Schedule of Planning Applications Committee Date: 05 April 2017

Reference: 06/17/0026/0 Parish: Ormesby and Scratby
Officer: Mr J Beck
Expiry Date: 20-03-2017

Applicant: Mr and Mrs Oakey

Proposal: Revised Scheme: 4 semi-detached dwellings and 1 detached dwelling.
Original Scheme: Demolition of existing amusement arcade and
construction of 6 no. semi-detached 3 bedroom dwellings

Site: 104 California Road, Scratby

REPORT

1. Background / History :-

1.1 The application site is on California Road close to the junction with Rottenstone
Lane. There are a number of holiday uses around the site, both to the North and
North West as well as to the South East. There is also a number of residential
properties present, with residential neighbours both to the East and directly South as
well as a significant number of residential properties on California Crescent.
Alongside both holiday and residential uses there are also agricultural uses within
the vicinity.

1.2 The land is defined as Primary Holiday Accommodation under the Borough Wide
Local Plan.

1.3 The application is an outline application with all matters reserved for the
construction of 6 semi-detached properties. A revised drawing submitted reduced the
numbers to 4 semi-detached properties and a detached property reducing the overall
number to 5 units.

1.4 Planning History:

06/74/0276/0 — Rebuilding of existing amusement arcade and shop. Refused. 02-
10-1974
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06/74/0781/F — Demolish existing building containing amusement arcade and shop
and erect new building. Withdrawn. 13-11-1974

06/74/1021/0 — Demolition of existing amusement arcade/shop erect building with
amusement arcade/shop/stores/toilet/office. Approved with Conditions. 13-01-1975

06/75/0474/D — Demolition existing building comprising amusement arcade/shop and
erect new building with amusement arcade/shop/kiosks/toilets. Approved with
conditions. 09-07-1975

06/75/0475/A — llluminated fascia lettering on amusement arcade and shop. Advert
Consent. 24-07-1975

06/76/0201/F — Change of use from shop to amusement arcade. Approved with
conditions. 19-05-1976

06/76/1035/F — Mobile timber constructed kiosk for sale of beach requisites and
confectionary during summer months. Refused. 22-12-1976

06/77/0070/F — Mobile kiosk for sale of beach requisites/confectionary during
summer season/winter storage at rea of amusement. Approved with conditions. 14-

03-1977

06/77/0576/F — Extension of amusement arcade resitting external sales kiosk and
construction of car parking area. Refused 12-07-1977. Appeal Dismissed.

06/81/0489/F — Demolition of existing bungalow and erection of extension to existing
amusement arcade. Refused. 08-06-1981

06/81/0832/F — Extension of existing amusement arcade and demolition of existing
bungalow. Approved with conditions. 11-09-1981

06/81/0943/A — Internally illuminated fascia sign. Advert consent. 27-10-1981

06/90/0155/CU — Addition of take away food counter to existing amusement arcade.
Refused. 12-05-1990

06/91/0065/CU — Change of use part of existing amusement arcade to take-away
food counter. Refused. 26-02-1991. Appeal allowed subject to conditions 16-09-1991
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06/98/0634/A — llluminated sign to front and end of arcade being alteration to
existing signage. Advert Consent. 19-10-1998

06/99/0362/F — Food sales unit, extend amusement arcade and two static caravans.
Refused. 13-07-1999

06/04/0882/0 — Demolition of amusement arcade and erection of eight houses.
Refused. 15-12-2004

06/05/0308/0 — Redevelopment from amusement arcade to eight houses. Refused.
08-06-2005

2. Consultations :-

2.1 Parish Council — Objection. The Parish Council have objected to the number of
properties on the site and how this would affect vehicular movements. They believe
the site should contain fewer properties and utilise bungalows instead. They raised
concerns over the impact the development will have to pedestrians and that the
proposal is out of character and un-neighbourly.

2.2 Highways — Initially recommended refusal, but following amendments removed
objections subject to conditions. Highways originally recommended refusal as the
development involved works to a public highway, that the development lacked
appropriate parking and access and that the development would encourage
pedestrians onto the highway. After amendments to the plan whereby the parking
area was changed and a footpath added to the front they have withdrawn their
objections subject to conditions that the access and parking is completed prior to
occupation and is not obstructed, that surface water is adequately addressed and
details are submitted for the pedestrian footpath.

2.3 Building Control — No adverse comments.

2.4 Environmental Health — No objection subject to conditions regarding
contaminated land and hours of work.

2.5 Public Consultation — All objections including submitted photographs can be
viewed online. There have been 8 public objectors and 14 separate objections. The
main reasons of objections are summarised below:
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The road cannot accommodate the construction vehicles, the proposal is
overdevelopment of the site and cannot accommodate the amount of units, loss of
holiday uses, the size of units are inappropriate, impact upon pedestrians, parking,
overlooking the neighbouring properties, the height of the properties, the road is
unsuitable, visibility of vehicles. Impact on character of the area.

2.6 Strategic Planning — No comment.
2.7 Housing Strategy — No comment.
2.8 GYBC Services — No comment.

3. Policy and Assessment:-

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

3.2 Paragraph 215 of the NPPF states that due weight should be given to relevant
policies in existing plans according to their degree of consistency with the NPPF.
The closer the Local Plan is to the policies in the NPPF the greater the weight that is
given to the Local Plan policy. The Great Yarmouth Borough Wide Local Plan was
adopted in 2001 and the most relevant policies were ‘saved’ in 2007. An assessment
of policies was made during the adoption of the Core Strategy December 2015 and
these policies remain saved following the assessment and adoption.

3.3 The Saved Policies listed have all been assessed as being in general conformity
with the NPPF, and add further information to the policies in the NPPF, while not

contradicting it. These policies hold the greatest weight in the determining of
planning applications.

3.4 POLICY HOU10
Permission for new dwellings in the countryside will only be given if required in
connection with agriculture, forestry, organised recreation, or the expansion of
existing institutions.

The council will need to be satisfied in relation to each of the following criteria:

0] the dwelling must be required for the purpose stated
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(ii)

(iif)

(iv)

v)

(vi)

(vii)

(viii)

(ix)

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 accommaodation existing or with planning
permission available either on the holding or site or 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)

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 or
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 advertised for
a period of not less than twelve months at a price which reflects the
occupancy conditions*

In assessing the merits of agricultural or forestry related applications, the following
additional safeguard may be applied:-

(x)

Where the need for a dwelling relates to a 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
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applicant to fully establish the sustainability of and his commitment to the
agricultural enterprise

(xi)  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.

Note: - this would normally be at least 30% below the open market value of the
property.

3.5 POLICY HOU17

In assessing proposals for development the borough council will have regard to the
density of the surrounding area. Sub-division of plots will be resisted where it would
be likely to lead to development out of character and scale with the surroundings.

(objective: to safeguard the character of existing settlements.)

3.6 POLICY TR4

Proposals to change the use of tourist facilities, attractions or accommodation to
purposes which are not tourist-related will not be permitted where the site or
premises are within primary holiday accommodation and primary holiday attraction
areas, as shown on the proposals map. In secondary holiday accommodation areas,
as shown on the proposals map, policy TR12 will apply.

3.7 Adopted Core Strategy:

3.8 CS1 - Focusing on a sustainable future

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

B) Mixed adaptable neighbourhoods, which provide choices and effectively meet the
needs and aspirations of the local community
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C) Environmentally friendly neighbourhoods that are located and designed to help
address and where possible mitigate the effects of climate change and minimise the
risk of flooding

D) A thriving local economy, flourishing local centres, sustainable tourism and an
active port

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

F) Distinctive places that embrace innovative, high quality urban design that reflects
positive local characteristics and protects the borough’s biodiversity, unique
landscapes, built character and historic environment

Planning applications that accord with this policy and other policies within the Local
Plan (and with polices in adopted Neighbourhood Plans, where relevant) will be
approved without delay, unless other material considerations indicate otherwise.
Where there are no policies relevant to the application or relevant policies are out of
date at the time of making the decision then the Council will grant permission unless
material considerations indicate otherwise, taking into account whether:

Any adverse impacts of granting permission would significantly and demonstrably
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the National Planning
Policy Framework taken as a whole

Specific policies in that Framework indicate that development should be restricted

3.9 CS3 - Addressing the borough’s housing need

D) Ensure that new housing addresses local housing need by incorporating a range
of different tenures, sizes and types of homes to create mixed and balanced
communities. The precise requirements for tenure, size and type of housing units will
be negotiated on a site-by-site basis, having regard to the Strategic Housing Market
Assessment, Policy CS4 and the viability of individual sites

G) Promote design-led housing developments with layouts and densities that
appropriately reflect the characteristics of the site and surrounding areas and make

efficient use of land in accordance with Policy CS9 and Policy CS12

3.10 CS8 - Promoting Tourism, Leisure and Culture

Application Reference: 06/17/0026/0 Committee Date: 5th April 2017



D) Maximise the potential of existing coastal holiday centres by ensuring that there
are adequate facilities for residents and visitors, and enhancing the public realm,
where appropriate.

3.11 CS9 - Encouraging well designed distinctive places

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

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

3.13 Paragraph 57. It is important to plan positively for the achievement of high
quality and inclusive design for all development, including individual buildings, public
and private spaces and wider area development schemes.

3.14 Paragraph 17 (Parts of). Always seek to secure high quality design and a good
standard of amenity for all existing and future occupants of land and buildings;

Take account of the different roles and character of different areas, promoting the
vitality of our main urban areas, protecting the Green Belts around them, recognising
the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside and supporting thriving rural
communities within it;

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;

4. Appraisal:

4.1 The application site is situated on California Road adjacent to the junction with
Rottenstone Lane. The site is approximately 0.1 hectares in area and has a length of
approximately 50 metres. The property itself is a long, single storey building with its
frontage facing California Road. The structure is brick built with a large metal roof.
The property contains a large parking area across the front with a child carting area.
The rear is fences off, but contains a caravan.

4.2 The area is defined by a mix of residential, tourism and agricultural uses. To the
North and North East are large areas of holiday accommodation in chalet and
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caravan style holiday parks. There are residential uses immediately adjacent to the
south and to the east with a large residential area in the form of California Crescent
to the North East of the site. To the South East are agricultural fields. The character
of the area is partially defined by the low height of buildings and open expanses.
However immediately adjacent are a pair of detached houses and there is a larger
structure also positioned behind.

4.3 Under the Borough Wide Local Plan it is defined as Primary Holiday
Accommodation.

5. Assessment

5.1 The location is within an area defined as Primary Holiday Accommodation under
the Borough Wide Local Plan which is governed by policy TR4. The site is not
currently used for accommodation purposes, but policy TR4 does also include the
loss of facilities and attractions. Accordingly the proposal is contrary to this policy
and the aims of policy CS8 which looks to strengthen the tourism offer. However the
applicant has stated that the business is no longer viable within the Design and
Access Statement. The applicant has also provided the last five years of accounts
which have shown a consistent loss to demonstrate that they consider the use
financially unviable. The National Planning Policy Framework contains a golden
thread that favour sustainable development.

5.2 A residential application at this address was refused in 2004 and 2005. This
application differs from planning application 06/05/0308/O in that the applicant has
submitted further detail regarding the viability of site. Evidence has been submitted
showing a loss on the previous 5 years indicating that the site may not be viable. In
addition the application contains less units (originally for six units with the latest plan
showing 5) as opposed to the 8 units proposed in the 2005 application. Although the
appearance and siting are to be agreed via a detailed application there is also a
fundamental change to the form of the properties from terrace to detached and semi-
detached properties.

5.3 The proposal site is outside the Village Development Limit so is governed by
policy HOU10. This policy allows for dwellings in the countryside subject to the
dwelling being used for a specific use such as agriculture. The proposal does not
comply with policy HOU10. However the proposed site is not considered
countryside in its nature. It is surrounded on three sides by development with three
residential properties adjacent. In addition there is a significant level of housing north
east on California Crescent and further eastwards along California Road.
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Accordingly a residential use could be acceptable subject to meeting other
requirements as the proposal site is not considered isolated from Scratby and is
considered a sustainable location. In addition it is a brownfield site as opposed to
greenfield whereby redevelopment can be encouraged.

5.4 The location is considered broadly sustainable particularly if a new pedestrian
pathway is included in the proposal. The site is in close proximity to a bus stop which
provides sustainable transport and there are other facilities positioned to the east. It
is recognised that the pedestrian pathway does not continue the entire length of the
road, but overall the development is considered sustainable and highways have not
objected on the basis of highway safety.

5.5 The proposal is for outline only with all matters reserved. This means that the
type of access could still be altered at a reserved matters stage. However the outline
application needed to satisfy highway concerns to show that it could be built without
obstructing the highway. Originally Highways recommended refusal as the
application site included land designated highways to the front, it did not provide
sufficient parking and manoeuvring and negatively impacted upon pedestrians. The
impact the development will have upon the highway was also a strong concern in the
public consultation. Accordingly the applicant submitted an amended plan showing a
pathway to the front and the loss of a dwelling with an altered parking area.
Highways have subsequently withdrawn their recommendation for refusal and the
applicant has sufficiently shown that the highway can accommodate the dwellings.

5.6 The Layout, scale, appearance and landscaping are also matters to be reserved
meaning the application is for the principal of development only. The plans submitted
are indicative and could be changed at a detailed application stage. The plans as
currently shown contain 4 semi-detached houses and a single detached house on
the end. A concern raised during the public consultation was that the properties were
not in character with its surroundings and would result in an overdevelopment and
loss of privacy.

5.7 The character of the area is largely flat and open, but with houses immediately
eastwards and a larger residential property situated directly behind. The public
consultation revealed a preference for bungalows if development is to go forward. It
is recognised that bungalows would be more in character with its surroundings, but
given the proximity of houses it is considered that limiting the development to
bungalows would not be feasible. However the current submitted designs could still
be altered in terms of their massing and at a detailed stage more modest properties
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could be considered with the height lowered and massing reduced to allow for a
more open design that’s in keep with the character of the area.

5.8 The impact of the proposal to the amenities of the neighbouring properties in
terms of overlooking and overshadowing can be addressed at a detailed stage. The
properties should be designed to not significantly and adversely affect the amenities
of the neighbouring properties. The position of the windows can be agreed at a
detailed stage. A residential property is likely to create less noise than an
amusements and less people movements whilst both are in operation. Conversely
the amusements will likely be closed during large portions of the year and at certain
times of the night. Overall residential properties in terms of disturbance and noise
are not considered to significantly and adversely affect the neighbouring properties.

5.9 It is considered that the submitted layout shows that 5 properties can fit onto the
site and have suitable levels of parking and curtilage.

6. RECOMMENDATION :- Recommended for approval, subject to all conditions
ensuring a suitable development. These include, but are not limited to highway and
environmental health conditions. A condition limited the number of units. The
reserved matters (access, landscaping, layout, scale and appearance) will need to
be agreed at a reserved matters stage.
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Hasing viewed the amended plans | stil wish to object strongly to the
stili gverionk my property . viewis into nry kitchen and lounge.

garden ac | stated in my tast letter of objection. | stil iy ¢
prime heliday area can b achieved by lo ing the roof heights eg
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e 102 California Road,
AT YARMGY; SRTrI,
0@ el Y R California,
PMNNING\Q\% Great Yarmouth,
13 FEB 2017 N Y
SO JEPARTMENT / 9™ February 2017

OUGF = 30%

Dear Sirs,

I would like to voice my objection to the proposed plans for demolition of amusement arcade
on California Road and the building of six 3 bed houses with 12 parking spaces. My property is
directly behind the present amusement arcade. We will be overlooked by all the properties, miy
kitchen and garden especially.

Re: Paragraph 1
I feel the proposal does have an adverse effect on the immediate area and does not impact favourably

on the surrounding properties, especially with effect on lack of privacy. 1 believe it may affect the
value of my property in the future.

Re: Paragraph 2

From reading this it seems that some decisions have already been made. | believe the development is
not in keeping with the local area, especially California Road which is largely comprised of low jevel
bungalows and holiday homes.

Re: Paragraph 3

My main issue is parking concerns. Presently parking on California Road is a major problem in the
summer season. Chalet owners and beach users park on the main road obscuring the junction into
Rottenstone Lane. Having the addition of 12 more cars needing access to properties on a junction
which already bas an inadequate line of vision for motorists will be hazardous. Presently lorries,
caravan transporters, and public transport have difficulty negotiating and anticipating this corner.

1 do appreciate the arcade is no longer viable and Brian and his family need a home. However,
[ feel a low level limited development i.e. bungalows would be much more in keeping with the
surrounding area and a better option for all.

Yours faithfully.

MR. N. DREWERY } Greal Yarmouth Borough Councif 1
i

13 FEB 2017

Customer Jervices

S it
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4. DESIGN

The propesal incarportes e demoltion of B existing orcade

datactied 3 bedroom Houses,

Propertics within the immediate vicilty of the site vary between amsh bungafows, static Caravars and 2 storey dutachod
mmmmmnmmnmmwnumm Conseguently, there
are no obvicus representations of local charactir.

The praposs! fas been designed 1o The highes! standard 10 ensure e dovelopment is & beoeficial addiion to this particdar
sesthetically diverss area, The propossl doos 1ot Calsa any adverss impact on t's immedists area and in fact, we swongly
properties.
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it would be replaced by 6 No. sem-

These varisd in Lrit numbors and density fo as mach as 8 No. 2 bedroom
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Yarmoutts Pianiing Department for consideration.

‘terraced’ houses.
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These faciiities, together with the
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1 do not doubt that the proposed development wili aesthetically enhance the site tut the volume of additional traffic

\ the procosed development brings is nyy main objection. The extra volume of traffic serving nzarby holiday camps,

| along vith additional coaches & buses during the busy summer months aiready causes problems, cars park
wherever there are no parking restrictions, the yeliow lines around California Road’ Rettenstone Lane? Beach Road
Junctions {which the development fronts} only serves to push the pared carg funher down the reade This makes
geiting around parked cars difficult during the busy summer season.
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parking festrictions, the yelicw hnes around Caiforia Road Rottenstane Lane/ Beach Road
development fronts| only serves to gush the parked cars further down the roads. This makes
getting around parked cars dfficult duning the busy summer season.

iy other olection is the height of the houses. a bungalow existed on the site of the arcade nany years ago.
therefore a development of 3 detached bungalows would reduce the proposed parking allecation, reduce the roof

height snd provide an aesthetical enhancement to the site.
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| been no change 1o the height of the houses, which alono ¢

development were main po:ts of contention with he ofiginal

1€ J 1he developme:t by onfy 2. There has
 1fie number of vehicles using the proposed
plans. Tre site is therefore still bsing overdevalopad

As aos’z#ed out in my original ebjection a bungaiow axisted o0 fhe site many years a@o. Tne majorty of housing in
the immediate vicintty is that of either bungalows, chalets of caravans, therefore @ devalopment of 3 cetsched
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 IKaren Bracey

Co owner 106 California Road

Tha locetion of the proposed
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e the number of vehicles using the development.
whalever the size, will involve the manoeuvre of vehicles straight onto what

15 during the summer season, & busy narrow road for both pedestrians and

revised plans.

vehicles. Therefore | am objecting to the
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} would like to voice my objection to the above proposai. Wy property i directly behind the
| arcade. We vill be overlooked by all properiies my kitchen and garden especially. | fee the propo

adverse effect on the immediate area and doesnt impact favourably on the surmounding properties, especially itk

| effect on lack of privacy. | beliess it may sffect the valug of my propenty in the fdure. A =
i From reating some of the submitied letiers there fiave been meelings vith planning and # ieads 28 if some decisions |

- have already been made. | believe the development is riot in keeping with the local area and surroundings. California

! largely comprises of lov: level development mostly bungaioice and holiday homes. 1
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1 on Calfornia Read especially during the holiday season. : 7

| park on the main 1oad chscuring the junction intc Rottenstore Lane Having the agdition of 12 more cers needing
 access to propeities on & junction which already has an inadeguate fine of vision for motorists will be hazardous.
Fresently lories | Jarge caravan fransponers #nd public transport hawe difficulty negotiating and anticipating this

| Parking is 2ls0 8 ¢

1 do qg;ém;acim the arcade is no %mger viable and Brian and his family need & home. However, | feel 1he site is being
| overdeveloped and feel & low level development ie bungalows would be much more in keeping with the surrounding
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Whiist we consider the proposed development a good way to improve the agsthetic appearance of the immediate
neighbourhood. we are concemed about the overali ridge height of the proposed development as compared to the
existing roof height of the arcade. Ow aftemogn and evening sun comes kom that direction into our Kiichen and fiont
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neWommod. e are concerned about the overail m!ge hawgm of the mo@osad dew@pmem as cmaamd to the
existing soof height of the arcade. Our aftemoun and evening sun comes from that direction into our kitchen and fiont
consenatory.

e would have 16 1aise a forma! ehiaction ©f thare were 1¢ be a significant change in that respect.

'. Pime woeld yeu proade details for funther consideration.
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1. 1 must ask why consulation with neighbours, did not incluce oursehves, which is one of the
. properties to the application in question.

el e

2. Hawng fully considered afl other responses, and rerognising that we may be outside the consultation period, we
| would still wish to record our objection on the following grounds:

: - The proposec height of two-storey dweflings would be excessive and would affect our afternoon sun IRo ou!
| property. Bungalows would be far more in keeping witk the erea.
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- The comments raised by others concerning the junction with California Roac and Rotfenstone Lane and the track
' are well founded: | am surprised that there are not more accidents et that juncion. This would leave any new
residents close to that junction (1.6. & cormesr propery), at sarious risk, especially es vehicles frequently speed up
and down California Roag with no thought of vehicles emerging from California Crescent when heading fowards the
Tavern anc the Beschcomber Park or from Rettenstone Lare when returning towards the main road. Thatjunction is
an accident waiting to happen. There is als0 2 high risk of an accident for the remainder of the proposed new
properties due to the reduced rosd widih along their frontage.
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- The dust and noise that would be created during both demolition and rebuilging would be considerable. As one of
' the closest inhabitants to the site, we would be seeking compensatior: for the inconvenience and the extra cleaning
involved. We movad fo Californiz for its cleen see air and quietness of the neighbourhood. As & former astnmatic,
i the air quality is important to me. Tris development would distupt us both counts and may impact upon the resale
| value of our property in the short term, let elone our healh.

| VWe hope that the applicants will fing & suitable way 1o redevelop the tand, but fes! that the present proposal, indeed
the newly submitted one for 4 ¥ semi and 1 xﬁeﬁache‘ﬁ are stil not i keeping with the area. ;
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“Metfield”
California Farm,
California

Gt. Yarmouth,
Norfolk

NR29 3QwW

16™ February 2017
-y

Referencé : 06/17/0026/0

Dear Sirs,

Amusement Development, California

| live in a bungaiow very close to the proposed development. 1 would like to strongly object to
the above development for the following reasons. It is vastly an overdevelopment of the plot.
I just cannot see how 6 houses with 12 parking spaces, all with gardens could possibly fit on
the land. It is certainly not in keeping with anything around the California area. The highway
is only a single lane road which opens up slightly past the Amusement frontage, towards the
beach. This is a quite a dangerous junction especially in the holiday season. | fear
pedestrians, wheelchairs and pushchairs will now have to walk on this single carriage road
causing traffic problems and dangers as there is no footpath down this road. Cars would be
pulling in and out of the off road parking bays and is a serious safety issue. Public transport
is very poor and almost everybody is reliant on a car, this will only push the parking situation
down California Road as it is in the holiday season. The California Tavern car park is for
customers only. There is no street lighting and pedestrians walking in the road may result in
a serious accident or injury.

in keeping with the area, maybe 2 or 3 smaller bungalow type buildings would be a better
option to tidy up this eyesore

Mr, & Mrs. Oakley state in their submission that they weuld like a permanent home for their
family. Surely 6 houses with 12 parking spaces is overdeveloping this site.

Yours faithfully,

MR. K. MOULD
Contact No [ R YARNIS
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11 March 2017

Mr K Mouid

98 California Road
California

Great Yarmouth
Norfolk

NR29 30w

Dear Sirs

I would once again like to raise my objection to this development. From what | can
see on the revised plan, it seems that they have made a slight change to one of
the houses and removed a parking space.

How they think that this will resolve any of the reasons | previously objected too, |
don't understand. Essentially it changes nothing, so | wish my previous objections
to stand.

Yours sincerely,

K. Mould

123 HIGH STRéET. TOWN, COUNTY, POSTCODE (1234 567 890



Jill K. Smith

From: Kay Carson _
Sent: 15 March 20 ;

To: plan
Subject: Amusemenet Developement California
Attachments: DSCF0881.JPG; DSCF0882.JPG; DSCF0883.UPG; DSCF0884.JPG; DSCF0885.JPG;

DSCF0886.JPG; DSCF0888.JPG

Mrs Kay Carson
California Farm House
California Road
California

Nr Great Yarmouth
Norfolk.

™

RE: Planning applicatjdn 06/17/0026/0

Dear Sir's

I am sending you photographs of the problems at the end of the access entrance to our property
where the road narrows leading to the beach and an entrance to the touring caravan camp.
Building works now will cause chaos.

Today | had to wait for the lorries to be moved before I could exit and again on my return,

The lorry delivery to the Tavern pub aiso had to wait for the truck to be moved out of the way before
he could pass, then back out again for me to gain entrance, at which time | hit a bollard and damaged
the car my fault for trying to avoid something sticking out of the van in the lane, but it wouldn't have

happened had the lane not have been blocked, they were working in the road not the lane. They only
parked the trucks there to get them off of the road.

These road works should be finished soon but are just an indication of the problems to come.

There is nowhere for workmen to Park vehicles, clearly any planning development will cause problems.
but it should be kept to a minimum.

There isn't enough space on this site to accommodate 6 semi detached houses with gardens and parking
space’s, it is without a doubt an over development, this is clearly a holiday area and any development needs
to be in keeping with the surrounding's, two bungalows on the site would look in keeping and not be an
eyesore, this is a holiday resort not a residential area, the children enjoy the amusements, if the area is
turned into residential we will lose the holiday trade.

My mother is 95 and lives alone in Caister | need to be able to leave my house at short notice without
having to worry that | will be stuck at the end of the lane to wait for workmen to move. Any work's
traffic should not be allowed to park in and block the lane.

Please give my concerns some consideration.

Yours faithfully



Jill K. Smith

From: Kay Carson ;_
Sent: 21 February 1:40

To: plan

Subject: Amusement Development California

California Farm House
California Road
California

Great Yarmouth
Norfolk

NR293QwW

February 20" 2017

T T
Referen606/17/0026/0

Amusement Development California
Dear Sir's

I strongly object to this grossly overdeveloped proposal as the
access to my property via the lane adjacent to the proposal would be
compromised.

It would render the exit vision from our access lane highly dangerous and
practicably impossible to join oncoring traffic onto California Road, this
is already a difficult junction especially in the summertime when there are
parked cars using the roadside as there is no other parking and visitors
regally use our access lane blocking the way to our property.

Pedestrian traffic would be a lottery as it is only a single track road, this
single track road is the only access to the beach for residents & holiday makers.

Young families with children are already in danger accessing the beach with
traffic going to and leaving the California Tavern and touring Holiday park.
Buses, delivery vans and touring caravans all converging at this

junction.

Six houses with twelve parking spaces at the bottleneck to this road, with the
volume of traffic, no street lighting, plus already impaired vision, would be
adding to an already existing dangerous problem.

Any amount of extra vehicles would be a nightmare.

Yours Faithfully



A J Carson
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	REPORT
	1. Background / History :-
	2. Consultations :-
	3. Policy and Assessment:-
	3.6 POLICY TR4
	Proposals to change the use of tourist facilities, attractions or accommodation to purposes which are not tourist-related will not be permitted where the site or premises are within primary holiday accommodation and primary holiday attraction areas, a...
	A) Sustainable growth, ensuring that new development is of a scale and in a location that complements the character and supports the function of individual settlements
	B) Mixed adaptable neighbourhoods, which provide choices and effectively meet the needs and aspirations of the local community
	C) Environmentally friendly neighbourhoods that are located and designed to help address and where possible mitigate the effects of climate change and minimise the risk of flooding
	D) A thriving local economy, flourishing local centres, sustainable tourism and an active port
	E) Safe, accessible places that promote healthy lifestyles and provide easy access for everyone to jobs, shops and community facilities by walking, cycling and public transport
	F) Distinctive places that embrace innovative, high quality urban design that reflects positive local characteristics and protects the borough’s biodiversity, unique landscapes, built character and historic environment
	Planning applications that accord with this policy and other policies within the Local Plan (and with polices in adopted Neighbourhood Plans, where relevant) will be approved without delay, unless other material considerations indicate otherwise. Wher...
	Any adverse impacts of granting permission would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the National Planning Policy Framework taken as a whole
	D) Maximise the potential of existing coastal holiday centres by ensuring that there are adequate facilities for residents and visitors, and enhancing the public realm, where appropriate.
	3.14 Paragraph 17 (Parts of). Always seek to secure high quality design and a good standard of amenity for all existing and future occupants of land and buildings;
	Take account of the different roles and character of different areas, promoting the vitality of our main urban areas, protecting the Green Belts around them, recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside and supporting thriving rur...
	6. RECOMMENDATION :- Recommended for approval, subject to all conditions ensuring a suitable development. These include, but are not limited to highway and environmental health conditions. A condition limited the number of units. The reserved matters ...




