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PLANNING COMMITTEE  
 

Information for Members of the Public 
 
Access to the Guildhall is via the front entrance in the High Street.  The nearest car park is 

Copenhagen Street (pay and display). If you are a wheelchair user or have restricted mobility, access 

to the Guildhall can be gained either through the door on the right side of the forecourt as you face the 

Guildhall, or through the sliding doors at the rear of the Guildhall. There is dedicated disabled parking 

space at the rear (access via Copenhagen Street). Most meetings are held on the ground floor, which 

can be reached by using a lift.  If you are a wheelchair user or have restricted mobility and you wish to 

attend a meeting, please telephone or email the officer mentioned below in advance and we will make 

any necessary arrangements to assist your visit. 

 

Part I of the Agenda includes items for discussion in public.  You have the right to inspect copies of 

Minutes and reports on this part of the Agenda as well as background documents used in the 

preparation of these reports. Details of the background papers appear at the foot of each report. Part II 

of the Agenda (if applicable) deals with items of 'Exempt Information' for which it is anticipated that 

the public may be excluded from the meeting and neither reports nor background papers are open to 

public inspection. 

 

Please note that this is a public meeting and members of the public and press are permitted to report 

on the proceedings. "Reporting" includes filming, photographing, making an audio recording and 

providing commentary on proceedings. Any communicative method can be used to report on the 

proceedings, including the internet, to publish, post or share the proceedings. Accordingly, the 

attendance of members of the public at this meeting may be recorded and broadcast. By choosing to 

attend this public meeting you are deemed to have given your consent to being filmed or recorded and 

for any footage to be broadcast or published.   

 

Please note the Council records and live streams many of its meetings. These recordings are published 

on the relevant meeting pages of the Council’s website. A notice to this effect will be posted in the 

meeting room. If a member of the public chooses to speak at a meeting of the City Council he/she will 

be deemed to have given their consent to being recorded and audio being published live to the 

Council’s website. The Chair of the meeting, can at their discretion, terminate or suspend recording, if 

in their opinion, continuing to do so would prejudice the proceedings of the meeting or if they consider 

that continued recording might infringe the rights of any individual, or breach any statutory provision. 

 

At the start of the meeting under the item 'Public Participation' up to fifteen minutes in total is allowed 

for members of the public to present a petition, ask a question or comment on any matter on the 

Agenda.  Participants need to indicate that they wish to speak by 4.30 p.m. on the last working day 

before the meeting by writing, telephoning or E-Mailing the officer mentioned below. 

 

If you have any general enquires or queries about this Agenda or require any details of background 

papers, further documents or information, or to discuss arrangements for the taking of photographs, 

film, video or sound recording please contact the Lead Officer, Margaret Johnson, Democratic Services 

Administrator, Guildhall, Worcester WR1 2EY.  Telephone: 01905 722085 (direct line); E-Mail Address:  

committeeadministration@worcester.gov.uk. 

 

This agenda can be made available in large print, braille, on PC disk, tape or in a number of ethnic 

minority languages.  Please contact the above named officer for further information. 

 

Agendas and minutes relating to all City Council Committees and Council Meetings are also available 

electronically, click on the option “Committee Minutes and Documents”, Website Address: 

worcester.gov.uk 
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Planning Committee 
Thursday, 27 January 2022 

 

Members of the Committee:- 

 

Chair: Councillor Mike Johnson (C) 
Vice-Chair: Councillor Patricia Agar (LCo) 

 
Councillor Mel Allcott (LD) 

Councillor Alan Amos (C) 
Councillor Bill Amos (C) 
Councillor Jenny Barnes (LCo) 

Councillor Marjory Bisset (G) 
 

Councillor Owen Cleary (C) 

Councillor Allah Ditta (C) 
Councillor Jo Hodges (L) 
Councillor Andrew Roberts (C) 

 

 

  
C= Conservative G = Green L = Labour LCo = Labour and Co-operative  

LD = Liberal Democrat 

 
AGENDA 

 

Part 1 
(ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION AND DECISION IN PUBLIC) 

 
14. Late papers  

Page(s): 1 - 16 

 Late papers circulated prior to the meeting in respect of items to be considered 
and determined. 
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AGENDA ITEM 7 – 21/00667/FUL 

 
University of Worcester Arena, Hylton Road 

 
Full planning permission for proposed International Inclusive Cricket 

Education Centre (Use Class F1(a) and E(d)) including lighting, 
drainage and associated works 
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PLANNING COMMITTEE – 27th January 2022. 

Late Paper Report - Agenda Item 7 

 

Application Number 21/00667/FUL 

Site Address University of Worcester Arena, Hylton Road 

Description of 

Development 

Full planning permission for proposed International 

Inclusive Cricket Education Centre (Use Class F1(a) and 

E(d)) including lighting, drainage and associated works 

 

 

Since the publication of the report the applicant has written further on the application to 
highlight a number of factors:   
 
The IICEC’s (Cricket Centre) design has been led by the nature of the proposed IICEC (i.e. 
as a cricket facility for use by disabled users (including blind and deaf people) which 
necessitates it being a certain scale (including height, length etc.)) and also with regard to 
the University being open to additional tree planting between the proposed IICEC and 
Hardwicke Close, subject to agreement with the City Council (who own the bank between 
the two). 
 
Under s100ZA of the Town and Country Planning Act, the applicant has reviewed the 
proposed planning conditions and has suggested some minor textual changes to the 
proposed conditions. This includes: 
 
Condition 6 – Clarification on expectations to the IICEC building. In response Officers have 
highlighted that external space will connect, if approved to the wider landscape works in 
access and therefore there would be a need for consistency in the approach to the hard 
surfacing. Further as there is no boundary treatment proposed between the infrastructure 
and IIICEC proposal there is a need to understand whether any elements of the public realm 
will overlap with the infrastructure (e.g. seating, CCTV, and other such features). The 
condition is unchanged.  
 
Condition 7 – Removal of gull management proposals from the condition as this is not 
included in the submitted ecological information. Officers have rejected this proposal due to 
the known issue of gulls in the City.  
 
Condition 10 - It should be noted that the resilience measures set out in the FRA are 
recommended for consideration as a precaution. The principal resilience measure proposed 
is the setting of the FFL above the DFL (as agreed with the E.A). Any other measures have 
been, and will continue to be, considered in light of the FRA’s recommendations but these 
are made to be precautionary and whilst these have been fully considered by the University 
(and ECB) not all can be accommodated within the proposals. That said, other resilience 
measures can be incorporated as part of any flood response action (as necessary), and the 
condition is helpful in setting out that its list is not exhaustive.    
  
Ultimately the recommended resilience measures set out in the FRA have been fully 
considered by the University (and ECB) but not all are appropriate in this instance, noting for 
example: 
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 The ECB have specified a particular type of floor covering – Gerflor – within the cricket halls. 
This is an ECB requirement and cannot be altered. 

 Timber internal doors – not aluminium or pvcu., are proposed. 

 Reception furniture will also be timber 

 There are force plates set within the ground floor slab. Again, this is an ECB requirement 
and cannot be altered. 

 It is not feasible to put plant on a c.1m plinth as this cannot be accommodated (within ceiling 
heights etc.)  

 The lift pit at ground floor cannot possibly be higher than the FFL (16.76m AOD) and 
therefore must be below the 17.01m AOD recommended. It will not be possible to prevent 
water from getting into the lift pit at ground floor 
 
Officers and the applicant consider that minor alterations to the proposed wording of the 
condition would be appropriate and delegated authority is sought in relation to the final 
wording of the condition.  
 
Condition 13 – The applicant proposes a different wording to the planning condition: 
Worcestershire Archaeology’s Written Scheme of Investigation for an archaeological 
watching brief (ref P6096 dated 27th May 2020) has been received and considered to be 
acceptable. For land that is included within the WSI, no groundworks shall take place other 
than in accordance with the agreed WSI, which shall include access to the site by 
Worcestershire Archaeology whilst any excavations are in progress for the purpose of 
archaeological investigation. This access shall allow for a period of up to one day for 
unencumbered archaeological recording to take place within the trenches if in the opinion of 
the Worcestershire Archaeology features of interest are revealed. A statement of 
significance and research objectives, the programme and methodology of site investigation 
and recording and the nomination of a competent person(s) or organisation to undertake the 
agreed works, the programme for post-investigation analysis, publication & dissemination 
and deposition of resulting material shall be confirmed in accordance with the WSI. This part 
of the condition shall not be discharged until these elements have been fulfilled in 
accordance with the programme set out in the WSI.  
 
Officers propose no change to the proposed condition as the condition submitted by the 
applicant is not sufficiently precise in its timescales for the publication and dissemination of 
the information. Further the condition currently proposed allows a phased discharge to allow 
for reporting and dissemination of the information to be agreed post completion of the 
archaeological investigation.  
 
Condition 14 – The applicant raises concerns with regard to the expectation of the 
Community Use. Whilst community use is anticipated and encouraged by the University, the 
IICEC building is first and foremost a University asset not a community sports centre. In 
addition, where the IICEC is being brough forward with the ECB (and is a cricket centre) any 
community use should reflect this use. We have asked the ECB to confirm a suitable 
condition and will provide as soon as possible.  
 
Officers propose no change to the condition which is suggested by Sport England who have 
oversight to ECB.  
 

Updated Recommendation: 

Officers note the further information provided.  
 
Officers request Delegated Authority to update textual elements planning conditions and 
issue the granting of planning permission under the terms of s100ZA of the Town and 
Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended).  

Page 4



 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

AGENDA ITEM 8 – 21/00629/FUL 

 
University of Worcester, Severn Campus, Hylton Road 

 
Proposed infrastructure required for the future redevelopment of the 

University of Worcester Severn Campus; comprising non-vehicular 
access onto Henwick Road (including emergency vehicle access and 

flood egress, cycle routes and pedestrian 'wellbeing' routes), vehicle 
parking including electric vehicle and cycle parking, internal 

servicing and access roads linking to existing vehicular access from 
Hylton Road, green infrastructure, lighting, drainage, demolition of 

existing buildings, new University store building, and structures and 
associated works. 
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PLANNING COMMITTEE – 27th January 2022. 

Late Paper Report - Agenda Item 8 

Application Number 21/00629/FUL 

Site Address University of Worcester,Severn Campus, Hylton 

Road 

Description of 

Development 

Proposed infrastructure required for the future 

redevelopment of the University of Worcester Severn 

Campus; comprising non-vehicular access onto Henwick 

Road (including emergency vehicle access and flood 

egress, cycle routes and pedestrian 'wellbeing' routes), 

vehicle parking including electric vehicle and cycle 

parking, internal servicing and access roads linking to 

existing vehicular access from Hylton Road, green 

infrastructure, lighting, drainage, demolition of existing 

buildings, new University store building, and structures 

and associated works. 

 

 

Since the publication of the report the applicant has written further on the application to 
highlight a number of factors. These are set out as  
 
Item 6.1 – impact on maintaining and safeguarding existing access to rear of 42-52 Henwick 
Road; There is no such access. Some of the residents have made their own ‘informal’ 
access to the rear of their properties but this is within the University’s ownership and benefits 
from no legal rights. Don’t think this is a major planning point but hope this helps if raised.  
 
Item 6.1 – lack of privacy and security to 34 Henwick Road from introduction of 
footpath/cycleway; This is an existing point of access into the University’s land and we 
responded to the owner of 34 Henwick Road following receipt of their comments (attached 
for ease of reference – noting Alan Coleman was copied in). Whilst the cycle route will now 
need to facilitate very occasional (hopefully no) emergency vehicle access, the points of 
principle in our response remain the same – including that the details are subject to approval 
/ condition. Again, your report covers these points in principle but hope this helps should it 
be raised at committee. 
 
Network Rail – following the further surveys (alluded to in the Report), we responded to the 
comments raised by Network Rail, including to demonstrate that the University’s proposals 
are entirely within their own ownership and no NR land is required – notwithstanding your 
point about this being an ownership point for the University and NR to resolve.  
 
In reference to the response from WRS (Air Quality) – this does not refer to the subsequent 
response (13/09/2021) confirming an AQA was not required  
In reference to the response from Worcestershire Wildlife Trust – this does not refer to the 
subsequent response (03/09/2021) confirming that they had removed their objection in light 
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of the additional information provided by Focus Environmental (including the EM&ES as 
referenced below in reference to Condition 5) (also provided to you 30/11/21 – see attached) 
 
In reference to the comments received from the Council’s Landscape Officer (around 
ecology), the Council’s landscape officer issued further comments (19/10/2021) which we 
(following further discussion with Focus Environmental) responded to (via Nick Kay) 
26/10/2021) demonstrating that the matters raised by the Landscape Officer are more than 
adequately addressed within the existing submissions, especially in the context of the 
submitted EMES, update PEA, BIA and backstop of licensing through the SNCO (Natural 
England) – notwithstanding the second part to the Landscape Officer’s October 21 
comments welcomed the proposals; and notwithstanding their subsequent comments to the 
revised proposals which you correctly say can be dealt with through discharging the 
landscape scheme condition (condition 4 below).  
 
It is also worth highlighting that the former scheme generated a 46.64% biodiversity net gain 
for habitats and a 100% biodiversity net gain for hedges – noting that with the removal of the 
Hardwicke Close ramp there is additional potential for biodiversity improvement arising 
around the proposed mound for example (whose detail is also subject of condition 4).    
 
Under s100ZA of the Town and Country Planning Act, the applicant has reviewed the 
proposed planning conditions and has suggested some textual changes to the proposed 
conditions. This includes: 
 
Condition 2 – Minor corrections to the revision numbers of plans. This is agreed.  
 
Condition 5 – Update the wording to ensure it includes reference to the Update PEA Letter 
Report (30/07/2021) and measures set out in the Ecological Mitigation & Enhancement 
Strategy_UoW Severn Campus v2 (05/10/2021). This is agreed.  
 
Conditions 8 and 10 – To include “other than demolition, site and scrub clearance and site 
investigation” as excluded from commencement of development. This is agreed.  
 
Condition 9 – Archaeology. The applicant has suggested an alternative wording (as per 
Condition 10 of 21/00667/FUL). For the reasons expressed above Officers propose no 
change to the proposed condition as the condition submitted by the applicant is not 
sufficiently precise in its timescales for the publication and dissemination of the information. 
Further the condition currently proposed allows a phased discharge to allow for reporting 
and dissemination of the information to be agreed post completion of the archaeological 
investigation.  
 
Updated Recommendation: 
Officers note the further information provided.  
 
Officers request Delegated Authority to update textual elements planning conditions and 
issue the granting of planning permission under the terms of s100ZA of the Town and 
Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended).  
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AGENDA ITEM 11 – 21/00295/HP 

 
7 Cove Gardens 

 
Front single storey garage extension, side garage extension and 

first floor rear extension. 
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PLANNING COMMITTEE – 27th January 2022. 

Late Paper Report - Agenda Item 11 

Application Number 21/00295/HP 

Site Address 7 Cove Gardens, Worcester, WR3 7DJ 

Description of 

Development 

Front single storey garage extension, side garage 

extension and first floor rear extension. 

 
Since the publication of the report a neighbour has written further on the application to 
highlight a number of points. For completeness this is included in its entirety below:   
 

Preface 

This document has been produced in response to the Case Officer’s approval 
recommendation documentation prior to the Planning Committee meeting due 27/1/2022. It 
seeks to address a number of inaccuracies / omissions within the report, to reinforce 
previous objections and to make comment on the later additional changes to the planning 
application (15/12/2021).  

As this will now take the form of a ‘late paper’ (see item 1 of General Comments), to save 
time and for the avoidance of duplication, it has been produced in conjunction with all 
residents and other interested parties who have previously raised objections and /or have 
wished to make additional or new comments. 

 

What is being asked of the Committee 

The Case Officer’s report, whilst not totally devoid of merit, is disproportionately weighted to 

social and economic considerations, whilst Conservation, historical, archaeological, design, 

amenity of and impact on others are, at best, glossed over and often totally ignored.  

The report contains errors, omissions, subjective opinion and questionable conclusions on 

legal implications. It is far from balanced and appears to be, even after a lengthy and drawn-

out planning process, rushed, ill-considered and / or produced in order to achieve a 

performance metric. 

The Committee are requested to reject this application on the following grounds:  

 

1. Overdevelopment of the property / site, in terms of massing, bulk and sheer number 

of proposed additions and alterations (six in total) 

 

2. Sub-standard and inappropriate design: 

 

 It is not in-keeping with its ‘sister’ property. In addition, all properties in Cove Gardens 

which afront the Conservation Area are ‘flat faced’ and set back, as far as possible, 

from the physical footpath 

 Unsympathetic to the historical nature of the building and archaeological features, 

which would be lost or hidden 

Page 9



 It is incongruous and is a visually intrusive addition to the street scene (both from the 

Conservation Area aspect at the rear and from the front of the property) 

 

3. Impact on others amenity, space and privacy 

 

Justification for refusal of this proposal has been detailed throughout the remainder of the 
document. 
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General Comments 

1. Firstly, it should be noted that no notification of the amended plans (15/12/2021), nor 

invitation to respond, has been received by residents or other consultees. The 

response to this ‘oversight’ from Andrew Thompson (“..there is no requirement for 

consultation on amended plans, this is at the discretion of the local planning 

authority..”) is inaccurate and contrary to the guidance and advice laid out by The 

Local Government & Social Care Ombudsman (see below): 

“Councils do not have to publicise applications for very small changes to planning 

permissions, known as 'non-material amendments'. But they should publicise 

applications for more significant but still limited changes, referred to as 'minor 

material amendments'” 

As 3, structural, proposed additions have been made since the last invitation to 

comment, the amendments cannot possibly be considered as non-material. A formal 

complaint has been lodged with regard this matter. 

2. Secondly, and perhaps the item of most significance, is that the Case Officer’s report 

fails to mention, within Section 6.1, the objection from Public Rights of Way (FW_ 7 

Cove Gardens Rightmove pics - PROW Objection 00295.pdf). Sections 7.19 through 

7.22 attempt to cover and address this issue, referring to it as a “technical issue” and 

a County Council matter. However, it should be noted that in Law there is no defence 

of ‘technicality’, indeed the law in this area is clear and states under Section 137 of 

the Highways Act that it is a criminal offence to block (or build upon!!) a Public Right 

of Way. The Definitive Map is a legal document and due process would need to be 

followed before this could be, potentially, amended. The inference from the Case 

Officer that this ‘does not matter’ should not be taken as legal advice from the 

perspective of the Committee and it is suggested that the Councillors may wish to 

seek further counsel in this particular area.  

 

3. Of the 3 additions to the initial application (porch / boot room, canopy extension to 

the rear of the garage and repositioning of the front door), 2 of these, as detailed 

within the Case Officer’s report, have already commenced construction (halted by the 

Enforcement Officer). Sections 3.4 through 3.6 give dimensional and some building 

material detail for other elements but, once again, this has been omitted from the 

Case Officer’s report for the porch extension and the canopy extension to the rear of 

the garage (see construction to date below). 
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4. Once again, the (amended) proposed plan elevations do not show the same detail as 

the proposed floor plans … the side porch / boot room extension plan detail appears 

to show a door yet it is unclear from current works if this is to be the case or, 

moreover, it is merely a representation if what is currently in place and has not been 

amended as part of the revised plans. 

 

Heritage Statement Review 

Paragraph 2 of the report (Site Description) merely details the property as being “converted 

in 2006 from a larger one”. The statement itself is true but, somewhat conveniently, fails to 

detail the historical origins of both number 7 Cove Gardens and its ‘sister’ cottage, number 6. 

Whilst not listed, and as previously stated within the objections, the property(ies) date back 

to 1728 and can be found on many historical maps (see below from 1902 with non-formal 

name maps dating back still further). 

 

If this information does not form part of a Heritage Statement, what does? The production of 

a Heritage Report has clear guidelines; at best, this only pays lip service. It is less of a 

Heritage Statement than it is a planning justification summary. Alterations to properties of 

this standing require far more thought and consideration than would perhaps normally be 

expected. This lack of detail could easily mislead the Committee. 

Garage extensions and, indeed, the extensions are referred to as “minimal”.  In total, 5 

structural additions (approximately 35sqm, not including the unknown sizes of the porch 
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extension and garage canopy) can hardly be classed as minimal. The (proposed) extended 

garage would make this far longer than any other part of the house. Having been purposely 

set back under the original plans, it would seem incredulous to permit such an extension(s). 

The sheer number of changes, coupled with what has gone before on previous applications 

(dining room and side porch), are in danger of making this historic house unrecognisable. 

The 2 previous extensions (2011) have increased the house in size from approximately 

130sqm to 152sqm; the current application would take the house to approximately 187sqm, 

a total increase of 44% since 2006.  

Additionally, despite what is stated within the Heritage Report, the natural / immediate 

amenity land surrounding the property is minimal as the river garden is separated by a 3m 

wide public footpath (see below from previous sales particulars). 

  

The report also states that “..the scheme from submission has been minimally altered and 

only to the rear 2 storey proposal..”. Is the designer not aware of the 2 other structures for 

which he has submitted plans?!! In addition, as per the Case Officer’s report, the Heritage 

Statement fails to detail the repositioning of the front door. The fact that 2 important 

documents now omit this change is highlighted to the Committee. 

 

Case Officer’s Report - Section Comments 

Section 3.1 “similar size, design and construction to neighbouring properties”… the property 

is only similar, in appearance, to number 6 (as it originally was one building). All other 

properties are red brick with the only similarity being the ‘Dutch’ style roofs. Boundaries are, 

quite literally, being pushed by the applicants in an attempt to make it a similar size, 

irrespective of what will be sacrificed in order to achieve this. 

3.3 Fails to detail the proposed change to the position of the front door and this is not shown 

on the plan elevations. The entrance to the property is currently located at the left-hand side 

front of the premises; the proposal relocates this to the front of the property by virtue of the 

removal of the foremost window of the left-hand bay (no reference made to what will 

happen to the downstairs toilet this area which is deemed to become a hall).  This is 

clearly detailed on the floor plans, but not on any of the elevation plans. The report, as it 

stands, could mislead the Committee in this aspect. 

3.7 This makes note of the submission of a 45 degree code plan. The plan has been 

produced in ‘plan’ form only and not elevation; this could well impact on habitable rooms of 

number 6. No such detail has been produced in respect of the proposed garage extension 

and the effect on the dining room of number 8. 
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3.7 Parking Layout Plan … this still details 3 parking spaces which is factually incorrect and 

has been stated and notified by Highways. This is highlighted to the Committee due to any 

potential future use of the proposed garage extension.  

Sections 4.2 & 4.3 …. Detail is provided here from both the NPPF and SWDP in respect of 

Conservation Areas and Heritage Sites. It is abundantly clear that the proposals do not 

satisfy the requirements and actually run contrary; the plans do not “enhance or better reveal 

…” the Conservation Area or historical property. As detailed by the Case Officer, “.. 

permission should be refused for ..design that fails to take the opportunities available for 

improving the character and quality of an area”; whatever ones take, the proposal most 

definitely does not improve the area in any shape or form and, as such, the Committee are 

asked to refuse in line with the NPPF. 

7.7 States “…remains subservient in scale…”. This is clearly not the case and has been 

covered within the feedback for the Heritage Statement. To reiterate in part, the proposed 

garage extension(s) would make this, by length, larger than any of part of the property. This 

would be dominating and not in keeping with the property, surrounding properties or the area 

in general.  

7.9 “The proposal has acceptable spatial separation ..”. This statement is simply not true; the 

separation between the applicants’ property and number 6 is already minimal and the 

(proposed / half built) front porch extension is on the boundary line (see previous picture). 

Not only does this porch undermine the whole aesthetics of the building, it provides a 

terracing effect; the Committee should refuse. 

With regard to the 45 degree code (applicable to the rear second storey extension), as 

stated in above in Section 3.7, this has only been detailed in plan and has not been provided 

in elevation. This should be checked and provided, independently, prior to determination. 

7.10 “…extensions to the existing garage would not … have an over dominant or 

overbearing effect upon the neighbouring properties..”. Completely incorrect (as already 

addressed) and ignores the concerns highlighted within initial objections, without any 

corresponding justification other than the opinion of the Case Officer.  

7.13 See comments regarding the Heritage statement above 

7.15 “The heritage asset, being the Conservation Area ..”. The point here has been totally 

missed, the heritage asset is both the Conservation Area and the (historical) building itself. It 

is irrelevant whether a building is listed or not; a building dating back to 1728 is a heritage 

asset and should be preserved (or enhanced) in the same way that all trees above a certain 

size in a Conservation Area are deemed to have TPO classification. The Committee has a 

duty of care to protect such assets; the current application does not do this. 

7.16 “…the Council’s Conservation Officer raises no objection to the proposal following the 

assessment of the amended plans..”. The Conservation Officer, to the best of our 

knowledge, never visited the site and, moreover, was unaware of the 3 additions to the 

original planning application as he was never invited to comment on these. Based on 

comments from the Conservation Officer for other applications, and previous comments for 

the original dining room (detailed below) there is an unusual disparity here. Indeed, we have 

no doubt that the only reason that the previous dining room extension was approved was the 

fact that it was a single storey and largely not visible or intrusive from the path of the 

Conservation Area. The Committee is requested to fully consider themselves the merits and 

virtues of both the historical property, it’s architectural detail(see below and impact that a 
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second storey extension would have), especially to the rear, and its environs of the 

Conservation Area. 

 

7.17 “The proposals are considered to preserve the setting of the Conservation Area …”. 

The Committee should perhaps defer determination to undertake a ‘walk-by’ of the area and 

draw their own conclusions as to the validity of this statement. 

 

Officer Response: 
Officers disagree the comments of the objector and consider the impacts of the proposals 
have been fully and carefully considered in the Officers Report in a manner that is balanced.  
 
Further it is noted that the comments on consultation relate to the consideration of s73 and 
s96A applications and amendments sought through this process.  
 
The objectors have been given full and extensive opportunity to comment to the application, 
and have done so, over the course of 10months. It is also noted that Officers have met with 
objectors on site.  
 
Whilst the application is a balanced consideration and a matter of judgement, Officers do not 
consider that the objections raise new matters that would alter the recommendation outlined 
in the main report.  
 
Officer Recommendation 
No change to the Officer Recommendation outlined at Section 9 of the main report.   
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