annual throughput of petrol is likely to exceed 500 m®. From the number of
pumps proposed | consider this will be highly likely.

Controls would need to cover both Stage 1 and Stage 2 vapour recovery. ltis
strongly recommended that Environmental Health are consulted prior to
construction of the station to discuss proposed controls, location of
underground tanks, pipe work and vent pipes.

5. Car Wash/Jet Wash

For the jet wash and car wash | recommend that a condition of hours of
operation is imposed restricting the hours to between

08:00-22:00 on Mondays to Saturdays
10:00-17:00 hours on Sundays and Bank Holidays

Justin Hanson
Environmental Health Officer
Great Yarmouth Borough Council
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Schedule of Planning Applications Committee Date:15" October 2013

Reference: 06/13/0469/F

Parish: Caister-on-Sea
Officer: Mrs M Pieterman
Expiry Date: 25-09-2013

Applicant: Mrs H Stratford

Proposal: Replace existing garden and decking with 3-storey 3-bed dwelling

Site: 1 Coastguard Cottages (adjacent), Caister-on-Sea

REPORT

1. Background / History :-

1.1 1 Coastguard Cottages is a late 19"/early 20™ century end terraced two-
storey terraced dwelling located almost on the beach and reached along an
unmade up narrow track off Old Mill Road which in turn is at the eastern end
of Beach Road. This area is made up of a tight-knit group of residential
dwellings of various ages and styles/sizes. Adjoining the northern boundary is
a caravan park and this joins the ‘Never Turn Back’ public house; beyond this
is the beach and dunes which also run north to south along the eastern
boundary of the property.

1.2  The site is located within village development limits and is not located within a
flood zone, despite its proximity to the sea, although it is within the Coastal
Protection area.

2. Consultations :-

2.1 Article 8 Notice/Neighbours: 2 letters of objection, 2 letters of support (it

should also be noted that 1 additional letter of support was submitted,
however, it has been alleged that it was not sent by the person named in the
correspondence — this letter has now been withdrawn and an objection has
been lodged in its place) Full copies are attached however; the main issues
are outlined below:

Support:
Nice design

Will enhance the area
Will look good from the beach

Objection:
No new builds approved in this area for years;

Misleading application;

Others in the area have been refused previously
Underhanded and devious

Overloading of drainage system

Lack of integration into surrounding area
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Uncharacteristic and out of place
Impact on surrounding area, residents and increased traffic using unmade up
road

2.2  Parish Council: Object, cottage falls within 50 year erosion plan (full copy of
comments attached)

2.3  Norfolk County Highways: No objection subject to the imposition of conditions

2.4  Coastal Manager: A full copy of his comments is attached however the main
issues are as follows:
e |ssue of proximity of structure to sea wall
e There is a minimum of a 5m set-back line for any permanent structure
e The foundation design should take into account the levels of the sea
wall foundation
e The development is within an area of possible erosion (as shown on
the short-to medium term Shoreline Management Plan)
e |t is unlikely that it will not be significantly affected by coastal erosion
before long-term predictions as noted in the SMP
e Providing there is sufficient access to the defence structure and any
permanent structures are constructed to a design which takes into
consideration the foundations of both, then there would be no objection
to this development.

2.5 Strategic Planning: no response received

2.6  Building Control: Building Regulations issues have been discussed with agent
and are to be addressed at Building Control stage

2.7 GYBServices: No issues regarding refuse collection
3. Policy :-
3.1 POLICY HOU7

NEW RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT MAY BE PERMITTED WITHIN THE
SETTLEMENT BOUNDARIES IDENTIFIED ON THE PROPOSALS MAP IN
THE PARISHES OF BRADWELL, CAISTER, HEMSBY, ORMESBY ST
MARGARET, AND MARTHAM AS WELL AS IN THE URBAN AREAS OF
GREAT YARMOUTH AND GORLESTON. NEW SMALLER SCALE
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENTS* MAY ALSO BE PERMITTED WITHIN
THE SETTLEMENT BOUNDARIES IDENTIFIED ON THE PROPOSALS MAP
IN THE VILLAGES OF BELTON, FILBY, FLEGGBURGH, HOPTON-ON-SEA,
AND WINTERTON. IN ALL CASES THE FOLLOWING CRITERIA SHOULD
BE MET:

(A) THE PROPOSAL WOULD NOT BE SIGNIFICANTLY DETRIMENTAL TO
THE FORM, CHARACTER AND SETTING OF THE SETTLEMENT;
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(C)

(D)

(E)

3.2

ALL PUBLIC UTILITIES ARE AVAILABLE INCLUDING FOUL OR SURFACE
WATER DISPOSAL AND THERE ARE NO EXISTING CAPACITY
CONSTRAINTS WHICH COULD PRECLUDE DEVELOPMENT OR IN THE
CASE OF SURFACE WATER DRAINAGE, DISPOSAL CAN BE
ACCEPTABLY ACHIEVED TO A WATERCOURSE OR BY MEANS OF
SOAKAWAYS;

SUITABLE ACCESS ARRANGEMENTS CAN BE MADE;

AN ADEQUATE RANGE OF PUBLIC TRANSPORT, COMMUNITY,
EDUCATION, OPEN SPACE/PLAY SPACE AND SOCIAL FACILITIES ARE
AVAILABLE IN THE SETTLEMENT, OR WHERE SUCH FACILITIES ARE
LACKING OR INADEQUATE, BUT ARE NECESSARILY REQUIRED TO BE
PROVIDED OR IMPROVED AS A DIRECT CONSEQUENCE OF THE
DEVELOPMENT, PROVISION OR IMPROVEMENT WILL BE AT A LEVEL
DIRECTLY RELATED TO THE PROPOSAL AT THE DEVELOPER'’S
EXPENSE; AND,

THE PROPOSAL WOULD NOT BE SIGNIFICANTLY DETRIMENTAL TO
THE RESIDENTIAL AMENITIES OF ADJOINING OCCUPIERS OR USERS
OF LAND.

(Objective: To ensure an adequate supply of appropriately located housing
land whilst safeguarding the character and form of settlements.)

* ie. developments generally comprising not more than 10 dwellings.
POLICY HOU15

ALL HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS INCLUDING REPLACEMENT
DWELLINGS AND CHANGES OF USE WILL BE ASSESSED ACCORDING
TO THEIR EFFECT ON RESIDENTIAL AMENITY, THE CHARACTER OF
THE ENVIRONMENT, TRAFFIC GENERATION AND SERVICES. THEY
WILL ALSO BE ASSESSED ACCORDING TO THE QUALITY OF THE
ENVIRONMENT TO BE CREATED, INCLUDING APPROPRIATE CAR
PARKING AND SERVICING PROVISION.

(Objective: To provide for a higher quality housing environment.)

Core Strategy- Emerging Policy

3.3

Policy CS1

For the Borough of Great Yarmouth to be truly sustainable it has to be
environmentally friendly, socially inclusive and economically vibrant not just
for those who currently live, work and visit the borough, but for future
generations to come. When considering development proposals the Council
will take a positive approach, working positively with applicants and other
partners to jointly find solutions so that proposals that improve the economic,
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social and environmental conditions of the borough can be approved
wherever possible.

To support the creation of sustainable communities the Council will only
support new development and investment that successfully contributes
towards the delivery of:

a) Sustainable growth, ensuring that new development is of a scale and
location that compliments the character and supports the function of individual
settlements

b) Mixed adaptable neighbourhoods that provide choices and effectively meet
the needs and aspirations of the local community

c) Environmentally friendly neighbourhoods, that is located and designed to
help address and where possible mitigate the effects of climate change

d) A thriving local economy, flourishing local centres, year-round tourism and
an active port

e) Safe, accessible places that promote healthy lifestyles and provide easy
access for all to jobs, shops and community facilities by walking, cycling and
public transport

f) Distinctive places, that embrace innovative high quality urban design where
it responds to positive local characteristics and protects the borough’s
biodiversity, unique landscapes and built character

Planning applications that accord with this policy and other policies within the
Local Plan (and with polices in adopted neighbourhood plans, where relevant)

3.4 Policy CS8

The Great Yarmouth area is one of the top coastal tourist destinations in the
UK. To maximise the benefits of this, the visitor economy needs to be
diversified further and where possible, the season expanded. This will be
achieved by:

a) Encouraging the upgrading and enhancement of existing visitor
accommodation and attractions to meet changes in consumer demands and
encourage year-round tourism

b) Safeguarding the existing stock of visitor holiday accommodation, unless it
can be demonstrated that the current use is not viable or that the loss of some
bed spaces will improve the standard of the existing accommodation

c) Safeguarding key tourist, leisure and cultural facilities such as the Britannia

and Wellington Piers, Pleasure Beach, Hippodrome, the Sea Life Centre, the
Marina Centre, Great Yarmouth Racecourse and Gorleston Pavilion Theatre

Page 60 of 189

Application Reference: 06/13/0469/F Committee Date: 15th October 2013
60



d) Maximising the potential of existing coastal holiday centres; ensuring that
there are adequate facilities for residents and visitors and enhancing the
public realm where appropriate

e) Supporting the development of new high quality tourist, leisure and cultural
facilities that are designed to a high standard, easily accessed and have good
connectivity with existing attractions

f) Encouraging a variety of early evening and night time economy uses in
appropriate locations that contribute to the vitality of the borough and that
support the creation of a safe, balanced and socially inclusive evening/night
time economy

g) Supporting proposals for the temporary use of vacant commercial buildings
for creative industries, the arts and the cultural sector, where appropriate

h) Working with partners to support the role of the arts, creative industries and
sustainable tourism sectors in creating a modern and exciting environment
that will attract more visitors to the borough

i) Supporting proposals for new tourist attractions and educational visitor
centres that are related to the borough’s heritage, countryside and coastal
assets and emerging renewable energy sector

j) Encouraging proposals for habitat-based tourism particularly where these
involve habitat creation and the enhancement of the existing environment, in
particular the areas linked to the Norfolk Broads

k) Protecting environmentally sensitive and rural locations from visitor
pressure by ensuring that new quality tourist, leisure and cultural facilities are
of a scale and type to the settlements place in the hierarchy in accordance
with Policy CS2

I) Ensuring that all proposals are sensitive to the character of the surrounding
area and are designed to maximise the benefits for the communities affected
in terms of job opportunities and support for local services

m) Supporting proposals involving the conversion of redundant rural buildings
to self catering holiday accommodation and/or location appropriate leisure
activities; particularly where these would also benefit local communities and
the rural economy

n) Working with partners to improve accessibility and public transport links to
make it as easy as possible for visitors to travel to, and around the borough

3.5 Policy CS13

Significant parts of the borough are at risk from flooding which will increase
with climate change. To ensure a sustainable and practicable approach to
flood risk and coastal protection the Council will:
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4.2

a) Direct development proposals away from areas of highest risk of flooding
(Flood Zones 2, 3a and 3b) unless it can be demonstrated that:

The requirements of the Sequential Test are met;

Where applicable, the requirements of the Exceptions Test are met. A safe
access/egress route throughout the duration of the flood event should be
provided. However, if this is demonstrated as not being possible then
evacuation will be considered as a means of making the development safe;
A satisfactory Flood Response Plan has been prepared

b) Ensure that new developments on sites adjacent to defences provide
adequate access for repairs, maintenance and upgrades and that the
development will not affect the integrity of the defence. New development
needs to take into account the Environment Agency’s flood defence proposals
so that future flood defence options are not compromised

c) Seek developer contributions towards flood alleviation and coastal erosion
schemes, where required

d) Encourage the use of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) in all new
developments

e) Ensure that new development takes in consideration the findings of the
Surface Water Management Plan

f) Design flood protection and coastal erosion measures to enhance nature
conservation and biodiversity interests, including where practical replacement
habitats lost to coastal erosion

g) Locate new development away from areas at risk of coastal erosion as
identified in the Kelling to Lowestoft Shoreline Management Plan (SMP). In
addition Coastal Change Management Areas (CCMAs) will be defined for the
areas of coastline where the SMP policy is for 'no active intervention' such as
at Scratby and Hopton.

Assessment :-

The submitted application seeks approval for the erection of a modern,
architect designed end of terrace three-storey dwelling, overlooking Caister
beach with the lifeboat station to the south.

The proposed property is located at the eastern end of the existing terraced
dwellings. The living spaces (kitchen, dining room and living room) are located
at first floor level with the primary orientation of these looking south and east
in order to make the most of the sea views. The dwelling will also incorporate
passive solar design creating a low emission property.
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4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

4.7

4.8

4.9

The scale of the dwelling is commensurate to the adjacent and adjoining
properties along the terrace with the adjoining eaves starting at the same level
as the existing dwellings, with the roof-line then extending upwards.

Whilst the design is, undeniably, very different to the dwellings in the
immediate area it would make a distinctive feature when viewed from the
beach. Modern design can sit well with older features and many modern new
build extension and buildings have been successfully incorporated into both
the immediate and wider area in other places. It is therefore considered that
the design would enhance the area and would sit well with the existing
dwellings. There would be very little impact to the amenities of adjacent
residents by way of overlooking or overshadowing due to orientation and
scale.

There have been some objections received in relation to the proposed
dwelling from a nearby neighbour and the Parish Council. These objections
mostly relate to: the council ruling that no new builds could be erected on ‘this’
side of the old railway line; this is not an extension but a new house, hope that
a local homeowner who has regularly fought against builds in this area will be
listened to.

The Parish Council go on to say that there were a number of meetings held by
Norfolk County Council in 2003/2004 to discuss coastal erosion which showed
the expected erosion lines which was adopted as both Government and
Norfolk County Council Policy that no residential or building development was
carried out to the east of these erosion lines. There is no justification for the
grant of planning permission for what appears to be an unviable proposition.
There are questions as to how much damage will be done to the present sea
wall by putting in new foundations. It is also a requirement that a 10ft
maintenance area from the edge of the sea wall is kept for future
maintenance.

In response to the above the Coastal Protection Manager has stated that
some of the comments from the Parish Council may relate to an older Norfolk
Structure Plan Policies. Indeed it should be noted that the Norfolk Structure
Plan is no longer a valid planning document and therefore its contents cannot
be taken into consideration. Consequently, it is necessary to look to the
provisions of the existing local plan, the National Planning Policy Framework,
and some very limited weight can be given to the emerging Core Strategy.

Nevertheless the site is shown to be within an area of possible erosion and it
is unlikely that it will not be significantly affected by coastal erosion before the
long-term predictions. However it should also be noted that from a Coastal
maintenance point of view, providing there is sufficient access to the defence
structure and any permanent structures are designed taking into consideration
the foundations of both the sea wall and the proposed dwelling, then there is
no objection to the proposal from the Coastal Protection Manager.

However the Coastal Protection Manager does go on to state that whilst an
extension to the existing house would not increase community exposure to

Page 63 of 189

Application Reference: 06/13/0469/F Committee Date: 15th October 2013

63



the risk of coastal erosion, the new house with additional occupiers means
that there is an increase in this risk and should be taken into consideration in
line with the emerging policy CS13.

410 It has been suggested that the property could be used as a holiday home, and
this temporary use would have a lesser impact on the amenities of adjacent
residents, than a permanent residential property and there would be less
issues with safety of residents in times of extreme weather. If members are
minded to approve the application it could be conditioned that the property is
to be used purely for holiday purposes if felt absolutely necessary.

5. RECOMMENDATION :-

5.1  Approve: The development is considered to accord with the provisions of the
adopted Great Yarmouth Borough Wide Local Plan and the emerging policies
of the Core Strategy, and the National Planning Policy Framework.

5.2 The Coastal Protection Manager has not overtly objected to the scheme,
although he did note that the site could be affected by future erosion, however
his main concerns relate to the use of foundations and its impact on the
adjacent sea wall and that sufficient space be left for maintenance purposes
and this can be conditioned if members are minded to approve the
application.

5.3 On balance the scheme is considered an acceptable form of development
whose unique and interesting design will add an unusual yet aesthetically and
visually pleasing feature to this area and will not have a significant or adverse
impact on the amenities of the area or adjacent residents.
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Jill K. Smith

From: Helen Stratford [helen@molearchitects.co.uk]

Sent: 09 September 2013 10:51

To: Bernard C. Harris

Cc: Melanie Pieterman; jamessnelling@hotmail.com; meredith@molearchitects.co.uk

Subject: Planning Application REF 06/13/0469/F Parish Council Comments

Attachments: 1 Coastguard Cottages Parish Council Objection letter 130909.pdf; Coastal_Environment_
005.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Mr Harris

| received the attached copy of a letter from Caister on Sea Parish Council this morning.

The Council are objecting to the proposal on the grounds that Government and Norfolk County Policy
regarding erosion lines states that no residential or building development be carried out to the east of
erosion lines, and that the proposed development falls within this area.

This is in direct contradiction with our previous discussions. | have read the attached report which states
that no measures are o be taken regarding sea defences in the area of the development.

From our discussions and email confirmation below { understood that you were happy with the proposal
as it retains the existing fence / maintenance line. We understand that the new foundations will be
designed in such a way to avoid any damage to the sea walil.

Please can you clarify this issue, the date for the planning application decision is the 25" September
and we have until the 18" to make any comments on the Parish Council’s objection.

I look forward to hearing from you

Kind Regards

Helen Stratford

Architect

Mole

Mole Architects Lid

Floor 2, Burleigh House

52 Burleigh Street, Cambridge
CB11DJ

Phifax +44 (0)1223 913012
www.molearchitects.co.uk

Registered in England and Wales No. 4514104
Registered Oifice 41 St Mary's Street, Ely,
Cambridgeshire, CB74AHF

VAT NO. 878 594057
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From: Bemard C. Harris [mailto:bh@great-yarmouth.gov.uk]

Sent: 18 June 2013 14:00

To: Helen@molearchitects.co.uk

Subject: RE: Mole Architects- caister sea wall maintenance requirements

Helen/Meredith

Sorry for the delay in getting back to you on this. | have had a look at this proposal and the site details; | have also
spoken with planning on this. { am ok with the location of the proposed extension as this does not reduce the working
space (approximately 5m) between it and the sea wall. ! would suggest that the design of the foundations considers the
close proximity of the coast defence structure and take inta account the stability of the extension should it be necessary to
excavate at the sea wall. | do not think that moving the boundary fence closer to the wall would be helpful or match with
the line of the other fence, but this is a mater for Planning.

If you have any question please give me a call.

Bernard Harris

Coastal Manager

Great Yarmouth Borough Council
01493 846512

From: Helen Stratford [mailto:helen@molearchitects.co.uk]

Sent: 18 June 2013 11:10

To: Bernard C. Harris

Subject: Mole Architects- caister sea wali maintenance requirements
Importance: High

Dear Bernard
We are progressing with the design for Caister.
Meredith sent you this email a couple of weeks ago, please can you send us your comments.

Our client lames is intending to move the wall out towards the sea by a further two metres,
and would fike to enlarge the proposed house also from the attached proposals.

This would make a 3m strip between a new house and the location of the wall.
We are assuming a 3m distance is adequate for maintenance purposes
Please can you conform via email or call me to discuss

Kind Regards
Helen Stratford

From: Meredith Bowles [mailto:meredith@molearchitects.co.uk]
Sent: 06 June 2013 16:38

To: 'bh@great-yarmouth.gov.uk'

Subject: Mole Architects- caister

Bernard
Many thanks for your time this morning.
Attached are some photos of the sea wall at Coastguard Cottages in Caister, and some that show the end of the row of

cottages. Our client, James Snelling owns land that extends from the cottages out beyond the sea wall.
2
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The PDF plans show the block plan, and some rough plans of a proposal that builds right up the existing fence line,
which measures 5m away from the line shown on the ordnance survey that denotes the sea wall. This locations needs
site verification, although from photo IMG 1300 the 5micks about right.

James is intending to move the wall out towards the sea by a further two metres, and would like to enlarge the
proposed house also from the attached proposals. This would make a 3m strip between a new house and the location
of the wall.

Your comments would be gratefully received before we progress further with the design.

Regards

Meredith

Meredith Bowles AADipl RIBA
Director

Mole

Maole Architects Lid
52 Burleigh Street ph/fax +44 (0)1223 913012
Cambridge CB1 1DJ www.molearchitects.co.uk

Winners: RIBA Award 2012
Winners: RIBA Spirit of Ingenuity Award 2012

Winner RIBA East Sustainability Award 2012

Ragislered in England and Wales No. 4514104
Registered Office George Court Bartholomew's Walk Ely CB7 4JW

United Kingdom
VAT NO. 878 594057
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GREAT YARMOUTH BOROUGH COUNCIL.~= 7.,

Te. PARISH COUNCIL
From: Group Manager (Planning)

Date: 28th August 2013

PARISH: Caister On Sea 4

APPLICATION: 06/13/0469/F

PROPOSAL.: Replaca existing garden and decking with 3-storey 3 bed dwelling

LOCATION: 1 Coastguard Cottages (Adjacent) Coastguard Road Calster-on-Sea
Great Yarmouth

AGENT: Ms H Stratford

Mole Architects Flaor 2 Burlelgh House 52 Burleigh Street CB1 1DJ

APPLICANT Ms H Stratford
Mole Architects Floor 2 Burlelgh House 52 Burleigh Street CB1 10DJ

CASE OFFICER: Mrs M Piaterman

| attach for your attention a copy of the application form and ptans in respect of the above
proposal. This is a Potential Delegated application.

Please let me have any comments you wish to make by 18th Septermber 2013

Comments:
Objed =  Plisas refv %o oXkaclngd NadKas
addrtarand 4e Wi D Miinns
COM_INT
nis message is intended solely for the addressee. It might contgin, pri rsprfideptial information or material that is privileged. If it has come to

arrof, you must take no action based on it, nor must you copy or sHOW 1t to anyone. Fleass call us immediately and return the original to us. We
reimburse fhe cost.
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CAISTER ON SEA PARISH COUNCIL

Mr A G Overill Mrs E Dyble
Chairman Clerk
79 Seaficld Road North

Caister on Sea

Great Yarmouth

Norfolk NR30 5L.G

Mr D Mintns Telephone 01433 ;223893
Planning Officer . Fax 01493 720893
Great Yarmouth Borough Couteil Email: edyble.cpe@iiscali.co.uk
Town Hall

Great Yarmouth

Norfolk NR30 5DL

4% September 2013
Drear Sir
Flanning Avplication _06/13/0469/F

During 2003/04 Norfolk County Council convened a series of meetings to discuss Coastal
Erosion. The first meeting was held at Great Yarmouth Borough Council, Town Hall, the
second at Caister Village Hall and the remaining five at the Narth Norfolk County Offices at
Cromer. The conclusion of these meetings was held at Acle High School and was addressed
by Professor O°'Rindan from the University of Hast Anglia.

A comprehensive report was issued by 2 Compaiy called ‘Halerow®. This showed the
proposed, expacted erosion lines from Weybourne to North Lowestoft, this then became both
Government and Norfolk County Council Policy fhat no residential ox building development
be carried out to the east of those erosion lines. This was on a 25, 50 and 100 yesr basis,.
Unfortunately the proposed development at } Coastguard Cotiages falls well within this area
and the cottages themselves fall within the 50 year erosion plan.

My Council cannot see any justification to grant this planning permission, to replace garden
decking with a 3 storey development, which in cur opinion does not seem a viabla
proposition. How much damage would be done to the present sea wall by putting in new
foundations and bearing in mind the dreadful coastat erosion that has devasted the oastline
eatlier in the year, in partioular both in Hemsby and Caister.

Further confirmation of the above Shoreline Managerment Committee mestings, oan be
obtained from Mr Bernard Harris, Great Yarmouth Borough Council and Councitlor Shitley
Weymauth who also attended those meetings,

1is message is intended salely for the addressee. It might cont%ﬁgrgxrﬁi@ﬁal information or material that is privi[eged._lf_it has come to
arror, you must take no action based on it, nor must you copy or o anyone. Please call us immediately and return the original to us. We

reimburse the cost.
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It is alzo a requirement by Law that a 10ft maintenance area from the edge of the sea wall is
kept for future maintenance.

Yours faithfully
= B

. EDyhle
Parish Clork

¢ Brandon Lewis, MP
Mr B Harrig, GYBC
Mr R Peck, GYBC
Mr R Hanton, GYBC
Mrs § Weymouth, Shoreling Management Commijtige
Mr P Hacon, NCC

15 message is intended solely for the addressee. it might co tﬁj%riva?q}r cfngggﬂial infarmation or rmaterial that is privilaged. I it has come to
error, you must take no action based on it, hor must you copy Gw it Q yohe? Please call us immediately and return the original fo us. Wa»
reimburse tha cost.
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7 Coastguard Road
Caister-on-Sea
Great Yarmouth
Norfolk
NR30 SHF
Group Manager Planning
Great Yarmouth Borough Council

Dear Mr Minns

T wish to lodge a formal letter of opposition to planning application no 06/13/8469/F
made for 1 coastguard road caister on sea. On the grounds outlined below.

* This proposal is not an extension of existing Property / Terrace row but a complete
extra new build tacked on and jammed into confines of plot with lack of imagination or
compromise of design to sit with existing construction or surrounding properties.

* Overboard Scale & lack of intrigation of this construction to the traditional feel of the
area resulting in it looking totally out of character and out of place.

* Tmpact to residents along the narrow access lane from Construction / delivery vehicles
for the extended period that project of this magnitude will take And Extra traffic Involved
on completion of this additional property

* Potential damage to sea defences by construction work in close proximity to sea wall
foundations

* Concerns that what is a complete new extra property may impact on old overloaded
drainage system

* Devious and underhand methods employed by the proposer to acquire Approval Behind
the backs and with no regard to views of residents in close proximity

*Concerns that Proposer and partner is developing for maximum profit before moving on
to another project leaving existing community with this out place out of character legacy.

I would like to convey that I have been and are still all in favour of Improvements and
extensions to property’s in our surrounding small community, these so far have been
achieved with intrigation and in character with surrounding property’s but done on a far
smaller scale than proposed, causing as little disruption as reasonably possible to the
residents along this narrow single track lane shared access from Manor road.

A project of this magnitude in my opinion, and probably would have been echoed by the
residents down this road if they hadn’t been kept in the dark about the prospect and scale

of this construction, will be impossible to be achieved without extended continuous
disruption from construction and delivery traffic for the huge amount of time that
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construction and completion will take. Due to inability of anything larger than a small
truck to navigate to the end of this small lane with sharp corners the Logistics of
transporting the materials of this overblown project are mind boggling.

Surly it is the right of all of these residents to be informed at the start of this application
and made aware of this potential disruption, inconvenience and increased wear and tear
on this mostly unmade road. As this road is unadopted it is their own as is any repairs.

Proposed construction to the physical boundary of the plot shows arrogance of both
proposer and proposed design, how this will impact sea wall foundations by the close
proximity of the ground works for this build 1s unknown.

What impact will this close proximity of the completed build have on potential repair or
strengthening work if in event in years to come a rethink on coastal erosion is
implemented?

The Devious way this proposal has been handled, Scale and unwillingness to be
sympathetic in design to existing surrounding traditional property’s, or potential for
damage to sea wall foundations shows a total lack of community spirit and could be
classed as a one man’s defiant two finger salute to the existing residents. I can only
assume that he has no plans of becoming part of this small community and is only in this
for self gratification and or maximum profit. Or indeed is this the work of a consortium?
Both proposer and partner already own a high percentage of this Terrace row.

Please feel free to pass this letter To Whom It May Concern including Mr Snelling and
add this to public record in place of the bogus support posted online on your site in
supposedly my name.

Yours sincerely

Neil Benns

Page 72 of 189

72



Graham A. Clarke ,

From: Alli White )
Sent: 21 September 201 : ;
To: plan

Cc: edyble.cpc@tiscali.co.uk

Subject: Fwd: 06/13/0469/f coastguard cottages

To: "plan@ great-varinouii.ov.uk” <planf great-varmoutiv gov uk>
Subject: 06/13/0469/f coastguard cottages

[ live at 7 coastguard road Caister NR30 5HF. T am only just aware that someone has put in
planning application 06/13/0469/f at | coastguard cottages for a 3 bedroom end dwelling,

[ have also been informed, the person who has put in the application has had friends sign something to say
they have no objection. If you look at where these signatures are from I'm sure you will find such as Liam
jones lives beresford road Caister which is no where near this plannng application so he obviously has no
objection hes a friend of his and its not in his back yard unlike mine! And [ or 2 others I have spoken too
haven't seen the plans and have been misled by the owner of the property as the only details given was it
was an extension to his boundary fence, not that it was a house being built on the end of the cottages.

I have looked through planning applications and no new builds have been approved in this area for years, in
fact the council did make a ruling that no new builds could be done this side of the old railway line, [ was
told by planning, a couple of years ago that this did still stand, and also because of coastal erosion which if
i'm not mistaken, also will confirm that no builds could be approved until at least 2053/4 so why would he
be able to build a house on the end of a row of cottages, and looking at the plans this is not just an
extension, which is what he has told his neighbours, it is another house.

The owner of the property also has made it quite clear that he has now got friends in planning, and that this
planning application is just a formality, from his so-called planning friends that no objections would be
listened to. I really hope this is not the case. If this application was approved for a new build which is what
it is, it is not an extension of what's there it looks nothing like what is there, [ would also have to question
why the planning application would be approved when so many others in previous years have been refused
such as Williams and Watson, unless of course what he is saying about his friends is true. In which case if
this is approved and home owners in the area aren't listened too then [ will have no choice but too contact
the local government ombudsman and ask for this to be looked into. I hope this is not necessary, and that as
a local homeowner who has regularly fought against builds in this area will be listened too.

Many thanks
Allison white

Sent from my iPad
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Application Reference Efﬁ il T machments |
frvalid CDI"Ib‘Il tee r‘um_ent e Copy ta existing Consultae? 7
Narne anmonp; -
Address r;bere;f'am %c];d o LNy
V\;Etér_m JE U S P \( N \k_
i[‘t yqrmuuth T o ' 1\ r"?-

!Nom:ulk

Post Code NS
Telephane |fg
Email Adclress  [MHIES T
For or Against ]SUP' Ebuppnn
Speak at Committee Y

RE?IIﬁTkP he design. Think it would ook
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B

Nate Fatered 17-09-2013 Internet Reference OWPCIS
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Application Reference WERENEEEIE — Aachments

invalid Consultee Cornment? ™ Copy to existing Caonsultee? {~

Name [Dr. Payal Patel

Address fNu_mbeﬂrs'j &3 Qnastgua{d:Cnttages-i 7 ‘o \('j‘- )
ICoastguard Road fi -
Caister T T A i J’(lf 'g
Norfolk |
Post Code
Telephoneg

| suppiuri the app_li;:étion asitis a un'alitjr d'eﬂsfgn and will cause little if any chahge to the use o enjagfhiwéﬁt of my
adjacant propeties,

ol

Nate Entered [16-09-2013 Internet Refererice  [OWPCa1
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CAISTER ON SEA PARISH COUNCIL

Mr A G Overill Mrs E Dyble
Chairman Clerk
79 Seafield Road North

Caister on Sea

Great Yarmouth

Norfoik NR30 5LG

Mr D Minps Telephone 01493 720893
Planning Officer . Fax 01493 720853
Great Yarmouth Borough Council Email: edyble.cpe@tiscali.co.uk
Town Hall

Great Yarmouth

Norfolk NR30 5DL

4% Septerber 2013

Dear Sir
Hcafi 3/0489

Duting 2003/04 Norfolk County Council convened & series of meetings to discuss Coastal
Erosion. The first meeting was held at Great Yarmouth Borough Couneil, Town Hall, the
second at Caister Village Hall and the remaining five at the North Norfolk County Offices at
Cromer. The conclusion of these meetings was held at Acle High School and was addressed
by Professor O’Riodan from the University of East Anglia.

A comprehensive report was issued by a Company called “Halcrow’. This showed the
proposed, expected erosion lines from Weybourne to North Lowestoft, this then became both
Government and Norfolk County Council Policy that no residential or building development
be carried out to the east of those erosion lines. This was on a 23, 50 and 100 year basis,.
Unfortunately the proposed development at | Coastguard Cottages falls well within this area
and the cottapes themselves fall within the 50 year erosion plan.

My Council cannot ses any justification to grant this planning permission, to replace garden
decking with a 3 storey development, which in our opinion does not seem a viable
proposition. How much damage would be done to the present sea wall by putting in new
foundations and bearing in mind the dreadful coastal erosion that has devasted the coastline
eatlier in the year, in particular both in Hemsby and Caister,

Further confirmation of the above Shoreline Management Committee meetings, can be

obtained from Mr Bernard Harris, Great Yarmouth Borough Council and Councillor Shirley
Weymouth who also attended those meetings.
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It is also a requirement by Law that a 10ft maintenance area from the edge of the sea wall is
kept for future maintenance.

{c;  Brandon Lewis, MP
Mr B Harris, GYBC
Mr R Peck, GYBC
Mr K Hanton, GYBC
Mrs § Weymouth, Shoreline Management Committee
Mr P Hacon, NCC
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@&, Norfolk County Council
* at your service

Mel Pieterman

Great Yarmouth Borough Council
Town Hall

Hall Plain

Great Yarmouth

Norfolk

NR30 2QF

Your Ref:
Date:

06/13/0469/F
6 September 2013
Email:

Dear Mel

My Ref.
Tel No.:

Environment, Transport, Development
County Hall

Martineau Lane

Norwich

NR1 2SG

NCC contact number: 0344 800 8020
Textphone: 0344 800 8011

9/6/13/0469
01603 638070
stuart.french@norfolk.gov.uk

Caister on Sea: Replace existing garden and decking with 3-storey 3 bed dweiling
1 Coastguard Cottages (Adjacent} Coastguard Road Caister-on-Sea Great Yarmouth

NR30 5HF

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

The direct access to the site is off Coastguard Road which is a single frack private road
with little room for passing, but is outside the jurisdiction of the Highway Authority.

However, in terms of access to the highway network | do have some reservations.
Coastguard Road joins Old Mill Road (public highway) which is a narrow road subject to
high levels of residential parking. Manoeuvring is therefore restricted as is visibility.
Similarly the junction with Oid Mill Road with Manor Road has very limited visibility, and
due to adjacent residential properties and cafe, there is on street parking and pedestrian
activity which together with restricted visibility could lead to potential conflicts.

Whilst there have been no recorded personal injury accidents within the last five years
recorded at the junction this is likely to be more by good fortune, and to a certain extent

the level of parking may help to restrict traffic speeds.

However, the junctions cater for primarily local traffic and access is likely to be primarily by
local residents. Furthermore given the level of existing vehicular use the proposed
development is unlikely to generate a material increase in traffic movements and whist
having reservations with regard to the highway access, | do not consider that | could
sustain an objection on highway safety grounds alone in this case.

Accordingly { have no objections to the proposals, and whilst Coastguard Road is private, |
would recommend that the following condition be attached to any grant of permission your

Authority is minded to make.
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Cantinuation sheet to. Mel Pieterman Dated : 6 September 2013 -2-

SHC 24 Prior to the first occupation of the development hereby permitted the
proposed access / on-site car parking area shall be laid out, demarcated,
levelled, surfaced and drained in accordance with the approved plan and
retained thereafter available for that specific use.

Reason: To ensure the permanent availability of the parking and to ensure
satisfactory development of the site

Highways Development Management & Licensing Officer
for Director Environment, Transport and Development

£ INVESTORS
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To 05\"\0 Peter Stockwell My Rell 06/13/046%/F
Churchill Road Great Yarmouth

From: Devetopment Control Manager Date: 30th August 2013

Case Officer; Mrs M Pietenman

Parish: Caister On Sea 4

Development at:- For:-

1 Coastguard Cotiages (Adjacent) Replace existing garden aad
Coastzuard Road decking with 3-storey 3 bed
Caister-on-Sea dwelling

Great Yarmouth

Applicant:- Agent:-

¥s H Stratford Ms H Stratford

Nlole Architects Mole Architects

Floor 2 Burleigh House Floor 2 Burieigh House

52 Burleigh Street 32 Burleigh Street
Burleigh Street Cambridge Burleigh Street Cambridge

The above mentioned application has been recetved and [ would be grateful for your comments on the

following matters:-
&Q\J\q Co\ leckien

Please let me have any commenis vou may wish to make by 13th Sentember 2013

COMMENTS:
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Toggy Building Control Manager My Ref: 06/13/0469/F

From: Development Control Manager Date: 30th August 2013

Case Officer: Mrs M Pieterman

Parish: Caister On Sea 4

Development at:- For:-

1 Coastguard Cottages (Adjacent) Replace existing garden and
Coastguard Road decking with 3-storey 3 bed
Caister-on-Sea dwelling

Great Yarmouth

Applicant:- Agent:-

Ms H Stratford Ms H Stratford

Mole Architects Mole Architects

Floor 2 Burleigh House Floor 2 Burleigh House

52 Burleigh Street 52 Burleigh Street
Burleigh Street Cambridge ) Baurleigh Street Cambridge

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

Please let me have any comunents you may wish to make by 13th September 201 3.
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lan Ellis”

From! . lan Eltis

Sent: 04 September 2013 10:23

Ta: 'Helen@molearchitects.co.uk’'

Subjact: RE: Planning Application REF 06/13/04G9/F Building Centrol Comments
Marning,

Thank you for your comments o4 my comments so to speak.

ook at a lot of pre-submissions for our plannirg colleagues and the comments are ganeric and to highfight any
future potential issues which may impact on any Flanning oermission granted.

From your comments you seem to be aware of the potential issues relating to this dasign so if tnis follows on at the
Building Reg and construction phase there should not be any issue.

Regards

lan Ellis BS¢c (Hons)
Building Control Surveyor
Great Yarmouth Borough Council

Tetephone: 01493 846601
E-mail; ieq@creat-vyarmouth . gov.uk

Website: www . great-varmouth.gov.uk
Correspondence Address: Town Hall, Hall Plain, Great Yarmouth, Norfolk, NR30 2QF

Greal Yarmouth Borough Council - Customer Focused, Performance Driven

From: Helen Stratford [mailto:helen@molearchitects.co.uk]

Sent: 03 September 2013 15:06

To: Ian Ellis

Cc: Melanie Pieterman

Subject: Planning Application REF 06/13/0469/F Building Control Comments

Dear Mr Eliis

RE: Planning Application REF 06/13/0469/F
Replace existing garden and decking with 3-storey 3 bed dwelling at 1 Coastguard Cottages (Adjacent)
Coastguard Road Caister-on-Sea Great Yarmouth.

Thank you for your comments on the above propesal dated 30th August 2013,
Please find attached comments in response to your notes. ’
Kind Regards

Helen Stratford

Architact

OoLE
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lan Ellis

From: tan Ellis

Sent; 04 September 2013 10:23

To: 'Helen@molearchitects.co.uk’

Subject: RE: Planning Application REF 06/13/0469/F Building Control Comments
Marmirg

sl g Be i g pye et = e - e R o
TRan you FoF J0uf Somments a0 my comments 50 10 speak.

Plogcx at 4 1ot of pre-suhmissions for our planning colleagues and ng commeants ara ganzric and to hightignt any
futurz potantial issues ahich may impact on any Planning permission zranted.

Fram your omments yo 3asm 0 e awars of the potantial issues reiating to this design so if this follows an at the
Buliding Reg and canstruction phase thera should not be any issue.

io]

F

\

Regards

lan Ellis B5¢ (Hons)
Building Control Surveyor
Great Yarmouth Borough Council

Tetepnone: 01433 845601
E-mail; isa@areat-varmouth.gov.uk

VWabsite: www.greal-yarmouth.gov.uk
Correspondance Address: Town Hall, Hall Plain, Graat Yarmouth, Morfoik, NR30 2QF

Great Yarmouth Borough Council - Customer Focused, Performance Driven

From: Helen Stratford [mailto:helen@malearchitecks.co.uk]

Sent: 03 September 2013 15:06

To: [an Eliis

Cc: Melanie Pieterman

Subject: Planning Application REF 06/13/0469/F Building Control Comments

Dear Mr Eliis

RE: Planning Application REF 06/13/0469/F
Replace existing garden and decking with 3-storey 3 bed dwelling at 1 Coastguard Cottages {Adjacent)
Coastguard Road Caister-on-Sea Great Yarmouth.

Thank you for your comments on the above proposal dated 30th August 2013,
Please find attached comments in response to your notes.

Kind Regards

Helen Stratford

Architast

A
M

ole
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52 Burleigh «..eet, Cambridge
cB11DJ

Phifax +44 {0)1223 313012
Wi mcigarchitzsts co.uk

Registered in England and Wales No. 4514104
Registerad Office 41 5t Mary's Street. Ely,
Camiridgeshire. CB74HF

VAT NOQ. 878 504057
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lan Ellis

From: Helen Stratford [helen@molearchitects.co.uk]

Sent: 03 September 2013 15:06

To: lan Ellis

Ce: Melanie Pieterman

Subiject: Ptanning Application REF 06/13/0489/F Building Controi Comments
Attachments: MOLE BC letter 130903.pdf

Dear Mr Ellis

RE: Planning Application REF 06/13/0469/F
Replace existing garden and decking with 3-storey 3 bed dwelling at 1 Coastguard Cottages {Adjacent)
Coastguard Road Caister-on-Sea Great Yarmouth.

Thank you for your comments on the above proposal dated 30th August 2013.
Please find attached comments in response to your notes,

Kind Regards

Helen Stratford

Architegt

Mol

Floor 2, Burleigh House

52 Burleigh Street, Cambridge
CB11DJ

Phifax +44 {0)1223 913012
wy.nolearchitacts.co.uk

Registerad m England and Wales No. 4514104
Registered Office 41 St Mary's Sireel, Ely,
Cambridgeshire, CBY4HF

VAT NO. 878 594057
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Our Ref_1210_06/13:0469 Building Controt
03 September 2013

Mr | Eliis

Building inspector

Building Control

Great Yarmouth Borough Council

Dear Mr Ellis

Ptanning Application REF 06/13/0468/F

Replace existing garden and decking with 3-storey 3 bed dwelling at 1 Coastguard
Cottages (Adjacent) Coastguard Road Caister-on-Sea Great Yarmouth.

Thank you for your comments on the above proposal dated 30™ August 2013. We will be
submitting a Building Control Applicatien in due course. In the meantime please find below
commenis in response fo your notes. For clarity. | have separated the main concerns inte 5
bullet-points.

1. Fire Escape from a 3-storey property

Your comments state that “As a three storey property there is a requirement for a protected
stairway 1o a Fire Exit.” However, the building has been designed to alicw for an alternate
escape from the top storey via an egress window which measures 1000mm x 1000mm and is
1000mm above floar level, to a terrace directly below which is less than 4.5m below floor
level. Therefore follawing current guidance an enclosed stair is not required.

2. Roof tile pitch

Your comments state that “A pitch of 20 degrees in slate will not comply, and to fite down to
this pitch raises problems.” We are proposing dark grey slate or cement roof tiles. In our
experience cement roof tiles (cement fibre slates from Marley Eternit) can be laid at minimum
of 19 degrees pitch.

3. Adjacent property

Your comments on the adjoining property ara correct in that there is a siight discrepancy in
the drawings which do show a repeated plan for the adjacent property. However the
amendments fo the praperty which is within our client’s ownership are shown on the planning
drawings which show the existing plans at ground flaor level and the existing elevations at all
levels indicating that the doors at first floor will be filled in.

4. PV 1 Solar Panels
PV or solar panels can be accornmodated within the scheme if required

5. Glazed Area

Your comments state that "This amount of glazed area may be problematic for the design to
get through SAP." We have sxperience of dwellings with higher levels of glazing meeting
required SAP due to high levels of building material specification fcompensatory construction
methods and do not envisage a problem.

Please do not hesitale to contact me if you have any further comments.
Kind regards

Helen Stratford
Architect

Mole Architects Ltd, Fioor 2, 52 Burleigh Street, Cambridge, Cambridgeshire. CB1 10J,
phifax (+44) 01223 913012 studio@melearchitecis.co.uk www.molearchilects.co.uk

Regisiered in England and ‘Alales No. 4514104, Registered office 41 51 Viary's Street. Eiy Gamoridgeshirs. CRB7 4hF. ¥AT NG. 378 594057
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Schedule of Planning Applications Committee Date: 15" October 2013

Reference: 06/13/0274/F

Parish: Martham
Officer: Mrs M Pieterman
Expiry Date: 04-07-2013

Applicant: Billockby Farms Limited

Proposal: Re-submission: change of use from employment land to residential and

the development of 3 No. 4 bedroom ‘barn style’ dwellings

Site: Back Lane/ Hemsby Road, Martham

REPORT

1. Background / History :-

1.1 The land subject to this application is located towards the eastern end of the
village with the main access being off Hemsby Road, although there is some
limited access off Back Lane. The area is mixed in nature with residential
barns, some small industrial units and a larger industrial unit to the north east,
and a medical centre.

1.2  The land subject to this application is currently vacant following the demolition
of the building that originally stood on the site and it is fenced off from the
main industrial sites although there is no definition or division between the site
and the existing barns to the west.

1.3  The land is not within defined village development limits and is designated as
being suitable for employment/commercial within the current local plan and
this designation for employment/commercial use is proposed to move
forwards into the emerging core strategy.

1.4  The submitted application seeks a departure from this designation to allow the

construction of 3 No. 4 bedroom ‘barn style’ dwellings with associated parking
and amenity space. The site has a long history of applications for similar
development and these previous applications are outlined below:

06/06/0253/F: Erection of five residential dwellings and demolition of existing
buildings — withdrawn

06/06/0927/F: Erection of five residential dwellings and demolition of existing
buildings — refused
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2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

2.6

2.7

2.8

2.9

2.10

2.1

212

3.

3.1

06/10/0029/F: Change of use from employment land to residential and the
development on 3 no. 4 bedroom ‘barn style’ dwellings — withdrawn

06/10/0415/F: Change of use from employment land to residential and the
development on 3 no. 4 bedroom ‘barn style’ dwellings — refused

06/12/0753/F: Change of use from employment land to residential and the
development on 3 no. 4 bedroom ‘barn style’ dwellings - refuse

Consultations :-

Article 8 Notice/Neighbours: 1 letter received concerning shared access (full
copy of comments attached)

Norfolk County Highways: re-submission has addressed previous concerns of
the Highway Authority, no objection to amended plans subject to the
imposition of conditions (full copy of comments attached)

Parish Council: object (full copy of comments attached)

Building Control: No apparent implications under Building Regulations with
regard to planning

Environmental Health: No response received

Conservation Officer: scheme can be supported

Norfolk Historic Environment Service: Conditions to be attached
GYBServices: No objection

Environment Agency: No objection subject to conditions concerning
contaminated land and remediation strategy

Norfolk Fire Service: No objection
Natural England: No objection

Strategic Planning: Object to the proposal — contrary to current and emerging
local plan policy.

Policy :-

POLICY NNV5
Page 90 of 189
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3.2

IN THE AREAS AROUND SETTLEMENTS SHOWN ON THE

PROPOSALS MAP AS ‘LANDSCAPE IMPORTANT TO THE SETTING OF
SETTLEMENTS’ THE COUNCIL WILL PERMIT DEVELOPMENT PROVIDED
A DEVELOPER CAN DEMONSTRATE ESSENTIAL NEED OR THAT THE
DEVELOPMENT WOULD NOT IMPINGE ON THE PHYSICAL SEPARATION
BETWEEN SETTLEMENTS PARTICULARLY BETWEEN GREAT
YARMOUTH AND CAISTER AND GORLESTON AND HOPTON WHICH
ARE MAJOR GATEWAYS TO THE TOWN, OR GIVE RISE TO ANY OTHER
SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE IMPACT.

(Objectives: To protect the setting of settlements and prevent urban sprawl.)

POLICY HOU10

PERMISSION FOR NEW DWELLINGS IN THE COUNTRYSIDE WILL ONLY
BE GIVEN IF REQUIRED IN CONNECTION WITH AGRICULTURE,
FORESTRY, ORGANISED RECREATION, O R THE EXPANSION OF
EXISTING INSTITUTIONS.

THE COUNCIL WILL NEED TO BE SATISFIED IN RELATION TO EACH OF
THE FOLLOWING CRITERIA:

THE DWELLING MUST BE REQUIRED FOR THE PURPOSE STATED

IT WILL NEED TO BE DEMONSTRATED THAT IT IS ESSENTIAL IN THE
INTERESTS OF GOOD AGRICULTURE OR MANAGEMENT THAT AN
EMPLOYEE SHOULD LIVE ON THE HOLDING OR SITE RATHER THAN IN
A TOWN OR VILLAGE NEARBY

THERE IS NO APPROPRIATE ALTERNATIVE ACCOMMODATION
EXISTING OR WITH PLANNING PERMISSION AVAILABLE EITHER
ONTHE HOLDING OR SITE IN THE NEAR VICINITY

THE NEED FOR THE DWELLING HAS RECEIVED THE UNEQUIVOCAL
SUPPORT OF A SUITABLY QUALIFIED INDEPENDENT APPRAISOR

THE HOLDING OR OPERATION IS REASONABLY LIKELY TO
MATERIALISE AND IS CAPABLE OF BEING SUSTAINED FOR A
REASONABLE PERIOD OF TIME (IN APPROPRIATE CASES EVIDENCE
MAY BE REQUIRED THAT THE UNDERTAKING HAS A SOUND
FINANCIAL BASIS)
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VL.

VII.

VIII.

THE DWELLING SHOULD NORMALLY BE NO LARGER THAN 120
SQUARE METRES IN SIZE AND SITED IN CLOSE PROXIMITY TO
EXISTING GROUPS OF BUILDINGS ON THE HOLDING OR SITE

A CONDITION WILL BE IMPOSED ON ALL DWELLINGS PERMITTED ON
THE BASIS OF A JUSTIFIED NEED TO ENSURE THAT THE OCCUPATION
OF THE DWELLINGS SHALL BE LIMITED TO PERSONS SOLELY OR
MAINLY WORKING OR LAST EMPLOYED IN AGRICULTURE, FORESTRY,
ORGANISED RECREATION OR AN EXISTING INSTITUTION IN THE
LOCALITY INCLUDING ANY DEPENDANTS OF SUCH A PERSON
RESIDING WITH THEM, OR A WIDOW OR WIDOWER OF SUCH A
PERSON

WHERE THERE ARE EXISTING DWELLINGS ON THE HOLDING OR SITE
THAT ARE NOT SUBJECT TO AN OCCUPANCY CONDITION AND THE
INDEPENDENT APPRAISOR HAS INDICATED THAT A FURTHER
DWELLING IS ESSENTIAL, AN OCCUPANCY CONDITION WILL BE
IMPOSED ON THE EXISTING DWELLING ON THE HOLDING OR SITE

APPLICANTS SEEKING THE REMOVAL OF ANY OCCUPANCY
CONDITION WILL BE REQUIRED TO PROVIDE EVIDENCE THAT THE
DWELLING HAS BEEN ACTIVELY AND WIDELY ADVERTSIEDFOR A
PERIOD OF NOT LESS THAN TWELVE MONTHS AT A PRICE WHICH
REFLECTS THE OCCUPANCY CONDITIONS

IN ASSESSINGTHE MERITS OF AGRICULTURAL OR FORESTRY RELATED
APPLICATIONS, THE FOLLOWING ADDITIONAL SAFEGUARD MAY BE
APPLIED;

X.

XI.

WHERE THE NEED FOR A DWELLING RELATES TO AN NEWLY
ESTABLISHED OR PROPOSED AGRICULTURAL ENTERPRISE,
PERMISSION IS LIKELY TO BE GRANTED INITIALLY ONLY FOR
TEMPORARY ACCOMMODATION FOR TWO OR THREE YEARS IN
ORDER TO ENABLE THE APPLICANT TO FULLY ESTABLISH THE
SUSTAINABILITY OF AND HIS COMMITMENT TO THE AGRICULTURAL
ENTERPRISE

WHERE THE AGRICULTURAL NEED FOR A NEW DWELLING ARISES
FROM AN INTENSIVE TYPE OF AGRICULTURE ON A SMALL ACREAGE
OF LAND, OR WHERE FARM LAND AND A FARM DWELLING (WHICH
FORMERLY SERVED THE LAND) HAVE RECENTLY BEEN SOLD OFF
SEPARATELY FROM EACH OTHER, A SECTION 106 AGREEMENT WILL
BE SOUGHT TO TIE THE NEW DWELLING AND THE LAND ON WHICH
THE AGRICULTURAL NEED ARISES TO EACH OTHER.
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3.3 POLICY HOU15

ALL HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS INCLUDING REPLACEMENT
DWELLINGS AND CHANGES OF USE WILL BE ASSESSED ACCORDING
TO THEIR EFFECT ON RESIDENTIAL AMENITY, THE CHARACTER OF
THE ENVIRONMENT, TRAFFIC GENERATION AND SERVICES. THEY
WILL ALSO BE ASSESSED ACCORDING TO THE QUALITY OF THE
ENVIRONMENT TO BE CREATED, INCLUDING APPROPRIATE CAR
PARKING AND SERVICING PROVISION.

(Objective: To provide for a higher quality housing environment.)

34 Emerging Core Strategy Policy CS6 (b)

The Borough of Great Yarmouth has a diverse local economy. It is the main
service base in England for the offshore energy industry and has a thriving
seasonal visitor economy. To ensure that the conditions are right for new and
existing businesses to thrive and grow we need to continue to strengthen the
local economy and make it less seasonally dependant. This will be achieved

by:

B) Safeguarding existing local employment areas identified in Table 9 for
employment use (in this instance the land is identified as EL7 Hemsby Road,
Martham). Alternative uses will only be allowed where it can be demonstrated
that:

e There is a sufficient range of suitable and available employment sites
in the local area

e There is a satisfactory relationship between the proposed use and the
pre-existing neighbouring uses, without significant detriment to the
continuation and amenity of existing or proposed uses

e There is no commercial interest in the re-use of the site for
employment, demonstrated by suitable marketing at an appropriate
price for at least 18 months

e A sequential viability test has been applied following unsuccessful
marketing of the site, based on the following sequence of testing:
mixed use of the site that incorporates an employment generating use,
then non-employment use.

35 National Planning Policy Framework

The NPPF states that planning policies should support economic growth in
rural areas in order to create jobs and prosperity by taking a positive approach
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to sustainable new development. To promote a strong rural economy, local
and neighbourhood plans should:

e Support the sustainable growth and expansion of all types of business
and enterprise in rural area, both through conversion of existing
buildings and well designed buildings.

However, the NPPF also states that planning policies should avoid the long-
term protection of sites allocated for employment use where there is no
reasonable prospect of a site being used for that purpose. Land allocations
should be regularly reviewed. Where there is no reasonable prospect of a site
being used for the allocated employment use, applications for alternative uses
of land or buildings should be treated on their merits having regard to market
signals and the relative need for different land uses to support sustainable
local communities.

4. Assessment :-

4.1 As stated in paragraph 1.3 above, the land subject to this application is
located within an area designated as being suitable for local employment. It is
also outside any village development limits for residential developments as
defined in the Great Yarmouth Borough Wide Local Plan. The site used to
contain some old sheds/workshops/former agricultural buildings however
these have since been cleared and the site is covered in scrub grass. A 2m
high close board fence has been erected along the eastern boundary thereby
dividing the application site from the nearby industrial building and associated
parking. The scrub land to the rear of the site has been submitted for
consideration under SHLAA although there is not decision on its suitability yet.

4.2 The application seeks approval for the erection of 3 barn style single storey
dwellings which have been designed to reflect the adjacent Manor Farm
Barns residential development, which directly adjoins the application site to
the west. However it should be noted that these were conversions and not
new build properties and as such, are subject to different policies.

4.3  Whilst there are no issues with the overall design of the scheme, which is
well-designed and appropriate to the immediate residential dwellings it
remains that the land in question is designated for employment use within the
local plan and, more importantly, it remains so within the emerging Core
Strategy, which is to replace the local plan within the next 2 years or so.

4.4  Consultations were carried out concerning housing and employment land and
this site was earmarked to remain in employment use and no objections were
received to the contrary or arguing why it should be removed from the local
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4.5

4.6

5.1

plan and therefore the designation has been carried forwards. As such this
development is considered to be a departure from policy.

Following the latest refusal of the scheme (Ref: 06/12/0753/F: Change of use
from employment land to residential and the development on 3 no. 4 bedroom
‘barn style’ dwellings) there were discussions between vyour officers
(Development Control and Strategic Planning) and the agents to ascertain if
there was a way forwards with this scheme. It was stated by your officers that
for any scheme to be taken seriously then a robust and thorough economic
viability study and proof of significant attempts at marketing should be
submitted with any future application. Although some evidence was submitted
it is somewhat scant, some of it is outdated as it was carried out 10 years ago
and there were some discrepancies and therefore it is your officer's opinion
that this is insufficient to warrant overriding the clear policy objection that this
scheme has elicited.

Whilst it is undeniable that the scheme would sit well with the immediate
residential barn development in terms of scale and design and would not have
a significant or adverse impact on the visual amenities of the area or the
adjacent residents it remains that the scheme is considered contrary to both
current and emerging local plan policy.

RECOMMENDATION :-

Refuse: as stated above it is considered that insufficient evidence has been
produced to warrant a departure from policies HOU10, HOU15 & NNV5 of the
adopted Great Yarmouth Borough Wide Local Plan and policy CS6(b) of the
emerging Core Strategy and is contrary to the provisions of the National
Planning Policy Framework.
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Workshop 21, Hemsby Road, Martham Gt Yarmouth, Norfolk INR29 4QG
Tel: 071493 749174 Fax: 01493 789175

Email: sales@ssafwindowfilms.com Web: www.ssafwindowfilms.com

Planning & Business Services
Development Control
Town Hall, Hall Plain
Gt Yarmouth Teed
NR302QF

25" September 2013

ik

Dear Sir e f -
c&l;.{i 2| T [T
Application:-0342/0753/F

[ refer to the above application, which I understand goes to committee in October.

I'am happy to support this application with the following proviso - the access road
must be in place and complete before building starts.

This was discussed and agreed with the land owner and I am pleased to support the
application on these grounds.

Yours faithfully

S R Ashton
Director
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MR C CHAPMAN and MRS W CHAPMAN
5> MANOR FARM BARNS

BACK ' *NE MARTHAM

NR29 4y ...

Will be supporting the COU from employment land to residential&
development for 3 barn style dwelling,s at back {ane.

We have been for the change on 3 previous application.s, and
hope this time it is granted.

Yours faithfully,
MR & MRS C CHAPMAN.
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Elaiga Helsdon

Albone, James [james.albone@norfolk gov uk)

- SL‘;T | 24 July 2013 17:33
Tor ' plan
ggbject: 06/13/0274/F Back Lane, Martham

Our Ref; CNF40883 4
Dear Mrs Penn,

RE: 06/13/0274/F Back Lane, Martham

The proposed development site lies in the vicinity of a possible prehistoric barrow known from place-name
evidence and at the site of a medieval or later manor. Consequently there is potential that heritage assets
with archaeological interest (buried archaeological remains) may be present at the site and that their
significance will be affected by the proposed devefopment.

If pianning permission is granted, we therefore ask that this be subject to a programme of archaeological
work in accordance with National Planning Policy Framework para. 135. We suggest that the following
conditions are imposed:-

A) No development shall take place until an archaeological written scheme of investigation has been
submitted to and approved by the local planning authority in writing. The scheme shall include an
assessment of significance and research questions; and 1) The programme and methodology of site
fnvestigation and recording, 2) The programme for post investigation assessment, 3) Provision to be made
for analysis of the site investigation and recording, 4) Provision to be made for publication and
dissemination of the analysis and records of the site investigation, 5 ) Provision to be made for archive
deposition of the analysis and records of the site investigation and 6) Nomination of a competent person or
persons/organization to undertake the works set out within the written scheme of investigation.

and,

B) No development shall take place other than in accordance with the written scheme of investigation
approved under condition (A).

and,

C) The devefopment shalf not be occupied until the site investigation and post investigation assessment has
been completed in accordance with the programme set out in the archaeological written scheme of
investigation approved under condition (A} and the provision to be made for analysis, publication and
dissemination of results and archive deposition has been secured.

Norfolk County Council Historic Environment Service will issue a brief for the programme of archaeological
work when required.

If you have any questions or would like to discuss our recommendations, please do not hesitate to contact
me.,

Yours sincerely

89
James Albone Page 98 of 1
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Jill K. Smith

Fro.. Martham Clerk {marthamclerk@btinternet.com|

Sent: 12 July 2013 114:23

To: plan

Cc: '‘Paul Hooper'

Subject: 06/13/0274/F Back Lane Martham, Revised Drawings.
Dear sirs,

The council have discussed the above application ~ Change of use from employment land to residential and the
development of 3 No. 4 Bedroomed homes. Back Lane, Martham and consider that the original issues with this
application have not been satisfactorily addressed by the revisions to the drawings, and the change of access to the
business unit currently there is totally unsuitable,

The primary access for this development is NOT on Back Lane but is on Hemsby Road. The application is misleading.
The Back Lane secondary access is through a private driveway which is barriered and locked.

The drive detailed is currently used as access to an industrial unit — the use of a shared driveway with the space detailed
on these plans may well be unsuitable for future businesses who may use the site ~ the access to the units should not
be altered in any way that is detrimental to businesses who may be operating from there.

There are concerns over visibility on access/exit of the units — there is a hus stop immediately between the two
proposed roads. They are opposite the Doctors Surgery. There remains insufficient access to the houses for service
vehicles i.e. bin collection, as the new arrangement does not have a large enough space. There are concerns over
emergency vehicle access along this track to the properties.

Many thanks

Sarah Hunt
Clerk.

1
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From: The Strategic Planning Manager

To: Mrs L V Penn

Ref: 06/13/0274/F

Development at: Back Lane, Martham, Great Yarmouth, Norfolk

For: Re-submission - COU from employment land to residential and the development of
3 no 4 bedroom barn style dwellings

Saved Great Yarmouth Borough-Wide Local Plan Policies (2001):

The site lies adjacent to conservation area no 8: Martham.

The site is designated as employment land although Policies EMP14-15 which would
usually apply may not be relevant as they relate to proposals for general industrial uses
and warehousing.

Policy NNV5 applies as the site is on landscape important to the setting of settlements.

The site lies outside the village development limit therefore Policy HOU10 applies
relating to permission for new dwellings in the countryside.

Policy HOU15 applies relating to the effects of new development on residential
amenity, the character of the environment, traffic generation and services.

Emerging Policies — Draft Core Strategy {2013}

Policy CS6 of the emerging Great Yarmouth Borough Council Core Strategy (2013)
safeguards the site for employment use. The policy aims to safeguard existing local
employment areas for employment use and will only release sites if it can be
demonstrated that the proposed new development would generate the same number or
more permanent jobs than could be expected from the existing employment use.

National Policy: National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

The NPPF states that planning policies should support economic growth in rural areas
in order to create jobs and prosperity by taking a positive approach to sustainable new
development. To promote a strong rural economy, local and neighbourhood

plans should:

= support the sustainable growth and expansion of all types of business and
enterprise in rural areas, both through conversion of existing buildings and
well designed new buildings;
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However, the NPPF also states that planning policies should avoid the long term
protection of sites allocated for employment use where there is no reasonable prospect
of a site being used for that purpose. Land allocations should be regularly reviewed.
Where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being used for the allocated
employment use, applications for alternative uses of land or buildings should be treated
on their merits having regard to market signals and the relative need for different land
uses to support sustainable local communities.

Strateqic Planning Recommendation

The proposals seek to develop 3 residential dwellings on land currently designated for
employment use that lies outside of Martham’s village development limit. As the
applicant is yet to demonstrate that the proposed new development would generate the
same number or more permanent jobs than could be expected from the existing
employment designation, the proposal is viewed as contrary to both saved local plan
Policy HOU10 and Policy CS6 of the emerging Core Strategy.

For this proposal to be deemed acceptable the applicant would need to prove that there
is no reasonable prospect of the site being used for employment purposes and that a
change in designation is acceptable. However, this is unlikely as Great Yarmouth
Borough Council's Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (2012) has identified
the site as ‘not currently developable’ and has highlighted developable residential land
adjacent to the site as well as in other areas of Martham.

WG 10/07/13
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] esley V. Penn

Fre.... Kirsty Stokes

Sent: 27 June 2013 08.45

To: Lestey V. Penn; Kim Balls

Subject: RE: Planning Application 06/13/0274/F New "barn style" dwellings on land off Hemsby

Road/Back Lane, Martham

demaonsirated that:

® thereis 3 sufficient range of auftabie and avsilable employment sites in the local ares

e there is  setisfacrory relationship between the proposed use and any pre-existing neighbouring uses, withe it

T L S e - L L - T TS [ R S e s e m T A et e e, w e m e m ) e

« thereis no commercizi interest in the re-use of the site for employment, demonstrated by suitahle marketing at
an appropriate price fur at teast 18 months

; fatility test has been applied following (e unsuccessful marketing of the site, hased on the folicwing
sequence of testing mixed use of the site that incorperstes an employment-generating use, then non-emsioyment
use

in respect of pﬂ!ii\. {56 Ih), ar‘v* in accordance witr Netional Planning Policy Framework Paragraph 22, our client’s
seek amendments 10 the wording of this policy so 1‘“8 in cases where no ecanomically viable employs
develogment can I:n Erought foirward or sustained on

sought where such uses would provide economic growth ing

-\
"l
1]
-
pry

sateguarded employmant sites, then alternative uses may he

he form of new jobs and investment into the z-ea. This
wzuld be particularty sopropriate where sites aliocated for empiovment use are vacant and therafore nnt
contributing 1o the local economy.

Great Yarmouth Borough Council - Customer Focused, Performunce Driven

From: Lesley V. Penn Page 102 of 189
Sent: 26 June 2013 16:53
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| I—!err‘.‘ R (Back Lane), Martham. Your comments will be appreciated.

Thanks
Lesley

From: Ben Woodings [mailto:ben.wocdings@chaplinfarrant.com]

Sent: 03 July 2013 14:17

To: Lesley V. Penn

Cc: Henry; Mark Nolan

Subject: #4332 3no dwellings - Martham - reference number 06/13/0274/F

Dear Lesley

Re: 3no new 'barn style’ dwellings - Martham — app ref: 06/13/0274/F

Please find attached the revised site pian drawing 4332-052A for the above application
which we trust are in accordance with our recent correspondence and site meeting.

To summarise the changes to the application:
*  Ajunction has been introduced half way up the access road 1o serve the adjacent
business premises.
»  The start of the access road has been widened and moved further east to better
accommodate commercial vehicles coming to and from Hemsby Road.
*  Avisibiiity splay has been established at the minor junction serving the adjacent
business lo enable commercial vehicles to see residential car movements.

The D&A Statement has been updated to reflect the above and in addition a small error in .
the blue line boundary has been corrected on the site location plan drawing 4332-051A
which we assume is de minimis.

Please do not hesitate to contact us should you have any queries.

Regards

Ben Woodings
Architect
Chaplin Farrant Limited

[ " o

“Email from Ben Woodings with amendad plans foillowing our meeting for the access at the barn-type development off

Chaplin Farrant Limited
51 Yarmouth Road
Norwich

NR7 OET

Tel: 01603 700000

Fax: 01603 700001
effice@chaplinfarrant.com

woww.chaplinfarrant,com

Mzssaga fron:,
genwoodings@chaplinfarrant.com
Meszage o,
mark.notan@chaplinfarrant.com,
henrvalsion@billockbyfarms.co.uk,
p@qreat-varmouth.gov.uk
Attaciied files 3

To see our email disclaimer click here REIo S norfal <L gov, L

To see our email disclaimer click here e S R s 1o Fab kBN G 0o SR

2
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@ -wNorfolk County Coundi

' County Hall
’ a-t YOUF service Martineau Lane
Norwich
NR1 2SG
Lesley Penn 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: 06/13/0274/F My Ref; 9/6/13/0274
Date: 8 July 2013 Tel No.: 01603 638070
Email: stuart.french@norfolk.gov.uk

Dear Lesley

Martham: Re-submission - change of use from employment land to residential and
the development of 3 No 4 bedroom 'Barn style' dwellings
Back Lane Martham Norfolk NR29 4QQ

With reference to the revised drawings submitted following our meeting with the applicant
and agent on 25 June 2013, | would confirm that the revisions reflect the decision made at
that meeting and are acceptable in highway terms.

It should be noted that the proposal includes improvements to an existing vehicular
access to serve the proposed development. This work is within the public highway and
can only be carried out by Norfolk County Council. However, this work could be conducted
by the applicant if they are prepared to enter into an appropriate agreement with the
Highway Authority. Within this response these works have been classed as offiste
highway works, and further details can be supplied to the applicant in due course.

Accordingly, in highway terms only | have no objection to the proposals as outlined in the
application but | would recommend the following conditions and informative notes be
appended to any grant of permission your Authority is minded to make.

SHC 10 Prior to the commencement of the use hereby permitted the residential
vehicular access (indicated for improvement on drawing number 502 Rev A)
shall be upgraded / widened to a minimum width of 5.5 metres and provided
with kerb radii of 6 metres in accordance with the Norfolk County Council
residential access construction specification for the first 10 metres as
measured back from the near channel edge of the adjacent carriageway.
Arrangement shall be made for surface water drainage to be intercepted and
disposed of separately so that it does not discharge from or onto the highway
carriageway.

Reason:in the interest of highway safety and traffic movement.

Continued.../
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sHE 1A

SHC 14

SHC 15

SHC 19V

SHC 24

SHC 39A

' .. Confinualion sheet to: Lesley Penn Dated : 8 July 2013 -2-

Notwithstanding the submitted details unless otherwise agreed in writing by
the Local Planning Authority the proposed access road shall be maintained
in perpetuity at a minimum width of 5.5 metres for a length 40m and shail be
constructed perpendicular to the highway carriageway for a minimum iength
of 10 metres all as measured from the near edge of the highway
carriageway.

Reason: In the interest of highway safety and traffic movement.

Notwithstanding the provision of Class A of Schedule 2, Part 2 of the Town
and Country Planning {General Permitted Development) Order 1995, (or any
Order revoking, amending or re-enacting that Order) no gates, bollard, chain
or other means of obstruction shall be erected across the approved access
unless details have first been submitted to and approved in writing by the
Local Planning Authority,

Reason: In the interests of highway safety.

Means of vehicular access to and egress from the development hereby
permitted shall be derived from and to the C454 Hemsby Road only.

Reason:in the interests of highway safety and traffic movement.

Prior to the first occupation of the development hereby permitted a visibility
splay for the residential access shall be provided in full accordance with the
details indicated on the approved plan (drawing no. 502 Rev A). The splay
shall thereafter be maintained at all times free from any obstruction

exceeding 0.6 metres above the level of the adjacent highway carriageway.

Reason: In the interests of highway safety.

Prior to the first occupation of the development hereby permitted the
proposed access, on-site car parking and turning / waiting area shall be laid
out, demarcated, levelled, surfaced and drained in accordance with the
approved plan and retained thereafter available for that specific use.

Reason: To ensure the permanent availability of the parking / manoeuvring
area, in the interests of highway safety.

Notwithstanding the details indicated on the submitted drawings no works
shall commence on site until a detailed scheme for the off-site highway
improvement works as indicated on drawing number 502 Rev A have been
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority in
consultation with the Highway Authority.

Reason: To ensure that the highway improvement works are designed to
an appropriate standard in the interest of highway safety and to protect the
environment of the local highway corridor,

Continued. ../

L7 A,

£ T INYESTORS

www.norfolk.gov.uk Page 106 of 189 4o IN PEOPIE

106



Lcontinuation sheet to: Lesley Penn Dated : 8 July 2013 -3

SHC 39B  Prior to the commencement of the use hereby permitted the off-site highway
improvement works referred to in Part A of this condition shall be completed
to the written satisfaction of the Local Planning Autherity in consultation with
the Highway Authority.

Reason:To ensure that the highway network is adequate to cater for the
development proposed.

SHC 50 An appropriate automatic vehicle access barrier shall be provided to the
existing residential development accessed off Back Lane to allow access to
residents of the existing development only. No vehicular access rights for
residents of the development hereby permitted shall be granted. The
landlord shall keep a record to whom access keys have been issued. The
type of barrier shali be to the satisfaction of the LPA in consultation with the
Highway Authority. Reason: In the interests of highway safety and traffic
movement.

Inf. 1 It is an OFFENCE to carry out any works within the Public Highway, which
inciudes a Public Right of Way, without the permission of the Highway
Authority. This development involves work to the public highway that can
only be undertaken within the scope of a Legal Agreement between the
Applicant and the County Council. Please note that it is the Applicant’s
responsibility to ensure that, in addition to planning permission, any
necessary Agreements under the Highways Act 1980 are also obtained and
typically this can take between 3 and 4 months. Advice on this matter can
be obtained from the County Council's Highways Development Management
Group based at County Hali in Norwich. Please contact Stuart French on
0344 800 8020

If required, street furniture will need to be repositioned at the Applicants own
expense.

Public Utility apparatus may be affected by this proposal. Contact the
appropriate utility service to reach agreement on any necessary alterations,
which have to be carried out at the expense of the developer.

Yours sincerely

Highways Development Management & Licensing Officer
for Director Environment, Transport and Development

M ONVES TORS
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. email from Ben Woodings with amended plans foilowing our meeting for the access at the barn-type development off

' 'Henr. Rd {Back Lane), Martham. Your comments will be appreciated.

Thanks
Lesley

From: Ben Woodings {mailto:ben.woodings@chaplinfarrant.com]

Sent: 03 July 2013 14:17
To: Lesiey V. Penn
Cc: Henry; Mark Nolan

Subject: #4332 3no dwellings - Martham - reference number 06/13/0274/F

Dear Lesley

Re: 3no new ‘barn style’ dwellings - Martham — app ref: 06/13/0274/F

Please find attached the revised site plan drawing 4332-052A for the above application
which we trust are in accordance with our recent correspondence and site mesting.

Te summarise the changes to the application;

*+  Ajunction has been introduced half way up the access road te serve the adjacent

business premises.

»  The start of the access road has been widened and moved further east to better
accommodate commercial vehicles coming to and from Hemsby Road.

« A visibility splay has been established at the minor junction serving the adjacent
business to enable commercial vehicles to see residential car movemeants.

The D&A Statement has been updated to reflect the above and in addition a small errorin
the blue line boundary has been corrected on the site location plan drawing 4332-051A

which we assume is de minimis.

Please do nol hesitate to contact us should you have any queries.

Regards

Ben Woodings
Architect
Chaplin Farrant Limited

To seze our emall disclaimer click here nttp://lwaw . oo

To see our email disclaimer click here hton; //wen. oo o]

Ity

hL2

Chaplin Farrant Limited
51 Yarmouth Road
Norwich

NRT 0ET

Tel: 01603 700000

Fax: 01603 700001
office@chaplinfarrani.com
www.chagplinfarant.com

ficaaaga om
pen.weodings@chaplinfarrant.com
Meszage lo
mark.nolan@chaplinfarrant.com,
henryaiston@billockpyfarms.co. uk,
vp@great-yarmeuth.gov.uk
attached files: 3
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Our ref: AE/2013/115658/02-L01
Great Yarmouth Borough Council Your ref: 06/12/0753/F
Planning Department
Town Hall Date: 13 February 2013
Great Yarmouth
Norfolk
NR30 2QF

CHANGE OF USE FROM EMPLOYMENT LAND TO RESIDENTIAL AND THE
DEVELOPMENT OF 3 NO 4 BEDROOM 'BARN STYLE' DWELLINGS BACK LLANE
MARTHAM GREAT YARMOUTH NORFOLK

Dear Sir/Madam

Further to my letter of 5 February 2013 we have received additional information from Mr
Ben Wooding, agent to the applicant that shows that the demolished buildings we
believed to be a source of potential groundwater contamination are outside of the
development site. Mr Wooding has also confirmed that although the land is described
as employment land it has remained unused since it ceased to be used for agricultural
pUrposes.

This new information leads us to believe that the risk to controlled waters is reduced
and we are able to remove our request for conditions 1, 2 and 3 as described in
previous letter. We would request that Condition 4, contamination not previously
identified, is attached to any planning permission. Our advisory comments on SuDS and
environmental permitting for the private treatment plant remain pertinent.

| have sent you a copy of Mr Woodings email for your records.

Yours faithfully

Mr GRAHAM STEEL
Pianning Liaison Officer

Direct dial 01473 706 732

Environment Agency Page 109 of 189
Cobham Road, Ipswich, Suffolk, 1P3 9JD.

Customer services line: 03708 506 506

www srvironment-agency gov uk 109
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Our ref: AE/2013/115658/01-L01
Great Yarmouth Borough Councit Your ref: 06/12/0753/F
Planning Department
Town Hall Date: 05 February 2013
Great Yarmouth
Norfolk
NR30 2QF

Dear SirfMadam

CHANGE OF USE FROM EMPLOYMENT LAND TO RESIDENTIAL AND THE
DEVELOPMENT OF 3 NO 4 BEDROOM 'BARN STYLE' DWELLINGS

BACK LANE MARTHAM GREAT YARMOUTH NORFOLK
Thank you for consulting the Environment Agency on this application received on 14
January 2013. We have reviewed the submitted information and make the following

comments.

Controlled waters

The site is underlain by the drift deposits comprising Sand and Diamicton, both
belonging to the Happisburgh Glacigenic Formation. The former is designated as a
Secondary A Aquifer, while the latter is designated as Unproductive Strata. The drift
deposits are undertain by the solid geology of the Crag Group designated as a Principal
Aquifer, which forms a part of the Broadtand Rivers Chalk and Crag Drinking Water
Protected Area (DrwPA). A number of ponds and drains are located within a close
distance of the site. In addition, River Thurneis located approximately 2,000m
northwest, and Ormesby Broad is located approximately 1,500m southeast of the site.

The application has not provided assurance that the risks of pollution are understood. A
preliminary risk assessment {including a desk study, conceptual model and initial
assessment of risk) has not been provided to satisfy us that the risks to the water
resource receptors associated with the site (the Sand Secondary A Aquifer directly
underlying the site, and the Crag Principal Aquifer at depth) are appreciated and
understood. The risk is not acceptable because there is no evidence to indicate
otherwise.

Environment Agency position

Environment Agency
Cobham Road, Ipswich, Suffolk, IP3 8JD. Page 110 of 189

Customer services line: 03708 506 506
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Yy We consider that planning permission shauld only be granted to the proposed

development as submitted if the following four planning conditions are imposed as set
DHut below. Without these conditions the proposed development on this site poses and
&nacceptabie risk to the environment and we would wish to object to the application. We
also make a number of advisory comments.

Condition 1

Prior to the commencement of the deveiopment approved by this planning permission
no development approved by this planning permission> (or such other date or stage in
development as may be agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority), shall take
place until a scheme that includes the following components to deal with the risks
associated with contamination of the site shall each be submitted to and approved, in
writing, by the local planning authority:

1) A preliminary risk assessment which has identified:
» all previous uses
» potential contaminants associated with those uses
» aconceptual model of the site indicating sources, pathways and receptors
» potentially unacceptable risks arising from contamination at the site.

2) A site investigation scheme, based on (1) to provide information for a detailed
assessment of the risk to all receptors that may be affected, including those off site.

3) The resuits of the site investigation and detailed risk assessment referred to in (2)
and, based on these, an options appraisal and remediation strategy giving full details of
the remediation measures required and how they are to be undertaken.

4) A verification plan providing details of the data that will be collected in order to
demonstrate that the works set out in the remediation strategy in (3) are complete and
identifying any requirements for longer-term monitoring of pollutant linkages,
maintenance and arrangements for contingency action.

Any changes to these components require the express written consent of the local
planning authority. The scheme shall be implemented as approved.

Condition 2

No occupation of any part of the permitted development shall take place until a
verification report demonstrating compietion of works set out in the approved
remediation strategy and the effectiveness of the remediation shall be submitted to and
approved, in writing, by the local planning authority. The report shall include results of
sampling and monitoring carried out in accordance with the approved verification plan to
demonstrate that the site remediation criteria have been met. |t shall also include any
plan (a "long-term monitoring and maintenance ptan”) for longer-term monitoring of
poliutant finkages, maintenance and arrangemenits for contingency action, as identified
in the verification plan. The long-term monitoring and maintenance plan shall be
implemented as approved.

Condition 3

No development should take place until a long-term monitoring and maintenance plan in
respect of contamination including a Heggatld of iiMhitoring and submission of reports
to the Local Planning Authority shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the

111
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Local Planning Authority Reports as specified in the approved plan, including details of
any necessary contingency action arising from the monitoring, shall be submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Any necessary contingency
“measures shall be carried out in accordance with the details in the approved reports. On
completion of the monitoring specified in the plan a final report demonstrating that all
long-term remediation works have been carried out and confirming that remedial targets
have been achieved shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority.

Condition 4

If, during development, contamination not previously identified is found to be present at
the site then no further development (unless otherwise agreed in writing with the local
planning authority) shall be carried out until the developer has submitted a remediation
strategy to the local planning authority detailing how this unsuspected contamination
shall be dealt with and obtained written approval from the local planning authority. The
remediation strategy shall be implemented as approved.

Reasons for the conditions

To protect and prevent the pollution of controlled waters (particularly the Secondary A
and Principal Aquifers directly underlying the site) from potential pollutants associated
with current and previous land uses (including the unidentified industrial use as
identified in the submitted documents) in line with National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF; paragraphs 109 and 121), EU Water Framework Directive, Anglian River Basin
Management Plan and Environment Agency Groundwater Protection: Principles and
Practice (GP3, 2012) position statements A1 — A8, B1 — B3 and G9 - G13.

In the submitted documents, a former industrial use of the site has been identified. As
such, we consider the site to have a contaminative patential, which the application fails
to acknowledge. Water resource receptors beneath the site are vulnerable to potential
pollutants associated with previous land use(s) and we require land contamination
information in line with Environment Agency Groundwater Protection: Principles and
Practice document (GP3, 2012) position statements A2, A5, and Section J: Land
Contamination.

NPPF paragraph 109 states that the planning system should contribute to and enhance
the natural and local environment by preventing both new and existing development
from contributing to or being put at unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected
by unacceptable levels water pollution. Paragraph 120 states that local policies and
decisions should ensure that new development is appropriate for its location, having
regard to the effects of pollution on health or the natural environment, taking account of
the potential sensitivity of the area or proposed development to adverse effects from
pollution. Government policy also states that planning policies and decisions should
also ensure that adequate site investigation information, prepared by a competent
person, is presented (NPPF, paragraph 121).

We refer the applicant to the Environment Acency Guiding principles for land
contamination for the type of information that we reguire in order to assess risks to
water resource receptors from the site.

Advice to applicant — general

_ Page 112 of 189
Land contamination investigations should be carried out in accordance with BS
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5930 1999-2010 'Code of Practice for site investigations' and BS 101752011
‘Investigation of potentially contaminated sites - Code of Practice’ as updated/amended
_.Site investigation works should be undertaken by a suitably qualified and experienced
 professional. Soil and water analysis should be fully MCERTS accredited.

We recommend that developers should:

1. Follow the risk management framework provided in CLR11, ‘Model Procedures for
the Management of Land Contamination’, when dealing with land affected by
contamination;

2. Refer to our “Guiding Principles for Land Contamination” for the type of information
that we require in order to assess risks to water resource receptors from the site. The
Local Authority can advise on risk to other receptors, for example human health;

3. Refer to our “Groundwater Protection: Principles and Practice (GP3)" document
(http://www.environment-agency.gov.uk/research/library/publications/144346.aspx);
4. Refer to our website at www.environment-agency.gov.uk for more information.

SuDS must not be constructed in contaminated ground. The use of infiltration drainage
would only be acceptable if a phased site investigation showed the presence of no
significant contamination. The use of non infiltration Suds may be acceptable subject to
our agreement. We would need to be consulted on the resuits of the site investigation
and on any protection measures.

The maximum acceptable depth for infiltration Suds is 2.0m below ground level, with a
minimum of 1.2m clearance between the base of infiltration and SuDS and peak
seasonal groundwater levels (which have yet to be ascertained). We consider that deep
bore and other deep soakaway systems are not appropriate in areas where
groundwater constitutes a significant resource (that is where aquifer yield may support
or afready supports abstraction). Deep soakaways increase the risk of groundwater
pollution. See our Groundwater Protection GP3 (2012) documents, particularly position
statements G9-G13, for further information.

Environmental Permit

The applicant is proposing to dispose of foul water by means of a private treatment
plant.

if applicants wish to discharge treated sewage effluent into surface water or to ground
they may require an Environmental Permit from us. In some cases you may be able to
register an exemption. You should apply online at http://www.environment-
agency.gov.uk/business/topics/permitting or contact us for an Environmental Permit
application form and further details on 08708 506506.

The granting of planning permission does not guarantee the granting of a permit under
the Envircnmental Permitting Regulations 2010. A permit will be granted where the risk
to the environment is acceptabie.

To qualify for a registered exemption the rate of sewage effluent discharge must be 2
cubic metres a day or less to ground or 5 cubic metres a day or less to watercourse.
You must aiso be able to satisfy a number of specific criteria.

A Standard Rules Permit is available for discharges of secondary treated sewage (to
surface water only) of between 5 cmlgpal%gn tlr§ 091%@/ and 20 cubic metres a day.

Cont/d.. #3



Discharges of treated sewage greater than 2 cubic metres a day to ground and greater
than 20 cubic metres a day to surface water require a Bespoke Permit.

- Please contact me on the details below if you have any questions.

Yours faithfully

Mr GRAHAM STEEL
Planning Liaison Officer

Direct dial 01473 706 732
Direct fax 01473 271320
Direct e-mail graham.steel@environment-agency.gov.uk

cc Chaplin and Farrant

Page 114 of 189
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Ta Conservation Officer
. attention of [an Hardy

T

My Ref: 06/13/0274/F

From: Development Control Manager Date: 25th June 2013
Case Officer: Mrs L V Penn

Parish: Martham 13

Development at:- For:-

Back Lane Re-submission - COU from
Martham employment land to residential
Norfolk & development of 3 No 4
NR29 bedroom Barn Style dwellings
Applicant:- Agent:-
Billockby Farms Limited Ben Waoodings
Billockby Hall 51 Yarmouth Road
Billockby Thorpe St Andrew
Great Yarmouth Norwich

Norfolk

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

Please let me have any comments you may wish to make by Oth July 2013.
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Schedule of Planning Applications Committee Date: 15 October 2013

Reference: 06/13/0413/F

Officer: Mr G Clarke
Expiry Date: 05-09-2013

Applicant: Lidl UK GmbH

Proposal:  Provision of a left turn egress onto Pasteur Road from Lidl car park

Site:

Lidl Foodstore
Pasteur Road
Great Yarmouth

REPORT

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

Background / History :-

Members will recall that the planning application was deferred at the last
meeting as the applicants had submitted further information and the Highway
Authority had requested further time to consider the application

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 a housing to the
north east at Plevna Terrace and the main residential area of Southtown is on
the opposite side of Station Road to the south east.

There is currently vehicular access to the site from Pasteur Road and Station
Road but egress is only permitted onto Station Road. When the original
planning application for the store was submitted in 2004 the proposed layout
showed egress onto Pasteur Road but this was deleted at the request of the
Highway Authority.

This application is for the formation of a left turn egress onto Pasteur Road.

2 Consultations :-

2.1

Highways — Originally objected to the application but following the receipt of
further information the objection has been withdrawn. Highways are still
concerned about the possibility of ‘rat running’ through the site and have
requested that, if approved, a condition is imposed requiring the installation of a
barrier so that only shoppers can use the exit. Highways have also requested
that other standard conditions regarding the construction of the access and
visibility are imposed. A copy of the Highways letter is attached.
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2.2

2.3

3.1

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

Neighbour - A letter of objection has been received from the General Manager
of Thurlow Nunn, the objection is based on road safety grounds (copy
attached).

Highways Agency — As the application will not adversely affect the A12 Trunk
Road at this location the Highways Agency has no objection.

Policy :-

POLICY TCM13

DEVELOPMENT WILL NOT BE PERMITTED WHERE IT WOULD
ENDANGER HIGHWAY SAFETY OR THE SATISFACTORY FUNCTIONING
OF THE LOCAL HIGHWAY NETWORK. IN APPROPRIATE CASES A
TRAFFIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT WILL BE REQUIRED TO DEMONSTRATE
THAT DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS CAN BE SATISFACTORILY
ACCOMMODATED WITHIN THE HIGHWAY NETWORK TAKING INTO
ACCOUNT ANY IMPROVEMENTS PROPOSED.

(Objective: To ensure that new development does not prejudice highway safety
or the free flow of traffic.)

Assessment :-

The B & M store that adjoins the site has the same access and egress
arrangements as the Lidl store, the site was originally granted planning
permission as a DIY store in 1985 and the following condition was imposed on
the consent :-

“After the Great Yarmouth Western Bypass is completed and opened to traffic
provision shall be made on the site for vehicles to leave the site only by the
access in Station Road. Details of such provision shall be submitted to and
approved by the Local Planning Authority after consultations with the highway
authority before any development is commenced”

At the time of that permission highways were concerned that if traffic left the
site onto Pasteur Road it would cause added risk and potential danger to road
users.

When the application for the Lidl store was submitted highways were of the
same opinion and asked for the site layout to be amended so that the vehicular
access on the Pasteur Road side was access only and egress from the site
should only be via Station Road.

According to the submitted information the proposed egress onto Pasteur Road
will help to reduce traffic congestion and queuing on Station Road which is
partly caused by most of the traffic leaving the site having to pass through the
traffic light controlled junction of Station Road with Southtown Road. The
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4.5

4.6

application includes a Highway Statement (copy attached) which explains the
reasons for the application and a traffic/accident survey.

As explained in paragraph 2.1, the County Council’'s Highways Officer has re-
considered the application following the submission of further traffic information
from the applicants and has now withdrawn the original objection. Highways
are still concerned that traffic using Station Road will cut through the site to
avoid the traffic lights at the Southtown Road junction. In order to prevent this
‘rat running’ have requested that, if the application is approved, a condition is
imposed requiring that a token or ticket operated barrier is installed to prevent
non-Lidl traffic from using the new egress.

An objection has been received from the manager of the adjoining car
dealership who is concerned that egress on to Pasteur Road would be
dangerous and that when the surrounding roads are blocked, traffic will cut
through the Lidl car park. If a barrier is installed as required by Highways this
will prevent traffic from taking a shortcut through the car park and Highways no
longer object on road safety grounds.

RECOMMENDATION :-

Approve — subject to the installation of a barrier and the other conditions
required by Highways.
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- NOPfOlk COUﬂty COUﬂC” Environment, Transport, D?:\;e[jﬁfym:;itl

» | Martineau Lane
at your service 2 Lane
NR12SG
Graham Clarke - NCC contact number: 0344 800 8020
Great Yarmouth Borough Council SR Y AR Textphone: 0344 800 8011
Town Hall
Hall Plain
Great Yarmouth
Norfolk
NR30 2QF
Your Ref:  06/13/0413/F 9/6/13/0413
Date: 26 September 2013 01603 638070
Email: stuart. french@norfolk.gov.uk

Dear Graham

Great Yarmouth: Provision of a left turn egress onto Pasteur Road from Lid{ car
park
Lidl Foodstore Pasteur Road Great Yarmouth NR31 OHB

| refer to the Agent's comments in relation to the my earlier response and have taken due
note of the comments made.

After due consideration and taking account of all the factors together with current national
policy, whilst having reservations in respect of the proposal, | do not consider that | could
sustain and objection on highway grounds alone.

However, | can not concur that 'rat-running’ thorough the site is an issue for Lid| alone.
The County Council, as Highway Authority, needs to promote and ensure safe and
sustainable environment in accordance with National Planning Policy Framework, by
ensuring good design is achieved, thereby improving safety and quality.

I'am of the opinion that if the development is permitted there is a high probability of
‘rat-running’ between the Southtown area and Pastuer Road and in this respect it is
reasonable to expect that an appropriate barrier is provided to deter this as part of the
highway works. The barrier should be of a type that can only be activated by a token
obtained, or ticket endorsed, from the store so as only shoppers can use it.

The works will involve alterations to the highway (off-site highway improvements) and in
this respect a Small Highway Works permit will be required in order for the applicant's
approved contractor to work on the highway to carry out these works,. Further details in
respect of the permit will be forthcoming if the planning permission is granted, and this will
be forward directly to the applicant.

Continued.../
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Continuation sheet to. Graham Clarke Dated : 26 September 2013 -2-

Due to the nature of the proposal a Highway Safety Audit should be carried out. The audit
should be carried out by an accredited Safety Audit engineer, preferably with MSoRSA
registration. Alternatively Norfolk County Council can offer this service, and the estimated
cost for this is in the region of £700.00; and which could be included as part of the Small
Highway Works Permit process.

In light of the above, should your Authority be minded to grant planing permission, | would
recommend that the following conditions and informative notes are attached to that

permission.

SHC 20

SHC 24

SHC 39A

SHC 39B

Prior to the commencement of the use of the development hereby permitted
a visibility splay measuring 2.4 x 43 metres shall be provided to each side of
the industrial access where it meets the highway and such spiays shall
thereafter be maintained at all times free from any obstruction exceeding 0.6
metres above the level of the adjacent highway carriageway.

Reason: In the interests of highway safety.

Prior to the commencement of the use of the development hereby permifted
the proposed access, on-site car parking and turning / waiting area shall be
laid out, demarcated, levelled, surfaced and drained in accordance with the
approved plan and retained thereafter available for that specific use.

Reason: To ensure the permanent availability of the parking / manoeuvring
area, in the interests of highway safety.

Notwithstanding the details indicated on the submitted drawings no works
shall commence on site untit a detailed scheme for the off-site highway
improvement works as indicated on drawing number 121001/01 have been
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority in
consultation with the Highway Authority.

Reason: To ensure that the highway improvement works are designed to
an appropriate standard in the interest of highway safety and to protect the
environment of the local highway corridor.

Prior to the commencement of the use hereby permitted the off-site highway
improvement works referred to in Part A of this condition shalt be completed
to the written satisfaction of the Locat Planning Authority in consultation with
the Highway Authority.

Reason:To ensure that the highway network is adequate to cater for the
development proposed.

Continued.../
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Continuation sheet to: Graham Clarke Dated : 26 September 2013  -3-

SHC 50

Inf. 1

Prior to the commencement of the use of the development hereby permitted
an appropriate automatic vehicle barrier shall be provided at the egress onto
Pasteur Road. The barrier shall be of a type operated by token or ticket
endorsement system. The type of barrier shall be to the satisfaction of the
LPA in consultation with the Highway Authority.

Reason: In the interests of highway safety and fraffic movement.

It is an OFFENCE to carry out any works within the Public Highway, which
includes a Public Right of Way, without the permission of the Highway
Authority. This development involves work to the public highway that can
only be undertaken within the scope of a Legal Agreement between the
Applicant and the County Council. Please note that it is the Applicant’s
responsibility to ensure that, in addition to planning permission, any
necessary Agreements under the Highways Act 1980 are also obtained and
typically this can take between 3 and 4 months. Advice on this matter can
be obtained from the County Council's Highways Development Management
Group based at County Hall in Norwich. Please contact Stuart French on
0344 800 8020

If required, street furniture will need to be repositioned at the Applicants own
expense.

Public Utility apparatus may be affected by this proposal. Contact the
appropriate utility service to reach agreement on any necessary alterations,
which have to be carried out at the expense of the developer.

Yours sincerely

Stuzrt Frenst

Highways Development Management & Licensing Officer
for Director Environment, Transport and Development
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Jill K. Smith

i om. Andrew Brown [andybrown@thurlownunn.co.uk]
Sent: 13 August 2013 10:47

To: plan

Subject: Lidl Foodstore Pasteur Rd Great Yarmouth.

Mrs E Helsdon
With referenca to application 06/13/0413/F
I would like to express my concern about the proposed application.

My main concern is road safety as a driver and pedestrian, this area of Pasteur road is busy enough with the crossing at
the traffic lights, Lidl entrance, road crossing and the B and M entrance all this on top of accelerating traffic from the
bridge lights is almost certainly inviting disaster. The local police often set up speed traps just past this area and are not
short of offenders.

My other concern is congestion it is a regular issue in this area whenever there is an incident on either bridge or major
route, the traffic builds up then the side roads Lichfield and Station etc. are used as an attempt to bypass major routes.
If traffic couid then divert though Lidi then this situation for drivers, patrons and pedestrians can only get worse.

| believe the reason for the application is to improve customer access when this situation occeurs, this is certainly
something | wish could be improved and | am sure 8 and M would agree. We have a keep clear section on the road at
the entrance to our site but this is usually blocked in these situations.

t have worked in this area in excess of 25 years and | would suggest a traffic survey over a reasonable period of time to
experience these situations. Hopefully this would result in restricting traffic to this area and imgroving Station road,
Southtown Rd and Matalan junction.

[ would be pteased to consult further my contact numbers are listed below.

Regards

D
AOAY orowi

General Manager

Thurlow Nunn
Station Road
Great Yarmouth
Morfolk, NR31 QHB

Office —01493 603677
Mobile — 07889 851971
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PROPOSED NEW E GRIESS

LIDL STORE %,

PASTEUR ROAD.,
GREAT YARMOUTH

HIGHWAY STATEMENT

October 2012

LIDL UK GmbH
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Taolb ean
Froposed New Egress. Lid! Sore
Pasteur Road. Grear Yarmouth
Highway Statement

PROPOSED NEW EGRESS
LIDL STORE

PASTEUR ROAD
GREAT YARMOUTH
HIGHWAY STATEMENT
Oc;teber 2012

LIDL UK GmbH

Job, No. 121001
Authorised By: J. Lowe

Position: Partner

Signed:

Date:

Al LidE K GmEH ithe CHand 3ad Taepa, L IR0WIATEY IR esapectics wirh the
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Fropased New Egress. Lidl Store
Pasteur Road. Great Yarmaueh
Highway Statement
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T-0+a

sad New Egress Ludf Store

Pasteur Moad, tuveat Yarmouth
leansport Statement

o

13

14

Iniroducnan

The majonny of the mips 1o the Lidl Sicre amve, and ainmatsly dap- f, via Pasieur
Koad, turmng left ouc of the Sravor Road access and left again ar the Southtown
cad 7 Swantn Road juncticn  Due o the capactty of signai uuntrciiaa}' Pastour

v iy

Rcad r southiown Road and Southic w1 Reoad / Smabon Rghd jurcions, however,
takas several cycles of the traffic lights before this raffic can reach Pasteur Road af
peak and other busy times of the day

Az a result driver frustration increases resulting in drivers using gaps i fraffic on
Station Road and Socuthtown Road Jhat would pormally not be considered large
enough for merging rraffic movemdnts. To the south we st, Statton Read pmnanix,
serves the local area, which is predominantly residential. A further consequence of
the delays on the route to Pasteur Road via Southtown Road is that some drivers
destined for Pasteur Road turn right and drive through the local streets to the south.
This 1s further compounded with the queue of traffic that develops on Station Road
making it difficult to see that it i3 safe to turn right cut of the site despite the KEEP
CLEAR markings that have been laid.

To improve this situation a new Left Turn Egress is proposed onto Pasteur Road
from the Lidl Car Park. This will give traffic wanting to return fo the south a direct
connection to the classified road network. It will reduce the raffic that currently
has to pass through the Pasteur Road / Scuthtown Road and Southtown Road /
Station Road juactions, and remove the incentive for non-local taffic to pass
through the Station Road residential area to the south Any queuing that may
develop at the new access would be within the site and not on the highway network

This staternent details the proposed arrangements and the likely changes ia traffic
movements in the area. As this is an existing store no other matters are constdered.
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Prapesed New Egress. Lidi Store
Pasteur Road. Great Yarmouth
Transport Statement

e
<

[

e
[

23

2.4

25

fa
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Existing Situation

Staticn Road has beer designaied as a 20 mph arca as a resui: of its primaniy
residential status

The highway authority have advised that the Pasteur Road 7 Scuthiown Road and
Southtown Road junctions, both signal controlled, are ser ¢ the optimum timings
considaring all traffic movements in the area. There is therefors no potential for
impreving the existing situation by amending the signal timings.

Whilst Southtown Road widens to three lanes at Pasteur Road, at the Station Road
junction it has only one lane with raffic queues often extending back to and Station
Road and beyond to the south. Ofien there will be space n the left or right auning
lanes on Southtown Road at Pasteur Road but the queue in the other lane cuts off
access to the lana(s) with space at the single lane section.

Traffic rying to exit Station Road can ofien receive a green sigaal but is unable to
progress duc to the queue on Southtown Road. There is only a single lane approach
on Station Road so traffic that may wish to turn right onto Southtown Road is
unable o do so if the vehicle in front wants to turn left and 1s unable to make the
turn due (o queuing back from Pasteur Road. At best oty one or two vehicles can
exit Station Road at busy times.

All this leads to driver frustration and some potentially dangerous manoeuvres with
drivers entering gaps that would normally not be considered safe; continuing

through the Southtown Road signals on red; or entering the Yeliow Box area that
has been provided at the junction when the exit is not clear.

The only drivers that should be turaing right out of the site should be those from the
local residential area to the south. Even though this is a 20 mph area, there is
anecdotal evidence that drivers wanting to return to Southtown Road to go beyond
the local area, or even the A 12 via William Adams Way, are happy to drive through
this area than wait on Station Road.

There have been 4 recordad accidents o Southtown Recad betwser Station Road

and Pasteur Road, of types that would benefit from a reduction in queuing in this
locaticn  The acoident locations are shown on Figire 2 with details provided in
Appendix A




T«Lasa
Proposed New Egress. Lidl Srore
Pasteur Road. Great Yarmouth
Traasport Statement

2y Thers has been onlv one accident on Pasteur Boad wm the vicimey of the Lidl store
and that occumad at the pedestnian crossing o the west of the proposed access (the

L

tocaticn shown on the accident locations mdp ot be stnctly correct)  The proposed
gress from the sie 15 wzl away from the orossing and should aot have any

adverse sifect on road safety on Pasteur Road.
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Telaa
Proposed New Egress. Lid] Store
Pasteur Road. Great Yarmonth
Transpert Statement

3 Proposed Arrangements
te fayout of the store’s car park 1s conducive o the provision of a left turg egress
cate Pasteur Road with minimal aiferanons to the EXisting arrangements.  The
Fropesed ammangements are shown on Drawing No 12 L001:01, a copy of which is
provided m the Drawings section of this statement.

L
~

(8
3]

Ty improve circulation within the car park some lane markings would alsc be
provided, also as shown on Drawing No. 12100101, There would be a new barrier
providing security for the site when the store was closed that could also be used to
prevent “rat-running™ through the car park by non-Lidl customers should any
develop once the Egress was constructed.

13 A new Tam Left sign to Diagram No. 606 of the Traffic Signs Regulations and
General Directicns would be provided opposite the new Egress. At the time of the
site visit there was an existing sign opposite the Ingress. It is not known what
purpose this sign is intended to serve as the Lidi Ingress is clearly marked *No
Exit” within the car park and the alignment on the Ingress would make it difficult to
leave the car park should anyoite deliberately disobey the signage. If this sign is
stilf present it will be removed as part of the proposed works to avoid confusion.

34 New tactile paving will be provided where the new Egress crossed for the shared
pedestrian / cycleway along the site frontage.

35 The new Egress has been checked for the required visibility splays for a 30 mph
highway (43m measured from a set-back distance of 2.4m). Such splays would lie
within the highway verge and indeed far greater visibility would be achicvable.

36 The proposed Egress has been checked for capacity effects considering the worst
case time period for a foodstore on a busy road, the weekday pm peak hour.

Ll
i

The Lidl store has an approximate gross floor area of 1380 sqm. A search of the
TRICS database for surveys at Discount Foodstores resulted in the outpug
repreduced m Appendix B, The TRICS Database is a database of survey
information collected at different types of developments with the observed flows
converted to iip rates (the number of trips per 100 sq m gross Moor area in the case

f Foodstorss) sc that the results can be applied to propesed developments of

differani flocr arsas

[n this instance the existin

store

Lad
1Al

2G4y, te sxpectsd ¢
¢ r
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Proposed New Egress. Lidl Store
Pasteur Road. Great Yacmouth
Transpert Statement

Lad
)

Lad

3.13

34

3.15

Y hen surfa;;ed in May 20512, the existing store was found o generate 44 arrivais
49 departures in this period. The ditficulties leaving the site may, rhwv“fji be
having an actual effect on the traffic generation of the store

Tz test the pr\pnsed Egresa it has beep assumed that w;th the cwrent egress issues

generation, 1.2 35 depmes in the pm peak hour

Of the traffic generated by a foodstore, it is usual to assume that around 30% of the
trips are made by customers who were passing the stz in any event as part of
ancther tip (such as the journey home from work n the pm peak hour)y In this
instance, therefors, it is likely that around 15 of the existing departures, with this
potentially increasing to around |7 departures with the proposed Egress, would be
pass-by trips, and with the central reservation of Pasteur Road preventing pass-by
trips being made from traffic on the northern carriageway these 17 vehicles would
use the new Egress to return to Pasteur Road as opposed to 15 using Station Road
and Southtown Road at the present time.

The remaining trips (34 existing / 38 potential) would be trips made specifically to
the foodstores (primary trips), with the customers returning to their origin after
completing their shopping. With the relatively even distribution of population
around the site, for this exercise il has been assumed that 30% of these trips are
made from the local area io the south either via the local roads or Southtown Road,
with the remaining 70% trips split equally between trips from the north and trips
from the south. The total trips are so low that different distribution assumptions
would not lead to materially different effects.

With the presence of the central reservation the maximum use of the egress would
be by all Pasteur Road traffic (those returning to the north travelling south and
turning round at the B&G Roundabout).

[n reality some drivers wishing to return to the north would see this as being too
cch of a detour and still continue to use Southtown Road, but assuming all would
use the new Egress gives a worst case figure.

There would potenitally, therefors, be 17 pass-by trips and 27 primary trips using
the new Egress in the pm peak period, or 44 vehicles per hour (1 vehicle, on
average, every 1.3 minutes) with an equivalent reduction on Station Road /
Scuthtown Road.

e

-2 main road is confeoiied by the maffic siznar

tacogaps are orzated durning wl

gaye i
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rroposed New Egress. Lidl Store
Pasteur Road. Great Yarmouth
Transport Statement

L)

i7

cle time at these waffic lights varies but
gm peak hour, therghy giving at least &7

leavs the car park via the new £2ress,
F

or effzet on the Pasteur Road flow  The o

Ao Fmo- ~ o 5] oo a !
tends o average arcund 90 seconds in th

-
Ty
ot}
a1

Shoutd the pedestrian crossing on Pasteur Road to the west of the access be
operated then usual driver behaviour is to let a driver waiting at an access or side
read upsiream of a crossing leave the side road or access before moving off afier
the crossing returns to green for vehicles. This would result is mors opporfuntiies
for traffic to leave the new Egress.

[t ts concluded that the new Egress could be used by potentially up to 44 vehicles in
the pm peak hour, with there being no effect on Pasteur Road traffic. These
vehicles weuld ne longer use Station Road, Southtown Road and for most of the 44
vehicles, the Pasteur Road / Siouthtown Road junction, resulting in a reduction in
loading of these junctions which will lead to shorter queues and delays for other
vehicles.
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Propased New Egress. Lidl Store
Pasteur Road. Great Yarmauth
Transport Statement

+
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44

Conclusisns

The exising situation causes driver frustratioo and potentially
manceuvres in the vicuniry of the store.

i
fa
3

g
<
~1
[l
ey
ut

The proposed Egress would reduce queuing in the area and improve road safety

The proposed Egress could be conatructed with visibility splays in excess of the
destred standard with no adverse effects on any other junction 7 highway fearurs

At the busiest time, there would be ample highway capacity at the new Egress t©
accommadate the worst case demand, with there being a corresponding reduction in
traffic using Station Road / Southfown Road. There would also be an overall
reduction in traffic passing through the Pasteur Road / Southtown Road junction.

[t is concluded that there are no highways / traffic related reasons why the proposed
new Egress should not be approved with benefits being experienced by all highway
users in this area through the Egress’s approval.
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Proposed New Egress. Lidl Store
Pasteur Road. Great Yarmsuth
Highway Statement

Figures
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Town Hall, Great Yarmouth,
Norfolk, NR302GF
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Schedule of Planning Applications Committee Date: 15" October 2013

Reference: 06/13/0447/SU
Parish: Great Yarmouth
Officer: Mrs M Pieterman
Expiry Date: 17-10-2013
Applicant: Great Yarmouth Borough Council

Proposal: Change of use of hard and soft landscaped areas to car-park.
Alterations including new replacement ice-cream parlour

Site: land north of the Marina Centre
REPORT
1. Background / History :-

1.1 The Marina Centre is a well know leisure facility within the town and is located
in the middle of the Golden Mile and is surrounded by the seafront
Conservation Area. To the north of the site is the Pirates Cove crazy golf
course and to the south is a small car park area. The remainder of the area is
characterised by typical seaside attractions and shops.

1.2  The site subject to this application is to the north of the Marina Centre and is
sandwiched by the crazy golf course. It is currently under used at the rear of
the centre although there are public toilets and an ice cream parlour. The front
of the site is used for siting a mobile climbing wall.

1.3  The whole area is within a Prime Holiday Area and a Conservation Area as
defined in the adopted Great Yarmouth Borough Wide Local Plan.

2. Consultations :-

2.1 Article 8 Notice: 27 letter of objection and a 240 signature petition received
mainly relating to: Loss of the toilets, parking spaces not needed, loss of an
existing business (full copies are attached)

2.2  Norfolk County Highways: No objection subject to the imposition of conditions

2.3  GY Tourist Authority: No response received
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2.4

2.5

2.6

2.7

3.1

3.2

41

4.2

Conservation Officer: sceptical of original plan and appears over-ambitious

Strategic Planning: No response received

Emergency Planning: No response received

British Pipeline Agency: No response received

Policy :-

POLICY BNV10

NEW DEVELOPMENT IN OR ADJACENT TO A CONSERVATION AREA
WILL BE REQUIRED TO BE SYMPATHETIC TO THE CHARACTER OR
APPEARANCE OF THE AREA IN TERMS OF SCALE, HEIGHT, FORM,
MASSING, MATERIALS, SITING AND DESIGN.

(Objective:  To retain and enhance the character and appearance of
conservation areas.)

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.

Assessment :-

The submitted application seeks approval for the change of use of the area to
the north of the Marina Centre from general amenity space, with associated
toilet block and ice cream parlour, which are to be removed. The ice cream
parlour is to be replaced however the public toilet block will not be. New
access to the car park will be from Marine Parade and the car park will be for
use of Marina Centre users. Ticket machines will be on site but payment
machines will be located in the foyer of the Marina Centre.

The Marina Centre is undergoing significant investment and improvement
over the next three years however it has always suffered from inadequate
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4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

5.1

parking and the proposal is to generate an additional 60 spaces, including
disabled parking and motorcycle parking.

The original application sought permission to demolish the entire toilet block
to create parking and erect a new kiosk, however following considerable
opposition the plans have been amended in order to retain some toilet
facilities, a baby changing area and disabled toilets along with the new kiosk.

The amended plans have reduced the number of parking spaces from 60
spaces to 46; however this will still offer a significant amount of parking to the
Marina Centre and will keep important local facilities for nearby businesses,
locals and visitors to the area.

There has been one letter received from the operator of the climbing wall that
is located where the entrance of the car park is proposed, and that this
development will result in the loss of his business. However, it is suggested
that there may be other possible sites available along the seafront and that
the Council’'s Property Services department can assist in helping him find
another pitch. The climbing wall is a very busy and popular feature and its
loss would be unfortunate and detrimental to the seafront attractions and
facilities and every effort should be made to accommodate this attraction
elsewhere.

Overall, the scheme is acceptable as it would generate the parking required
for the Marina Centre and would maintain the local facilities as requested by
opponents of the scheme, who generally have no objections to the proposal
provided that the toilets are maintained and renovated. It would have a
minimal impact on the visual amenities of the area and would not have an
adverse impact on the surrounding Conservation Area.

RECOMMENDATION :-
Therefore, for the reasons given above the proposed development is

considered acceptable and accords with the provisions of the adopted Great
Yarmouth Borough Wide Local Plan and, in particular, BNV10 & BNV18.
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o MEMORANDUM

From Environmental Health

To: Head of Planning and Development
Attention: Mrs M Pieterman

Date: 16 September 2013

our ref PC Your ref: 06/13/0447/SU

Please ask for:  Paul Clarke Extension No: 544

Change of Use of Hard and Soft Landscaped Areas to Car Park. Alterations
Including New Replacement Ice-cream Parlour
Marina Centre Car Park {(North Of) Marine Parade, Great Yarmouth

Health and Safety

Please advise the applicant they will need to be aware of the requirements for
workplace transport safety in relation to the car park (duties under health & safety at
Work Act 1974, Management of Health & Safety at Work Regulations 1999 and
Workplace health, safety and welfare regulations 1992).

Waste Storage

On the plans | can not see any areas designated for the storage of waste in
association with the use of the proposed food premises. Therefore, | suggest the
following condition:

Prior to approval details of the proposed waste storage for the proposed food
premises shall be submitted and approved by the local planning authority.

Paul Clarke

Environmental Health & Safety Officer
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Application Reference [{EgRm ; ﬁmhmems,]

S I

frvalid Consultee Comment? Copy to existing Consultee? ™
Name |sharon want - i
Address ?31] cherry garden lang _ A _ ' f\{(./i:{ )
|m_awpnn_

|saffron walden

]essgx

| For or Against [0BJ [Object
 Speak at Committee TS

total madness, this is the only block of toilets with 2 baby changing facility, where would like to see baby's changed
...an the benches???? which I have done when these have been shutlll you dont need more parking spaces. we are
there every weekend. Great Yarmauth needs facilities such as tailets In a central location such as this for everyone,
Destroying such facilities encourage people to wee anywhere this in turn puts people off walking around beausa of
the smell. Quastion... are you providing a jet wash team to wash down the sides of buildings and in alleys???? no.
disgraceful

|

Mate Frtrred A608-2013 Internet Reference  [OWPCI5
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Application Reference W Attachments |

lnvalict Consultee Cormiment? 1 Copy to existing Consultee? 7~
Name [Adrian Dickinson T
- A . . B l\ ‘\
Address [ﬁ_l‘ljarrlng_tun Strest £ >
| \ : P

These toilets should stay has they are in the ideal location for the central beach prenple have grﬁt a good walk eithar :_.!
way to the nearast tailets if these go to make way for a carpark i

Mate Fntered A6-00-2013 Internet Reference [OWPC34
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Application Reference TRETE

Attachments j

A A e Ak 8 el £ s

Invalid Consultee Comment? [~
Mame ﬁjehdrah hornby ' '
Address !43 milroy avenus
horthflest

&

Post Codgd T s
Telephongg % s ;'3 T g
Email Addres RN PO T Y

For or Against [0BJ  [Object

Speak at Committee | ]

Copy to existing Consultee? ™

these tailets are essential. there are not enough toilets érnyﬁrn;aj,f' to knock these down is the most -stLip.éd idea | have
ever heard. we have spent five weeks in great yarmaouth this year with a toddler and these are the toilets that have
been used the mast by us and thousands af other people.do we have to just let our kids and the elderly wet

themselves, because of the long distance between the other toilets?

Natr Fntererd I'IEDBEEHB
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Application Reference iF T Aﬂachmentsj

e L e

Invalid Co'nsultee Carnment? 1 ' Copy to existing Consultee? ™
Name [Martyn Thompson ) . A
Address [17 7 A el

st geofées_rdad

1/“ d?'t\l )

There's a-p-E“I’fECﬂ}f Qodd carpark the waterside of Marina 'centre; they can .buy that land! T ;..I

* Nata Frterad [16-052013 : © - Internet Reference  IOWPCS2
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Trani’s

135 Middletn Rd
Gorleston

Gt Yarmouth
Norfolk

NR31 7PU

Dear Mrs M Pieterman,

We object to the closure of the toilet facilities in conservation area no 16 application
no 06/13/0447/SU, According to the National Key Scheme Guide this will leave the
nearest toilets to the centre of the beach at North beach seafront and South Beach
between Easter and October. Meaning from October to Easter the only toilets
available will be North Beach !

This will put people off visiting Great Yarmouth. Children will very likely defecate
on the beach. The many business in the area that do not have toilet facilities will have
to either avoid drinking which will harm their health due not excreting toxins. Or they
will have to find a way to take 30 minuets out of their working day cach and every
time they want the toilet, Not something that the vast majority of people can afford to
do ! And that is not addressing the problems of leaving unattended businesses whilst
going on this 30 minuet walk in order to relieve ones self. And then there are the
people who are incapable of walking for 30 minuets to go to the toilet that will have
to either go for the fluid avoidance route or find somewhere else to go that is more
disabled friendly. In a world that is increasing accessibility to disabled people it
seems very strange that a seaside resort should do the exact opposite | Removing the
toilets will only put people off visiting Great Yarmouth.

Yours Sincerely
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Leisure Climbing Ltd
5 Duke Road
Gorleston

Great Yarmouth
Norfolk

NR31 6LL

16.9.2013

Dear Sir / Madam

With reference to the planning application to change the area North of the Marina Centre into a car
park, which [ would like to object to and offer an alternative proposal.

[ own and operate the climbing wall which is positioned on the site that the council want to use as
the entrance to their new Marina Centre car park. [ have been trading with the climbing wall on the
sea front for the past ten years, the last nine of them on that site. Over the years tens of thousands of
children have experienced climbing on the mobile climbing wall. I have a huge repeat business with
lots of climbers coming back year after year, telling me it has become part of their holiday routine.
My company employs both myself and my wife and over the years we have offered seasonal
employment to approximately 20 staff..

The new Marina Centre car park will effectively close my business. The council will be taking over
my site. No alternative sites have been offered. In fact the council haven’t even contacted me about
their proposal and the taking of my pitch.

I do however have a solution to the Marina Centre car parking problem!

Firstly I am aware that the Marina Centre have taken over the car park to the South of the building
next to Retroskate. They can there fore allocate as many of those spaces to the blue badge holders
as necessary, totally improving accessibility to the Marina Centre for the disabled.

All other Marina Centre customers could be advised of the large, underused car park, directly
opposite the Marina Centre on top of the Atlantis complex. This car park has been there for decades
and 've never seen it any where near to capacity. Hardly anyone use it. (I'm sure the Marina Centre
can do a deal with Atlantis for so many parking spaces).

The advantages of my recommendation are:

The mobile climbing wall will stay where it has been for the last nine years offering a great service
to both locals and holidaymalkers.

The central beach get to keep the much used toilets benefiting both business's and the public.
Marina Centre have a cheap solution to their car parking problem.

Tax payers don't have to spend a fortune on building a new car park, demolishing toilet blocks and
relocating ice cream kiosks.

The Atlantis car park will start to fill up some of their empty car parking spaces.

The beautiful flower beds between Pirates Cove and the Marina Centre can stay. Over the seasons |
witness thousands of visitors using these flower beds as a back drop for their photos. [ don't think a
car park barrier is a suitable alternative.

Please give these points consideration and [ would welcome any feedback.
Kind regards
Mark Jolly

Director
Leisure Climbing Ltd Page 149 of 189
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Application Reference i _ Attachments |
Invalid Consultee Comment? Copy to existing Consuitee? 1™
Name [oanne Jores
Address [Middieton Road
Gorleston -

] R
[ |
|

PDSt : 5 . V E

Telep (GRTINERES B iy 4y
Ermail Adg 3 X Yy
For or Against [0BI [Object '

Speak at Committee | -

I strongiy Wnlrajec't to the demolition of the fwhlic toflets to make way for a car pérk Fthink | speé-i? far manyotherswhen

| say the loss of these toilets will have a greatar impact on the cammunity than the benefit tha Marina Centre will gain Lo

from a few extra car park spaces, | wander if this is tha councils weay of closing a teilst block 10 save money under
the guise of improving the Marina Cantre.

Ral

Nate Fritered [13-092013 Internet Reference  [0WPCES
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#ppiication Reference { | ~ Aftachments

Invalid Consultee Comment? [ Copy to existing Consultee? 1
MName [Angela Buton
Address [Green Lane
Bradwsll
[Gt Yarmouth
[Morfollc

Post Codeldzbiss
Telephonef3a
Email Address AR
For or Against [0BJ [Object
Speak at Committee | )

After rea-d_in-g the Great Yarmouth rﬁefcury,l stm.ng_ly"bhject o ;;Iéhnrinrg application I_]i_Sf‘I“S;“UM?fSU in its curent state .4
as it proposes the demolition of the public toilst block. My

| farnily and | are frequent visitors to this pait of the seafrant, we like the fact the beach has plenty of cafes to choose
< | from, deck chair

| facilities a bouncy castle and life guard patral but to enjoy these facilities a public toilet nearby is required and it is
-| unthinkable that § :
|

;.| the council would consider replacing them with a car park . Do the council expect ma to find an alternative toilet

" Nate Faterad (4089013 Internat Reference  [OWPCH
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Invalid Consultee Comment? Copy to existing Consultee? ™
Name fngela Buton T
sddress [ééé’éﬁfﬁﬁéwm e e e o
Bradwell

lét Yarmuﬁtﬁ

Ailalg] Reference (g €]  Attachments i

Morfolk

For or Against [0BJ

Speak at Committee [ ]

unthinkable that

the councH would consider replacing tham with a car park . Do the cauncil expect me te find an aiternative toilet

| facility as | would

nead to go some distance to find these which with a small child is nat practical, we use this part of the beach as we

know that the _
toilets are in easy reach and we can happily spend all day an the beach | guess the council think we can just go

“-. | somewhere else.

" Mate Entarad [14-092013 Internet Reference [OWPCIG

Page 152 of 189

152



PR
b N

Aftachments l Aok 13 qu 123

Ap_phc_étiﬁ_n_-Réfefeﬂce | s
S Copy to existing Consultee? 1

N -~ Invalid Consultee Comment?
S Name Justin Barron l |
", "Address B Charles Burton Close
1. [Caister on Sea

Far ar Against fC_JBJ V[O-bj_ect
Speakat Committes [ ]

I rin a fun park approximately 100rm from thesa toilets and as well as serving mysalf and staff it serves about half of ,y_l
my customers during summer months. Many parents ask for nearest loos to take child before play session begins. ;
These tailats are a trek aiready hut as thev are within sight it is manageable. The parent who has had to dash off

“{ with a child wha is potty training is a recurring theme. To say this would bs detrimantal would be an understatement
not just to the businesses but to visitors. It is the thought and common sense shown to peaple that makes a
difierance and keeps people coming back and by removing these conveniences paople will not want to settle on this
part of the beach which devalues the araa for all businesses in this area.

i
i
i
i
i

gy

 Nate Fatared 12052013 Intefnet Reference [OWPCE?
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Pﬂ;% [5 @,( -

tvalic Cansultee Comment? i Copy to existing Cansuitae? 1

. Name ﬁi}ﬁ?\}i?é i
Address fi5 Vienna Apatments
N~ T

ook

For or Against [0BJ  [Object
Spaak at Cornmittee | <]

This is a vary bad move for lacal businesses!
| understand that a new businas3 want to open but what about the axisting businesses? _
This "ica cream aarlour” is basically going to be a cafe and althaugh it is Aot obvious ta ses fro_m the application, the
: public toilsts near the manna cantra are gaing to Be demolished meaning that the 2xisting businesses on the sea
| front will nat have any nearby toilet facilities for aither the staff or zustomars.
| Surely that is against haalth & safsty?
<1 believs the next closest tailets will be someathing in the region of 400 yards further away?

-4 - | How can this be allowad?

_ [ - What will | do if | visit and bring eithar my young niece or bring a frail relative to ¥armouth for the day?

] 1P THIS PLAN GOES AHEAD GREAT HARM WILL BE DOME TO ALL OF THE EXISTING BUSINESSES OM THE
oy SEA FROMT!

~-| DO THE RIGHT THING AND SEE SENSE AND ALSO ALLOW A PROPER COMSULTATIOM IMFORMING

| EVERYOME NICE AMD CLEARY OF THE PLANS AND WHAT WILL BE DEMOLISHED INSTEAD OF USING

=] CLOAK & DAGGER TACTICS!

R

2 Pate anﬂrel'i 2082073 Internet Referance [OWRCAS
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. 68 Salshury Road
Norwich

Norfolk

NR1 11U

10" September 2013

The planning department

As mentioned in my objection to application 06/13/0447/SU, | enclose a
petition against the demolition of the toilet block.

Those who signed were very passionate about the toilets remaining and
include all of the Landau operators.

The fact that there are 240 signatures collected in only two days out of season
stiouid pe noled, many were not even customers put simpiy asking where the
nearest toilets are.

Since | posted my original objection it has come to light that the Marina Centre

O D contr e B o N, T S IR e Hlhin mmribln AF A LaeoibAls alie el
Nave anc OVEF SO O uic Catl MO 1o The 3CUTN G Tns uuuuuls .:n..ucty Ll

will give them enough car park area for their business needs.

The loss of the toilets would be disastrous for this area of the sea front and the

committae nead tn concidar the futura of the aranc :h:l[h; tn attract vicitare to

the area as a whole and not just that of the Marina Centre.

Robert Trani
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Application Referance  §IARREL _ Attachments | Y }(
~Invalid Consultee Comment? Copy to existing Consultze? §~

. Mame jBeverIy' Shingleton
Address ETGreenoaks
[Morth lancing
fWast Sussex

|

A
1

2L .

For ar Against [f)méj“_
Speak at Committee | 4
Asa fréquenf \fiéitor tn Gt Yarmouth | am wery diéappdir{t'édiwiih these planned changas. A

"1l elact to use this area of the beach because of its tacation to the public‘tnilets and other facilities. | hj&"}'E younrgy )
- | childran (who have limited control of their badity functions) and this location allows me to gat tham swil:tfy to the loos -
“-Iwhan naturs calls. The alternativa is extra puddias in the sand as the next sat of toilets is too f_ar away! My concerns 1

:| arg shared by many of the parents that chose this location and we fear tlhat some less discaring parents and carars
will allow their children to use tha sand as a toilet and leave soilad nappies or worse on the beach. Not a great advert
| for this prime location. ‘ |

£t B i N s w1 e e

e o Tyt A B b2 U VRS s i e B A e TR At S e

Reading the other objections | am bewildered why the council would even consider this as a viable and practical o
" option. It will impact on the number of visitors caming to this section of the beach and therefare effect neighbouring ri
-~ | businesses that rely on our custem. Has anyone cansidered the eldarly and disabled and the problems the loss of 3

toilets will create for them. !
I consider there is adeqguate parking for the Leisure Cantre and having sole use of the adjacent car park sufficient. A
smaller toilet facility could be built using ths increased land allocated te the ice-craam patlaur.

o I .h.ppe \m:{ leggt!gni"ﬁﬂ.!{ h?lﬂ Rrevent theﬁg Qh.anﬂes.,tﬁkinﬂ_ﬂ.laﬁﬂ if net. | will_ha Innlkian far anpthop hasah farma.and,. izl
Y rRrey o _ | «._[

. 'Ei]a.fp'l-:htpreri' 11-09-2013 Internet Reference  IOWPCES
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Application Reference | Attachments J N e ,G;L}q [ | =2,

. Invafid Consuitee Comment? ™ Copy to existing Consultee?
Name Hamie Banham
Address [B1 5t Andrews road
Lingwood
Norwich

Morfolk

For or Against [OBJ  [Object
Speak at Committee | v]

As a local, born and bred in Great Yarmouth | completely object to the demolition of these public toilets. | have two =
young girls who | take to the beach frequently and this area is there favourite part of the beach. It is also a good ;
section to get a nice cuppa from the local caf s. If these toilets are removed it would mean people with young

children, the slderly and disabled would be greatly inconvenienced and have much further to walk. This proposat is
again g very poor decision, much like the building of the outer harbeur which has been a complete waste of time and |
money. Removal of these facilities will create a barren section of the seafront which will greatly affect the local
businesses in that area. ;

Nate Frtered [1109-2013 Internet Reference  [OWPC35
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Melanie Pieterman

Fr"

Sent: 01 - SR
To: i erman Ian L. Hardy
Subject: molltlon of Marina Toilets 06/13/0447/SU

Oear Mrs Pigterman,

Further to rmy apgeal agamnst the demolition of the Marina Toilets pizase find below my recent correspondence

with Sab Durcan on tha matier, Please can you attach thasa notes to my apneal? The distance to the nearest
toflet blocks s showin betow and wa think that the (055 of masa wouid be sariously detrimental to tounsm in
the cenical Beach/ seairont area. 1t would be unthinkable to have 3 scenasio whore visitors to the busiast
seafront area have to walk almost Tkm in either direction to get to the nearest toilet and back

Kind regards

John and Bilky Daniels
Goif Explorations Ltd

Dear My Duncan,

I am writing further tc my previous e-mails regarding the demolition of the Marina Toiiets. There are
numerous businesses that rely on thesea for their staff and customers {6 arcades, & food concessions, 4 beach
concessions, Pirates Cove etc etc) not to mention the general public. | have rmeasured the distance with a
measuring wheel and from the pavernent outside of Pirates Cove the round trip distance to the jetty toilets
is 860m (940yds) and to the Euston road toilets it is 940m {1028yds).

The joss of the these facilities will be devastating to the central beach area and seafront. To ignore the needs
of all of these businesses and the general public for the sake of a few parking spaces for the leisure centre
would be extremely short sightad and would greatly damage tourism in Great Yarmouth,

Fwouid aiso askoway o s feels there 15 no need for toilets m tnis locatiun ic has agraed Lo instaii some in e
new ice cream kiosk at the site? Why would this tenant not be invited to use the toilets in the Marina Centre

just as everybody eise is?

t would urge GYBC to reconsider the scheme and review their prioritizs so that tourism does not suffer at the
expense of one ieisure centre.

Kind regards

Billy Daniels
Golf Explorations Lzl
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Application Reference [ ) _ Aftachments
Invalid Consultee Comment? 1™
Name [Tony Charity
Address [Touchwood

Copy to existing Consultee?

[ound Road
[Blundeston
lLowestoft
[Suffolk
Post Co ! ; 7' ﬂ@ﬁﬁgx SO
Telepho O LRy
Email Addref§gi; ; TRh

For or Against [0BJ  [Object
Speak at Committee | M
For the sake of a few extra-parking spéé_eé '}n_u- are ph:sposing to remove an ameraity'whic'h s irhburtant ta h’lranyr who m.]
visit this particular part of the seafront, particularly older visitors and those with yaung children {or nephews and ;
nieces). This proposal will also have a detrimental impact on the many businesses whose livelihoods depend on the |

area remaining popular (in no small part because it has these facilities). Should the project go ahead | suspect there
will be unintended consequences: businesses closing and further general decline.

|s there really no alternative? The whole thing seems rather rushad and il-considerad, But that is just my opinich.

Mate Frtared [1 0-08-2013 Internet Reference [OwWPca3
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Application Reference] SHTEINIEE Attachments | A K 10}?[{%
Invalidt Consultee Carnment? 1™ Copy to existing Consultea? I
. MName Flché?HLamb ' '

Address {141 Lichfield Road

-

¢
Ty

Post Coc

Telepho

Email Adclre 33

For or Against [GC [General
Speak at Committee | 7]

et

Having viewed the planning application which states "Change of use of hard and soft landscaped areas to car park. i.;f;.l
Alterations including new replacement ice-cream parlour” hawsver some of the statutory respanses have mentioned  © ¢
the demolition and remaval of the toilet facilities. 15 this the case? Are they gaing lo be replaced? This is probably the |
busiest part of the promenade right in the centre of Marine Parada and to remove essential facilities for a few extra E
car park spaces (however much they are nzeded) seems almost scandalous. 1s there a nead for 57 spaces? 30 !

!

!

| much need that the spaces that could be made withaut demalition are nat enough?

| suppoart this planniné ap_ﬁii:;ran,r;.n_” ' e R A R S At

Anything is batter than an empty retail unit, and a branded coffee shop that will hopefully bring customers into the
town centra should be ancouraged. there are ather coffee shops within the area (Starbucks/iviocha etc) but there
should be enough customers that this would have no detrimental effect on thair customer numbers.

Nate Frtered N3-03-2013 Internet Rafarence [OWPCED e
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Shacnrents U Pl e
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) LY
orin of the tanns Centre apphcation Mo O/ 33447751
ga front, espaciaily as it is much needed in the area of the Manna
moval of the tolet facilities
-
e aachon cardens and these toilets are fhe riagp tavailable for me and my customers.
- , hat ¢ are aver HED yands away but that 13 acceptabla  Without the haring Centre tailets t “.e next -—
e ,-HLn i:-ul 23 are 3 quarter of a e sy that is 3 half 3 miie uund trip qust to go to the toitet
oy Sustames are fmilies with srnall chitdren and 2lderly ard they ars not guing to find this acceptatle
- am asked aumerous times for directions ta the nearest talets and this il | IU:\[ be the people that dont
@ e e —— i —_—————— T s e T T T " ’

When fparsonally use 2 the tailets hefore smﬂmnq the cafe there i3 %II’P%!J*I 3 «t-ﬂdy strean of paaple

ajh the rusim doarz, by mid aftemoan § reslly can't imagine the foottall but +do know that closed sections

u oy the public due ta demand  Has any study actualiy baen made in pask seaszan as to
Pam canfident that the numbers would be such that 4 wogld be abwous that the other two —

ront would not cope, shauld the person make it that far that 15l

czad that tha pobie wll bP ab Ie 0 usa the talets in the hhnn:s Tentre front entrance

A g

g tha o o wall not be tol v the centre, aang in excas ;s of the actual

L BN AT T

pair i ation depending on neacby facilities f thero are no [oilet = that
nahody front af the fdanna Centes o keg use of the facilitizs ient going to ;
I

site= an the beach ang all tae naarhy cafes as wel 35 Diratos
i

geling or gone complataly touns
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(ihiset e i o .
Application Reference SETEIIREAN ™~ _auchmens | (ACH< (ofa /13 o
Invvalid Consultae Corament? {7 Copy b existing Consultee? ™
® e T
Address B3 Salisbury Road
[ﬁio:wich
Post Code
Telephone A
Email Address
For or Against
‘Speak at Committee
;Iw\;riéhrto.obja:t stfﬁ:ngly 1o the demolition of the tofiet block 1o make way for a dedicated car park for the Marina el

Centra as thay play a key rols in sustaining the areas viability as a tourist destination. | nun the Esplanade Caf
situatad a short distance from the toilets, | am a regular user of the toilets and sa are my customers, this area
sistains a number of ather businesses including several cafes, beach concessions, an adventure galf couwrse and a
boat operator, the closurs of the teilats will ke to the detriment of all these businesses. _
Have the council done any research on the number of people using these toilats or the effects on the surounding
| businasses and visitars if the toilats ara taken away 1 welcome any committza marmbers to visit my cal and see

7 R R e T R P e s el ot R S SR L D b e 2 i T P e A e i _:___'
how many people ask whare the nearast toiles are. Central baach is a popular area with visitors and reaidents dus 1o <]
| the facilities available, by taking the toilets away the area will become less attractive. A desolated beach is not an

| image the council should be keen tq partray.

“ ¢ | Please consider the following points:-
As the Consarvation Officer has already pointad out that the toilet block could remain and thers would still be room
for 30 car park spaces, the council have not provided any financial documents to support why the larger car park is
required, or documents showing how car park customers will be charged.

SRR e 7 A ST R A, T

LSRR e e e o S ek i YA WAL T A R T4 g e AR et mimns e, TR e T

-1 Thare are currently two sides to.the toilets one for ladias and one for men, a sirﬁp[e solution wnulrtlrbe to demoliéh 20
4 - | one black and convert the remaining one to a smaller divided toilet block for men and women, leaving the ice cream |
-2 tkiosk and substation intact. I
|/ balieve when the Marina Centre was built the replacement of an gixisting toilat black was a stipulation of the planning ]

© & fconsent, |
| The replacemant ice craam kiosk is much larger than the siza of the original if this can b2 replacad why can't a

4 | smaller tailet block be built. TS S

1“1 4lso have concamns about the increased traffic crossing the pramenade posing a danger to the horsa-drawn fandaus, |

“1raad train, padestrians and cyclists. - .

- e

Nate Fatarad 0909-2013 Internet Reference  1OWPCS!
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Attachments

o R AT ko At

Application Reference AR
Invalid Consultee Comment?
Name [Ksith Graham 7
Address [186 Fakenham Road
i"l' averham ~
Narwich

Post Code
Telephone
Email Address

o - For or Against MOBY
. Speak at Commitee |

AN T )q [ 13, o
Copy to existing Consultee?

Nate Frtererd 05052013 Internet Reference owPcra

Page 167 of 189

167

Mare car parking spaces are not needed as much as toilet facilities.




Attachimants J

Appticatmn Reference ns _ Attachimants _
' Eﬂ\-’alld CDI‘I uitee Cnmment'? f‘ ) s o Copy tu EXIQUI’[:} Cangu[tee‘? .
“Name duncanwatta ' T
2 "Ad;i,ress 104 main street '
ERE [k|hwmh T
|E!CEStBI’ShII’E '

_Post Code
" Telephone -
EmallAddress A
For or Against |[OBJ IObJect

| f,"-Srpeak at Committee | E

We wisit Ihls part nfthe beach o0 mang,f times a yearwhen we wsut our hollday chalst in Mundsley the idea to remove ,:._I
- | the toilets from here and not replace them will affect so many visitars as the nearest facilities are more then a good ‘
" -|walk away, The thought of sesing people urinating in bush's which is what will happen will so down grade the area,

1
-~ | and how many additional car parking spaces will be gained the negitive’s to this plan far out way any positives gained f

= {
i
!

Mate Enterad 09-08-2013 Internet Reference  OWPC77
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T TR _ Cat
it s (G B

éppliaatian Referénc}e

Attachmants l

Invalid Cansultze Cormnment? [ Copy to existing Consuitee? 7
Mame BiliyrDaniels o ) ' -
Address Pirates Cove Adventure Golf
[Méﬁne Paradsa '
(Graat Y armouth
iNarfolk

G
il

Post Codey i

... FororAgainst [0BJ_bject
7 Bpaak at Commitiee [ 3]

We objact to the demolition of the toilst facilities as thass ara of great valus to tourism an the central seafront and Poudt

| central beach. Without thesa there will be no public toilets between the Jetty and Euston Read. This would be

- | particularly unhalpiul to the elderly and disabled or visitors with young children. It is also probably the prime tourist

- 7| area on the seafront and it seems unthinkahle that we would not be able to provide visitars with toilsts here. This

~ | would be a problem for all local businesses and in particular for Pirates Cave as we hava ng access Lo local sawers. e
~ .| The remaval of the toilets would have a disastrous effect on trade for all nearby businessaes. The schems |ooks Emh
"~ | averdone in as much that a smaller car park could b» introducad (which dogs nat involvs sxtending the promanade) at |

Tlass cost and the toilet block could remain. it could even b that the toilst block is reduced in size to allow for mars
*" | car parking spaces ie the Gents toilet could become a ladies and gents simply by Iguilding a dividing wall To have

1o toilet facilities in the middle of a tourist resort would be uttarly unthinkable and disastrous for tourism businasses.

. Paie Enfered 09053013 " internat Refarerice - [OWPCTE
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Environment, Transport, Development

L ‘.Norf0lk COUﬂt)/ COUHCII County Hall

R SRy SR : Martineau Lane
" at your service auLane
e NR1 258G
“Mel Pieterman NCC contact number: 0344 800 8020
. Great Yarmouth Borough Council Textphone: 0344 800 8011
Town Hall
Hall Plain
. " Great Yarmouth
- Norfolk
~ - NR302QF
. YourRef: 06/13/0447/SU My Ref: 9/6/13/0447
‘Date: 5 September 2013 Tel No.: 01803 638070
7 Email: stuart.french@norfolk.gov.uk
L -_D'ear Mel

| '_Great Yarmouth: Change of use of hard and soft landscaped areas to car park.
_Alterations including new replacement ice-cream parlour
“Marina Centre Car Park (North of) Marine Parade Great Yarmouth

The proposals have been subject to pre-application advice and the proposals have taken
on board the Highway Authority's comments.

The works will involve alterations to the highway (off-site highway improvements) and in
this respect a Small Highway Works permit will be required in order for the applicant's
approved contractor to work on the highway to carry out these works,. Further details in
respect of the permit will be forthcoming if the planning permission is granted, and this will
be forward directly to the applicant.

It is unclear from the submission as to whether a Highway Safety Audit has been carried
out on the works, primarily in relation to those affecting the highway. Due to the nature of
the proposal it is consider that such an audit should be carried out. The audit should be
carried out by an accredited Safety Audit engineer, preferably with MSoRSA registration.
Alternatively Norfolk County Council can offer this service, and the estimated cost for this
is in the region of £700.00; and which could be included as part of the Small Highway
Works Permit process.

You will be ware that over recent years Marine Parade, in partnership with the Borough
Council, has undergone significant environmental enhancement works, and it is imperative
that the materials used on the highway match the materials that have been used in the
enhancement project. Any queries in relation to materials should be addressed to the
highway engineer for the area, Robert West on 0344 800 8020

Whilst having no objection to the proposals, | would recommend that the following
conditions and informative notes are appended to any grant of permission your Authority
is minded to make.

Continued. ../

7N PVESTORS
¥ oo - -
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Continuation sheet to: Mel Pieterman Dated ;. & September 2013 -2-

SHC 39A

SHC 39B

SHC 50

Inf. 1

Notwithstanding the details indicated on the submitted drawings no works
shall commence on site until a detailed scheme for the off-site highway
improvement works as indicated on drawing number 13374/201 Rev A have
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority in
consultation with the Highway Authority.

Reason: To ensure that the highway improvement works are designed to an
appropriate standard in the interest of highway safety and to protect the
environment of the local highway corridor.

Prior to the first occupation of the development hereby permitted the off-site
highway improvement works referred to in Part A of this condition shall be
completed to the written satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority in
consultation with the Highway Authority.

Reason: To ensure that the highway network is adequate to cater for the
development proposed.

The materials used in the off-site highway works shall match as far as is
reasonably practicable the existing highway materials.

Reason: To ensure visual continuity and to protect the environment of the
local highway corridor.

it is an OFFENCE to carry out any works within the Public Highway, which
includes a Public Right of Way, without the permission of the Highway
Authority. This development involves work to the public highway that can
only be undertaken within the scope of a Legal Agreement between the
Applicant and the County Council. Please note that it is the Applicant’'s
responsibility to ensure that, in addition to planning permission, any
necessary Agreements under the Highways Act 1980 are aiso obtained; for
SHWP typically this can take befween 3 and 4 months. Advice on this
matter can be obtained from the County Council’s Highways Development
Management Group based at County Hall in Norwich. Please contact Stuart
French on 0344 800 8020.

Public Utility apparatus may be affected by this proposal. Contact the
appropriate utility service to reach agreement on any necessary alterations,
which have to be carried out at the expense of the developer.

If required, street furniture will need to be repositioned at the Appiicants own
expense.

Highways Development Management & Licensing Officer
for Director Environment, Transport and Development

www.norfolk.gov.uk Page 171 of 189
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Schedule of Planning Applications Committee Date: 15 October 2013

Reference: 06/13/0439/SU
Parish: Gorleston
Officer: Mr G Clarke
Expiry Date: 26-09-2013

Applicant: GY Community Housing
Proposal:  Use of four communal grass areas for communal parking areas

Site: Oxford Avenue/Brasenose Avenue
Gorleston

REPORT

1. Background / History :-

1.1 The areas involved in the application are four grassed areas in the Oxford
Avenue/Brasenose Area of the Magdalen Estate. The proposal will provide
parking for 42 cars which will not be allocated to particular properties but will be
used on a first come first serve basis. Two of the areas will provide spaces
directly adjoining the road, the large area adjoining Oxford Avenue will provide
18 spaces in a parking area with a single point of access. The fourth area is an
area of open space laid to grass which separates two terraces of houses
between Brasenose Avenue and Oxford Avenue.

1.2 There is a shortfall of parking available within the estate and the proposal has
been put forward as a way of increasing off-road parking to help to reduce
parking problems in the surrounding area.

2 Consultations :-

2.1 Highways — No objections subject to standard conditions.

2.2 Neighbours — Two letters/comments have been received, one person objects to
the loss of open space at Brasenose Avenue, the other has no objections
subject to the spaces being permit only.

2.3 Norfolk Constabulary — Supports the application but has some concerns if
planting/landscaping conceals the parking areas.

2.4 Trees Officer — No objections but would recommend using techniques to limit
the impact on mature trees.
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3.1

41

4.2

4.3

4.4

Policy :-

POLICY TCM13

DEVELOPMENT WILL NOT BE PERMITTED WHERE IT WOULD
ENDANGER HIGHWAY SAFETY OR THE SATISFACTORY FUNCTIONING
OF THE LOCAL HIGHWAY NETWORK. IN APPROPRIATE CASES A
TRAFFIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT WILL BE REQUIRED TO DEMONSTRATE
THAT DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS CAN BE SATISFACTORILY
ACCOMMODATED WITHIN THE HIGHWAY NETWORK TAKING INTO
ACCOUNT ANY IMPROVEMENTS PROPOSED.

(Objective: To ensure that new development does not prejudice highway safety
or the free flow of traffic.)

Assessment :-

When the Magdalen Estate was laid out few residents owned cars and there
was sufficient parking available, over the years with increasing car ownership
parking on the estate has become a problem with the lack of parking leading to
inappropriate parking near road junctions and on landscaped areas. GY
Community Housing has identified the sites involved in the application as
having the potential to provide off-road parking which will help to solve the
parking problems. According to the Design and Access Statement submitted
with the application, consultations have been carried out with tenants in the
area and the maijority are in favour of the idea.

The Highways Officer has no objections to the proposal subject to resolving
some minor design and landscape issues.

One of the comments received states that the car parking would be a useful
addition to the community assuming that it is permit only, they would not like to
see the area being turned into an overflow car park for the hospital and other
local amenities. As it will not be possible to allocate a space to every house in
the area Community Housing are of the opinion that it is better to leave the
spaces unmarked so they are used on a first come, first served basis. This
view is also supported by the Police who say in their letter that as there is not
sufficient parking to provide one space for each dwelling any allocation would
probably cause more problems in this case.

The other letter is from the occupier of no. 148 Brasenose Avenue which raises
concerns that the communal green between the houses off Brasenose Avenue
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will be lost which is an area where children enjoy playing. There are terraces of
houses on either side of this area and the open space provides a break
between them and an area where children can play as the letter writer states.
However, none of the occupiers of the dwellings facing the open space have
objected and it therefore has to be assumed that they support the application
and would rather have parking spaces than the grassed area.

4.5 The proposed spaces will provide much needed parking in the area and in
general the need for the parking is supported by local residents.

5 RECOMMENDATION :-

5.1 Approve — the proposal complies with Policy TCM13 of the Great Yarmouth
Borough-Wide Local Plan.
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Application Reference MEHE _ Attachmants | s

Invalid Consultee Comment? Copy to existing Consultee?

Mame %calﬁrﬁ P
Address EQD brasenose avenus

i
I
|

Post Code NR317EP
Telephone 7957857812 o
Email Address j;aiqmﬂshf_ﬁg@hutmail.cn.uk
For or Against NOS  |Subject ta Condition

Speak at Commitiee | e

i think this would be a useful additien to our eommunity assuming that its permit only, | dant want what i like to think 2
of as my frant fawn being turned inta a overflow carpark for the hospital and other local amenities, there is a need for '
more carparking spaces within the local area as i have had to park some distance from my propenty on several

accasions but it must put local rasidents first. we will be the ones who lose ewr communal green space so it makes
sense that we should be the ones to benefit - PUT LOGALS FIRST!

Nate Frterad Q"é-dé-ﬁljﬁ internet Reference 'fOWPCT?
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Graham A. Clarke

m: Jason Beck
Sent: 03 October 2013 12:46
To: Graham A. Clarke
Subject: 06/13/0439/SU

Hello Graham,
1 just wanted to add a little more advise to the above application

Patrick Tabor suggested the development should follow the no dig, load bearing specification for driveways and
parking areas as outlined in APN1.

Many Thanks

JASON BECK

Planning Assistant (Strategic Planning)
Great Yarmouth Borough Council

Tel: 01493 846422 E-mail: jb@great-yarmouth.gov.uk

Website: www.great-varmouth.gov.uk

The information contained in this email is intended only for the person or organisation to which it is
addressed. If you have received it by mistake, please disregard and notify the sender immediately.
Unauthorised disclosure or use of such information may be a breach of legislation or
confidentiality and may be legally privileged.

Emails sent from and received by Members and employees of Great Yarmouth Borough Council
may be monitored.

Unless this email relates to Great Yarmouth Borough Council business it will be regarded by the
Council as personal and will not be authorised by or sent on behalf of the Council. The sender will
have sole responsibility for any legal actions or disputes that may arise.

Correspondence Address: Town Hall, Hall Plain, Great Yarmouth, Norfolk NR30 2QF
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PLANNING APPLICATIONS CLEARED BETWEEN 01-SEP-13 AND 30-SEP-13 FOLLOWING
DETERMINATION BY THE GROUP MANAGER (PLANNING) UNDER DELEGATED POWERS

REFERENCE 06/13/0333/CD
PARISH Belton & Browston 10
PROPOSAL Demo.of extg barns & rebldg of barns for pro.unit for an
adult with learning diff.store & act. DOC 4 - PP:06/11/056/F
SITE Decoy Farm Browston Lane
Browston Great Yarmouth
APPLICANT Kingsley Healthcare
DECISION APPROVE (CONDITIONS)
REFERENCE 06/13/0426/F
PARISH Belton & Browston 10
PROPOSAL Proposed single storey rear extension
SITE 57 Fern Gardens Belton
Great Yarmouth NR31 9QY
APPLICANT Mr A King
DECISION APPROVE
REFERENCE 06/13/0437/F
PARISH Belton & Browston 10
PROPOSAL Two storey side extension and new garage
SITE The Jays Beccles Road
Belton Great Yarmouth
APPLICANT Mr S Westgate
DECISION APPROVE
REFERENCE 06/13/0448/F
PARISH Belton & Browston 10
PROPOSAL Side and rear two storey extension
SITE 1 Selwyn Drive Belton
Great Yarmouth NR31 9LP
APPLICANT Mr I Walpole
DECISION APPROVE
REFERENCE 06/13/0323/F
PARISH Bradwell S 2
PROPOSAL Demo.of extg 2m high boundary wall that sep.front & rear gar
den.New 2m high wall to enclose land.Re-pos.gate
SITE 31 Clover Way Bradwell
Great Yarmouth NR31 8RH
APPLICANT Mr J High
DECISION APPROVE
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PLANNING APPLICATIONS CLEARED BETWEEN 01-SEP-13 AND 30-SEP-13 FOLLOWING
DETERMINATION BY THE GROUP MANAGER (PLANNING) UNDER DELEGATED POWERS

REFERENCE 06/13/0324/F
PARISH Bradwell S 2
PROPOSAL Provision of war memorial for village of Bradwell
SITE Church Walk (Open Space)
Bradwell Great Yarmouth
APPLICANT Mr I Caborn
DECISION APPROVE
REFERENCE 06/13/0429/F
PARISH Bradwell S 2
PROPOSAL Proposed side extension to form utility room and porch
SITE High Beeches Beech Rise Bradwell
Great Yarmouth NR31 8NU
APPLICANT Mrs L Carass
DECISION APPROVE
REFERENCE 06/13/0445/F
PARISH Burgh Castle 10
PROPOSAL Proposed rear extension over existing single storey
extension - to form enlarged bedrooms
SITE 5 High Road Burgh Castle
Great Yarmouth
APPLICANT Mr Turner
DECISION APPROVE
REFERENCE 06/13/0404/F
PARISH Caister On Sea 3
PROPOSAL Static caravan to provide anc. residential ace. & storage/ e
treament room for Home Heamo dialysis for diaylsis patient
SITE 11 Reynolds Averue (Land to rear of)
Caister Great Yarmouth
APPLICANT Mrs A Nicholson
DECISION APPROVE
REFERENCE 06/13/0431/PDE
PARISH Caister On Sea 3
PROPOSAL Notification of larger home extension - Flat roof
extension to provide kitchen/ dining area and entrance lobby
SITE 52 Roman Way Caister
Great Yarmouth NR30 5JX
APPLICANT Mir N Beckett
DECISION APPROVE
REFERENCE 06/13/0334/F
PARISH Filby 6
PROPOSAL Proposed conservatory to rear
SITE 2 Foundry Cottage Main Road
Filby Great Yarmouth
APPLICANT Lyn Baker
DECISION APPROVE
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PLANNING APPLICATIONS CLEARED BETWEEN 01-SEP-13 AND 30-SEP-13 FOLLOWING
DETERMINATION BY THE GROUP MANAGER (PLANNING) UNDER DELEGATED POWERS

REFERENCE 06/13/0420/L.B
PARISH Filby 6
PROPOSAL Retrospective application for two windows - and replacement
of a further eight
SITE Chestnut House Main Road
Filby Great Yarmouth
APPLICANT Mr G Walton
DECISION LIST.BLD.REFUSE
REFERENCE 06/13/0424/F
PARISH Filby 6
PROPOSAL Single storey flat roof rear extension
SITE Valentine Cottage Main Road
Filby Great Yarmouth
APPLICANT Mr C Avery
DECISION APPROVE
REFERENCE 06/13/0423/F
PARISH Great Yarmouth 5
PROPOSAL Proposed single storey front extensions. T'wo storey rear
extension
SITE 146 Burgh Road Gorleston
Great Yarmouth NR31 8§AZ
APPLICANT Mr B Ainslie
DECISION APPROVE
REFERENCE 06/13/0455/F
PARISH Great Yarmouth 5
PROPOSAL Proposed conservatory at front
SITE 19 Exeter Road Gorleston
Great Yarmouth NR31 7QD
APPLICANT Mr D Williams
DECISION APPROVE
REFERENCE 06/13/0468/CD
PARISH Great Yarmouth 5
PROPOSAL Demo.of former PH & erect 8 2- bedrmd terraced hses,1 3-bedrm
hse,6 2-bedrm aparts,& 3-1bed aparts.DOC 4,10,12,13 -12/0052
SITE Former White Horse PH 39 Burnt Lane
Gorleston Great Yarmouth
APPLICANT Wellington Construction Ttd
DECISION APPROVE (CONDITIONS)
REFERENCE 06/13/0311/F
PARISH Great Yarmouth 9
PROPOSAL Construction of a single storey vehicle servicing,
repair and MOT test centre and alterations to car parking
SITE Gapton Hall Road Great Yarmouth
Norfolk NR31 ONL
APPLICANT Technostar Ltd
DECISION APPROVE
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PLANNING APPLICATIONS CLEARED BETWEEN 01-SEP-13 AND 30-SEP-13 FOLLOWING
DETERMINATION BY THE GROUP MANAGER (PLANNING) UNDER DELEGATED POWERS

REFERENCE 06/13/0352/F

PARISH Great Yarmouth 9

PROPOSAL Erection of four industrial units with ancillary storage
yards and car parking facilities

SITE Harfreys Road Great Yarmouth
Norfolk NR31 OLS

APPLICANT J W Munnings

DECISION APPROVE

REFERENCE 06/13/0456/A

PARISH Great Yarmouth 11

PROPOSAL Fascia signs, window graphics, ATM display and post sign

SITE 150 Brasenose Avenue One Stop Community Stores Litd
Gorleston Gireat Yarmouth

APPLICANT One Stop Convenience Stores

DECISION ADV. CONSENT

REFERENCE 06/13/0470/PDE

PARISH Great Yarmouth 11

PROPOSAL Notification of larger home extension - Demolition of
existing rear conservatory and erection of new rear extension

SITE 204 Brasenose Avenue Gorleston
Great Yarmouth NR31 7EE

APPLICANT Mr G Cornwall

DECISION PERMITTED DEV.

REFERENCE 06/13/0174/F

PARISH Great Yarmouth 14

PROPOSAL Change of use and alterations to create 4 self contained
dwellings

SITE 20 & 21 South Quay Great Yarmouth
Norfolk NR30 2RG

APPLICANT Shallosquare Ltd

DECISION APPROVE

REFERENCE 06/13/0175/LB

PARISH Great Yarmouth 14

PROPOSAL Change of use and alterations to create 4 self contained
dwellings

SITE 20 & 21 South Quay Great Yarmouth
Norfolk NR30 2RG

APPLICANT Shallosquare Ltd

DECISION LIST.BLD.APP

REFERENCE 06/13/0392/CU

PARISH Great Yarmouth 14

PROPOSAL Retrospective application for change of use from guest house
to HMO

SITE 11 Nelson Road South Great Yarmouth
Norfolk NR30 3JL

APPLICANT Mr G Cracknell

DECISION APPROVE
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PLANNING APPLICATIONS CLEARED BETWEEN 01-SEP-13 AND 30-SEP-13 FOLLOWING
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REFERENCE 06/13/0412/A
PARISH Great Yarmouth 14
PROPOSAL Double sided projecting illuminated sign
SITE 167 King Street Great Yarmouth
Norfolk NR30 2PA
APPLICANT Salvation Army Charity Shop
DECISION ADY. CONSENT
REFERENCE 06/13/0427/F
PARISH Great Yarmouth 14
PROPOSAL COU from single residential house to house in multiple oce
,comprising of 6 flats with shared kit & bathroom accom.
SITE 33 Rodney Road Great Yarmouth
Norfolk NR30 2LH
APPLICANT Mrs L Hudson
DECISION APPROVE
REFERENCE 06/13/0340/F
PARISH Great Yarmouth 15
PROPOSAL Replacement of railings and gates
SITE St Nicholas Priory CE VA Junior School
St Nicholas Road Great Yarmouth
APPLICANT Mr M Adams
DECISION REFUSED
REFERENCE 06/13/0434/F
PARISH Great Yarmouth 15
PROPOSAL Removal of condition no.1 of Planning Permission
06/12/0559/CU restricting use as HMO to Mr & Mrs D Halford
SITE 108 Wellesley Road Abbeydale
Great Yarmouth NR30 2AR
APPLICANT Mr D Halford
DECISION APPROVE
REFERENCE 06/13/0305/F
PARISH Great Yarmouth 19
PROPOSAL Proposed first floor extension over kitchen and bathroom
SITE 32 Blackwall Reach Gorleston
Great Yarmouth NR31 6RU
APPLICANT Mr T Betts
DECISION APPROVE
REFERENCE 06/13/0411/A
PARISH Great Yarmouth 19
PROPOSAL Replacement of 1 fascia and [ hanging/projecting sign
SITE 85 High Street Sue Ryder Care
Gorleston Great Yarmouth
APPLICANT Mrs E Jarmin
DECISION ADY. CONSENT
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PLANNING APPLICATIONS CLEARED BETWEEN 01-SEP-13 AND 30-SEP-13 FOLLOWING
DETERMINATION BY THE GROUP MANAGER (PLANNING) UNDER DELEGATED POWERS

REFERENCE 06/13/0444/F

PARISH Great Yarmouth 21

PROPOSAL Proposed rear single storey kitchen and living room
extension

SITE 32 Hawkins Avenue Great Yarmouth
Norfolk NR30 4AH

APPLICANT Mr Hannant

DECISION APPROVE

REFERENCE 06/13/0460/F

PARISH Great Yarmouth 21

PROPQOSAL Proposed front porch to allow for installation of new
staircase

SITE 28 Kitchener Road Great Yarmouth
Norfolk NR30 4HU

APPLICANT Mr C Barford

DECISION APPROVE

REFERENCE 06/13/0428/A

PARISH Hopton On Sea 2

PROPOSAL Freestanding advertisement hoarding

SITE Sidegate Road (Land at) Hopton
Great Yarmouth Norfolk

APPLICANT East Coast Hospice Ltd

DECISION ADV. CONSENT

REFERENCE 06/13/0430/F

PARISH Hopton On Sea 2

PROPOSAL Erection of single storey side and rear extension

SITE 7 St Clement Mews Hopton
Great Yarmouth NR31 952

APPLICANT Mr P Halifax

DECISION APPROVE

REFERENCE 06/13/0491/CD

PARISH Hopton On Sea 2

PROPOSAL Proposed 3 bedroom bungalow and detached double garage -
Discharge of Conditions 3 & 4 Re: PP 06/13/0285/F

SITE Marine Close (Land off)
Gorleston (Parish of Hopton) Great Yarmouth

APPLICANT Mr T Hall

DECISION APPROVE

REFERENCE 06/12/0679/EU

PARISH Ormesby St.Marg 16

PROPOSAL Application for a certificate of lawfulness for existing use
of portacabin as a residential unit

SITE 79A Yarmouth Road Ormesby St Margaret
Great Yarmouth NR29 3QF

APPLICANT Mr R Samuels

DECISION EST/LAW USE CER.
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PLANNING APPLICATIONS CLEARED BETWEEN 01-SEP-13 AND 30-SEP-13 FOLLOWING
DETERMINATION BY THE GROUP MANAGER (PLANNING) UNDER DELEGATED POWERS

REFERENCE 06/13/0033/F
PARISH Ormesby St.Marg 16
PROPOSAL Proposed removal of existing exiract system and provision
of new exfract ducting, filters, silencer and flue
SITE Planet Spice 2 Filby Lane
Ormesby St Margaret Great Yarmouth NR29 3JR
APPLICANT Mr X Miah
DECISION APPROVE
REFERENCE 06/13/0343/F
PARISH Ormesby St.Marg 16
PROPOSAL Retrospective application for a 1.9m high fence along North
Road boundary and continue along Station Road boundary
SITE 1 Station Road Ivydene Residential Care Home
Ormesby St Margaret Great Yarmouth
APPLICANT Mrs M Martin
DECISION APPROVE
REFERENCE 06/13/0381/F
PARISH Ormeshy St.Marg 16
PROPOSAL 1)Repos.front veh.access & bld 1800mm high front wall.2)Demo
ofextg garage & construct new 3)Sgle storey utility & lounge
SITE 36 Station Road Ormesby St Margaret
Great Yarmouth NR29 3NH
APPLICANT Mr T Gennery
DECISION APPROVE
REFERENCE 06/13/0394/F
PARISH Ormesby St.Marg 16
PROPOSAL 2-storey extn to side,rear & front,extn to front & new
pitched rf to garage (alts to elev.&increase size -12/0243/F
SITE 27 Station Road Ormesby St Margaret
Great Yarmouth NR29 3NH
APPLICANT Mr S Tovell
DECISION APPROVE
REFERENCE 06/13/0453/F
PARISH Qrmesby St.Marg 16
PROPOSAL Demolish rear extension and rebuild
SITE 22 The Green Ormesby St Margaret
Great Yarmouth NR29 3JT
APPLICANT J & AWE Masterson
DECISION APPROVE
REFERENCE 06/13/0363/F
PARISH Ormesby St.Michaell6
PROPOSAL Detached carport/outbuilding
SITE Church Farm Main Road
Ormesby St Michael
APPLICANT Mr & Mrs Keyzor
DECISION APPROVE

Page 7of 8 Report: Ardelap3

Report nip g @18 7%7 189

187



PLANNING APPLICATIONS CLEARED BETWEEN 01-SEP-13 AND 30-SEP-13 FOLLOWING
DETERMINATION BY THE GROUP MANAGER (PLANNING) UNDER DELEGATED POWERS

REFERENCE 06/13/0443/F

PARISH Ormesby St.Michaell6

PROPOSAL Proposed storage building

SITE Pear Tree Villa Main Road
Ormesby St Michael Great Yarmouth

APPLICANT D C Hunt Engineers Ltd

DECISION APPROVE

REFERENCE 06/13/0478/F

PARISH Ormesby St.Michael16

PROPOSAL Single storey flat roof extension to form garden room

SITE Prospect House Main Road
Ormesby St Michael

APPLICANT Mr D Crane

DECISION APPROVE

REFERENCE 06/13/0379/A

PARISH Winicrton 8

PROPOSAL A Type board sign

SITE 6 Prospect Place Black Street Winterton
Great Yarmouth

APPLICANT Mr D Winter

DECISION ADV., CONSENT

REFERENCE 06/13/0385/F

PARISH Winterton 8

PROPOSAL Removal of hedge and erection of 1.8m fence

SITE Lantern Cottage King Sireet
Winterton Great Yarmouth

APPLICANT Mr M Stirland

DECISION APPROVE

REFERENCE 06/13/0414/F

PARISH Winterton 8

PROPOSAL Proposed detached garage

SITE Amity House Old Chapel Road
Winterton-on-Sea

APPLICANT Mr L Tweed

DECISION REFUSED
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PLANNING APPLICATIONS CLEARED BETWEEN 01-SEP-13 AND 30-SEP-13 FOLLOWING
DETERMINATION BY THE DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE

REFERENCE 06/13/0292/F

PARISH Bradwell N 1

PROPOSAL Erection of two, semi- detached, two bedroom houses,
revised parking layout and relocation of public footpath

SITE Kingfisher Close (Land to the north of 146)
Bradwell Great Yarmouth

APPLICANT GY Development Company

DECISION APPROVE

REFERENCE 06/13/0436/SU

PARISH Great Yarmouth 15

PROPGSAL Change of use and alterations of two further tennis courts
to additional car parking

SITE North Drive Car Park Great Yarmouth
Norfolk

APPLICANT Great Yarmouth Borough Council

DECISION APPROVE

REFERENCE 06/13/0304/F

PARISH Ormesby St.Marg 16

PROPOSAL Proposed sub-division of garden to form plot for
detached house and garage

SITE 14 Beach Road Scratby
Great Yarmouth NR29 3ATJ

APPLICANT Mr T Philpott

DECISION REFUSED
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