
PLANNING COMMITTEE 

 
24th September 2020 

 
Present:  
 

Councillor Chris Mitchell in the Chair 

 Councillors Agar (Vice-Chairman), A. Amos, 
B. Amos, Barnes, Berry, Bisset, Denham 

(for Councillor Cawthorne) Hodges and 
Johnson 

 

Apologies:  
 

Councillor Cawthorne and Hassan 

 
 

47 Declarations of Interest  

 
The following declarations of interest were made: 

 
Application 20/00583/HP – 125 Victoria Avenue 
(Minute No. 53) 

 
Councillors Agar, Barnes, Berry, Denham and Hodges – the applicant, Councillor 

Riaz, is known to all as a Member of the Labour Group.  All Councillors have had 
no communication with him on this item.  All Councillors elected to speak and vote 
on the item. 

 
48 Minutes of Previous Planning Committee  

 
RESOLVED: That the minutes of the meeting held on 20th August 2020 be 
approved as a correct record and signed remotely by the Chairman. 

 
49 Public Participation  

 
None. 
 

50 Public Representation  
 

Those representations made are recorded at the minute to which they relate. 
 

51 Application 20/00088/FUL - Land adjacent to Rose Villa, Nunnery Lane  
 
Introduction 

 
The Committee considered an application for the proposed erection of a new 6 

bedroom detached dwelling at Rose Villa, Nunnery Lane. 
 
Reason Why Being Considered by Planning Committee 

 
The application had been referred to Planning Committee as it constitutes a 

departure from Policy SWDP 38 Green Space. 
 
Report/Background/Late Papers 
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The report set out the background to the proposal, the site and surrounding area, 

the proposal itself, relevant policies, planning history and the representations and 
consultations where applicable. 

 
The Committee’s attention was drawn to the late papers which related to the 
following:- 

 
 Consultee comments from the County Council Highway Authority and the 

officer’s response to those comments with regard to the car parking area 
surface materials; 

 Correspondence from Mr Chambers, a neighbour, seeking clarification on 

the notification to neighbours of the application and the provision of 
photographs for the presentation; and 

 Correspondence from Mr Ruff, a neighbour, seeking clarification on the 

published documents related to the application and the provision of 
photographs, with text, for the presentation. 

 
Officer Presentation 
 

The information was presented as set out by the Deputy Director – Economic 
Development and Planning, in conjunction with a powerpoint presentation for the 

item which included the photographs from the neighbours highlighting the 
potential impact of the proposal on their properties. 
 

The Development Management Team Leader stated that Committee Members 
would be aware of the history of the site which he considered to be relevant when 

considering the current proposals, as a four bedroom detached dwelling was 
allowed at appeal under application P18G0387.  The appeal decision was attached 
as Appendix 1 to the report.   

 
The Development Management Team Leader informed Committee Members that 

the principle of residential development of the site has been established by the 
appeal decision.  Committee Members were asked to note that in condition 2 of 
the appeal decision the Inspector listed three approved plans which show the 

development in different layouts , these were shown in paragraph 7.5 of the 
report.  Since the submission of the application development has commenced on 

site for the erection of the 4 bedroom property which was allowed at appeal. 
 

Public Representations 
 
The following people had registered to speak on the application: 

 
Kevin Ruff and Paul Chambers (Objectors) and Jabran Khalid (Applicant) 

 
Key Points of debate 
 

 The objector, whose property was 47 Spetchley Road, in addressing the 
Committee stated that the proposal would have an impact on his amenity 

space due to the size, mass, increase of roof height and the addition of roof  
windows on the third floor.  There was also a lack of parking provision and 
inadequate turning area.  It was also considered that the family space was 

inadequate.   
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It was requested that those conditions attached to the previously approved 

scheme should be rolled forward to this proposal if approved. 
 

 The proposal would also result in a loss of light/overshadowing to 
neighbouring property ‘Montana’, Nunnery Lane.  The objector, speaking on 
behalf of his elderly Mother who lived at the property,  stated that the 

inclusion of a hipped roof would have little impact if the height is increased 
as it is close to the property.  The objector disagreed that the increase in 
size of this building and the height will not have an impact on his Mother’s 

property.  He was concerned of the impact the proposal would have on his 
Mother’s health as objections have been made to development on this land 

over many years.  
 

 The objectors responded to questions from Committee Members on points 
of  clarification around windows in their properties that may be affected by 

the proposal. 
 

 The applicant in response informed Committee Members that the reason for 

changing the plans from a 4 bedroom house to 6 bedroom was for the 
growing demands of his family.  He stated that he had noted the neighbour 
objections and had worked with Officers to address their concerns.  The 

applicant was of the opinion that the height of the proposal matched those 
of neighbouring properties. 

 
 The applicant responded to questions from Committee Members on the 

reason for changing his plans for a 6 bed home from a 4 bed home and 

identified that green space is no longer an issue.  He stated that the Council 
had previously refused the application because of green space and not 
because of the size of the house.  The applicant responded to a question on 

what changes had been made to address neighbour concerns, which 
involved changes to the hipped roof/gable ends, amended parking plans 

and removal of a septic tank. 
 

 The County Council Highways representative was asked about the current 

County Council parking standards and the required number of spaces for 
the proposal.  It was confirmed that 3 spaces were required which had been 
provided by the applicant, but the size of the parking area does not include 

any circulation space, although there is adequate space to include it.  
Reference was made to the late paper where officers had considered the 

use of grasscrete rather than hard surfacing which would be better from a 
biodiversity perspective. Committee Members were informed that the 
current standards were being reviewed and potentially the policy would 

require 4 spaces for a development of this size.  As it stands the current 
policy requirement is 3 spaces and the application is in accordance with 
that. 

 
 With regard to green space, reference was made to paragraphs 7.32 and 

7.33 of the report, and it was asked why the applicant had not obtained the 
necessary biodiversity reports before the site was cleared and what 
sanctions are there.  The Development Management Team Leader  stated 

that the applicant does have an obligation to satisfy these and referred to 
paragraphs 7.34-7.37 of the report.  If breached then the matter would be 
referred to Natural England to intervene. 
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 Clarification was sought on the height of the proposed building and 

neighbouring properties.  The Development Management Team Leader 
stated it would be taller than the host bungalow and slightly higher than 

‘Montana’ but not necessarily higher than 47 Spetchley Road and went on 
to explain the height of the other properties in Nunnery Lane. 
 

 With reference to the planning history of the site it was asked what 
relevance should be attached to this when considering this application.  The 
Development Management Team Leader referred to the appeal decision of 

January 2020 that dealt with Members objections and the weight that the 
Inspector attributed to this.  It is relevant in terms of comparing the 

approved scheme with the current proposal. 
 

 Some Members agreed this was a balanced decision and were conscious 

that the Inspector overturned the previous decision of the Planning 
Committee.  The building is of a significant height and measures have been 
taken to reduce this.  It was noted that neither of the properties have 

habitable rooms that would be affected by the proposal.  There were no 
planning reasons to refuse the application. 

 
 Other Members felt that this was a very different application with a 50% 

increase in bedroom space.  Car parking was also considered to be 

inadequate.  Given the size of the increase and the massing it is out of 
character of other properties in the area. 
 

 The Inspector approved the 4 bed scheme, but yet the footprint has not 
changed in size, but is further away from ‘Montana’, the Chairman asked is 

there a significant difference. The Development Management Team Leader 
stated that it was in the region of a metre where the siting is now 
compared with previous iterations and referred to the 3 different layouts 

allowed by the Inspector as outlined in the report. 
 

 The Chairman stated that this was a difficult decision and is on the 

boundary of what is and what is not acceptable. 
 

A proposal to approve the application had been made and this was seconded.  
There being no further points made the Chair asked the Legal Team Manager to 
request the voting of each Member of the Committee, who were eligible to vote.  

Following the recording of the votes the proposal to approve was lost. 
 

The Legal Team Manager informed Members that a motion was now required for 
refusal of the application with reasons for this. 
 

A proposal to refuse the application had been made and this was seconded.  
The Development Management Team Leader had drafted out a reason for refusal 

for consideration by Members and read this to Committee Members, which 
included impact on amenity space, impact on the character for the area, increase 
in height, scale and mass and loss of privacy from the inclusion of roof lights in 

the rear roof slope.  The Chair also asked that the concerns of the Committee over 
the number of car parking spaces and the access/egress of vehicles to and from 

the site be added to the reasons for refusal. 
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The Legal Team Manager asked if Members were satisfied with the reasons for 

refusal as read out by the Development Management Team Leader. 
 

There being no further points made the Chair asked the Legal Team Manager to 
request the voting of each Member of the Committee, who were eligible to vote.  
Following the recording of the votes the proposal to refuse the application was 

agreed for the reasons cited. 
 

Contrary to Officer recommendation it was: 
 
RESOLVED: That the Committee refuse planning permission for the 

following reasons: 
 

1. Policy SWDP 21 of the South Worcestershire Development Plan 
requires all development proposals, amongst other matters, to 
integrate effectively with its surroundings, compliment the 

character of the area and to achieve a high standard of design, 
having regard to the character of the area and harmonising with 

their surroundings and to make a positive contribution to the 
character and quality of its environment through good layout and 
design. This is reflected in the aims and interests that the National 

Planning Policy Framework seeks to protect and promote with 
regard to development proposals. Specific guidance on 

development standards for residential development proposals is 
also contained within the adopted South Worcestershire Design 

Guide SPD. 
 

In the opinion of the Local Planning Authority, the proposal would, 

particularly by reason of the increase in the height, scale and mass 
of the proposed scheme in comparison with the approved scheme, 

would be out of character with the scale of adjacent development 
and would have an over dominant and overbearing impact on the 
amenities of the neighbouring residents of ‘Montana’, Nunnery Lane 

and 47 Spetchley Road and the inclusion of roof lights in the rear 
roof slope would result in the loss of privacy from actual and the 

perception of overlooking of the rear garden of 47 Spetchley Road. 
 
The proposal would thereby also be contrary to policy SWDP 21 of 

the South Worcestershire Development Plan the aims and interests 
that the National Planning Policy Framework seeks to protect and 

promote with regard to residential amenity. 
 

2. Policies SWDP 4 and SWDP 21 of the South Worcestershire 

Development Plan require development to address road safety 
ensuring that development is able to access the highway safely. The 

National Planning Policy Framework also requires that in assessing 
specific applications for development safe and suitable access to 
sites can be achieved for all users.  

 
The site is located on Nunnery Lane that serves a densely populated 

area of predominantly residential uses, including a primary school. 
There are high levels of vehicle flow along Nunnery Lane and, in the 
opinion of the Local Planning Authority, the ingress and egress of 
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vehicle movements using the site would be harmful to the highway 

safety of Nunnery Lane.  
 

The proposal would thereby also be contrary to policies SWDP 4 and 
SWDP 21 of the South Worcestershire Development Plan and the 
aims and interests that the National Planning Policy Framework 

seeks to protect and promote with regard to the safety of road 
users. 

 
3. Policy SWDP 21 (xi) of the South Worcestershire Development Plan 

requires all development proposals to incorporate provision for the 

parking, servicing and manoeuvring of vehicles in accordance with 
the recognised standards. The operative parking standards of the 

Highway Authority are set out in the adopted Worcestershire 
County Council Streetscape Design Guide (2018). Although these do 
not specify the number of spaces required to serve a 6-bed 

dwelling, nevertheless it is not considered that this means that the 
3no. spaces proposed would be sufficient to serve the development 

and, in the opinion of the Local Planning Authority, there would be 
inadequate car parking to serve the proposed 6-bedroom dwelling. 

 

The proposal would thereby also be contrary to policies SWDP 4 and 
SWDP 21 of the South Worcestershire Development Plan. 

 
52 Application 20/00424/FUL - 79 Waterworks Road  

 

Introduction 
 

The Committee considered an application for a proposed balcony and alterations 
to front with canopy to the front entrance at 79 Waterworks Road. 
 

Reason Why Being Considered by Planning Committee 
 

The application had been referred to Planning Committee in accordance with the 
adopted Scheme of Delegation as it is a departure from the South Worcestershire 
Development Plan. 

 
Report/Background/Late Papers 

 
The report set out the background to the proposal, the site and surrounding area, 
the proposal itself, relevant policies, planning history and the representations and 

consultations where applicable. 
 

There were no late papers circulated. 
 

Officer Presentation 
 
The information was presented as set out by the Deputy Director – Economic 

Development and Planning, in conjunction with a powerpoint presentation for the 
item. 

 
Public Representations 
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There had been no one registered to speak on the application. 

 
Key Points of debate 

 
 Members agreed this was an important facility and that distinct 

improvements would be made by the proposal. 

 
A proposal to approve the application was made and this was seconded.  There 

being no further points made the Chair asked the Legal Team Manager to request 
the voting of each Member of the Committee, who were eligible to vote.  Following 
the recording of the votes the proposal was unanimously agreed. 

 
RESOLVED: That the Committee grant planning permission, subject to the 

conditions set out in section 9 of the report. 
 

53 Application 20/00583/HP - 125 Victoria Avenue  

 
Introduction 

 
The Committee considered an application for the removal of a conservatory and 
construction of a new single storey rear extension at 125 Victoria Avenue. 

 
Reason Why Being Considered by Planning Committee 

 
The application had been referred to Planning Committee as the applicant is an 
elected Member of the Council. 

 
Report/Background/Late Papers 

 
The report set out the background to the proposal, the site and surrounding area, 
the proposal itself, relevant policies, planning history and the representations and 

consultations where applicable. 
 

There were no late papers circulated. 
 

Officer Presentation 
 
The information was presented as set out by the Deputy Director – Economic 

Development and Planning, in conjunction with a powerpoint presentation for the 
item. 

 
Public Representations 
 

There had been no one registered to speak on the application. 
 

Key Points of debate 
 

 Members agreed this was a straightforward application, with no neighbour 

concerns and in line with all relevant policies. 
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A proposal to approve the application was made and this was seconded.  There 

being no further points made the Chair asked the Legal Team Manager to request 
the voting of each Member of the Committee, who were eligible to vote.  Following 

the recording of the votes the proposal was unanimously agreed. 
 
RESOLVED: That the Committee grant planning permission, subject to the 

conditions set out in section  9 of the report. 
 

54 Application 20/00536/HP - 33 Mortlake Avenue  
 
Introduction 

 
The Committee considered an application for the demolition of an existing garage 

and kitchen to build a new 2 storey extension at 33 Mortlake Avenue. 
 
Reason Why Being Considered by Planning Committee 

 
The application had been referred to Planning Committee as the applicant is an 

employee of the City Council. 
 
Report/Background/Late Papers 

 
The report set out the background to the proposal, the site and surrounding area, 

the proposal itself, relevant policies, planning history and the representations and 
consultations where applicable. 

 
There were no late papers circulated. 
 

Officer Presentation 
 

The information was presented as set out by the Deputy Director – Economic 
Development and Planning, in conjunction with a powerpoint presentation for the 
item. 

 
Public Representations 

 
There had been no one registered to speak on the application. 
 

Key Points of debate 
 

 The Senior Planning Officer responded to points of clarification from 
Committee Members on biodiversity issues and the installation of 
biodiversity enhancements. 

 
A proposal to approve the application was made and this was seconded.  There 

being no further points made the Chair asked the Legal Team Manager to request 
the voting of each Member of the Committee, who were eligible to vote.  Following 
the recording of the votes the proposal was unanimously agreed. 

 
RESOLVED: That the Committee grant planning permission, subject to the 

conditions set out in section 9 of the report. 
 

55 Any Other Business  
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Prior Approval Applications 
 

The Senior Planning Officer presented the Committee Members with a Prior 
Approval application, which has been submitted as part of the new legislation.  
Committee Members were informed that they are submitted following strict 

criteria, which could now mean up to an additional two floors on buildings, there is 
a degree of assessment however of each application.  The criteria does preclude a 

lot of buildings in the City Centre.  Committee Members were also informed that 
there is a planning approval timeframe and the opportunity for Members to call in 
applications before the Planning Committee still applies. 

 
Permission in Principle 

 
The Chair informed the Committee Members that a permission in principle 
application had been received which would require a decision to be made within 5 

weeks which is the statutory time limit (unless an extension of time has been 
agreed in writing with the applicant).  The Chair and Vice Chair had agreed to call 

an Extra-Ordinary meeting of the Planning Committee for determination of this 
application, however the applicant has now agreed to an extension of time, 
therefore the Extra-Ordinary meeting will no longer required. 

 
 

 
Duration of the meeting: 1.30pm to 3.30pm 

 
 
 

 
Chairman at the meeting on 

22nd October 2020 


