
PLANNING COMMITTEE

9th July 2020

Present: Councillor Chris Mitchell in the Chair

Councillors Agar (Vice-Chairman), A. Amos, 
B. Amos, Barnes, Berry, Bisset, Cawthorne, 
Hassan, Hodges and Johnson

Also in Attendance:
Councillor Udall

27 Declarations of Interest 

None.

28 Minutes of Previous Planning Committee 

RESOLVED: That the minutes of the meeting held on 25th June 2020 be 
approved as a correct record and signed remotely by the Chairman.

29 Minutes of Previous Conservation Advisory Panel 

RESOLVED: That the minutes of the Conservation Advisory Panel be 
received.

30 Public Participation 

None.

31 Public Representation 

None.  However, Councillor Udall, as a local Ward Member, addressed the 
Committee with regard to Agenda Item 9.

32 Application 20/00249/OUT - University Park Development, Bromyard 
Road 

Introduction

The Committee considered an outline application for the development of up to 120 
dwellings together with access, green infrastructure and associated engineering 
works at University Park Development, Bromyard Road.

Reason Why Being Considered by Planning Committee

The application had been referred to the Planning Committee as it is a major 
application and a departure from the development plan.

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 
amendment of conditions 8, 21 and 22 and the inclusion of the proposed draft 
Heads of Terms.

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.

The Committee were informed that this was an outline application for residential 
development of up to 120 dwellings.  It sought agreement of means of access, 
with two points being proposed from Oak View Way.  All other detailed matters 
are reserved for later approval (i.e. landscaping, the detailed layout of the site, 
the external appearance of the buildings and scale of the development.

The Committee’s attention was drawn to the comments of the Planning Policy 
Team outlined in paragraph 6.1 of the report.  They had concluded that it is 
considered that whilst this planning application conflicts with the adopted 
development plan, there are material planning considerations related to this 
application which justify a departure from the adopted development plan.

The Development Management Services Team Leader also referred Members of 
the Committee to the request for contributions from the Worcestershire Acute 
Hospitals NHS Trust.  The Committee were informed that it is not recommended 
that the developers be required to make a financial contribution towards 
healthcare services in this case. This was explained in paragraphs 7.39-7.54 of 
the report.

Public Representations

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

Key Points of Debate

 In response to a question from Members on the request from the NHS 
Acute Trust, the Development Management Services Team Leader 
confirmed that Section 106 monies were one off contributions and not an 
ongoing funding mechanism.  As part of the SWDP review engagement will 
take place with the NHS Acute Trust.

 It was asked whether the Council anticipated a request for monies for 
capital development.  It was confirmed that Section 106 monies were 
capable of being used for capital development, if not through that process 
then through CIL (Community Infrastructure Levy).

 The Deputy Director – Economic Development and Planning informed 
Members that the South of Worcestershire has £2m of CIL money to spend 
on strategic projects across the area.  
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There is an existing infrastructure development plan (IPD) which contains a 
list of projects required to deliver the South Worcestershire Development 
Plan (SWDP).  These projects will therefore be prioritised.  The NHS Acute 
Trust did not have any requirements for any capital projects based on the 
proposals in the current adopted SWDP.

 The 30% affordable housing was queried by Members, but it was confirmed 
that this was policy compliant, 30% applied for inside the City and 40% 
outside the City.

 It was asked whether the draft heads of terms needed to be agreed at the 
outline stage of the application.  The Development Management Services 
Team Leader stated that it did, as there is no opportunity at the reserved 
matters stage to do so and that this was standard framework practice.

 Although Members welcomed the introduction of new housing there was a 
concern over the lack of public transport for this part of the City and that 
something needed to be done as the area will be congested with cars.  The 
bus company had promised that in due course they would increase the 
service but that had not happened.

 The County Council Highways representative stated in relation to 
contributions, they can secure Section 106 monies for infrastructure as well 
as service improvements, such as the improvements at Earls Court Farm.  
The Highways representative confirmed that that they are aware of the 
issues around bus services across the City and are liaising with the bus 
company to seek improvements.  With regard to this application no 
contributions are required as the contributions successfully secured 
elsewhere are sufficient enough to provide an adequate bus service to cater 
for the additional housing being proposed.

 Members asked for reassurance that the roads will be wide enough to avoid 
congestion and parking issues as with some housing estates in the City that 
have narrow roads.  The County Council Highways representative stated 
that the detailed layout of the internal roadwork network are to follow as 
part of reserved matters and will be required to conform to the Streetscape 
Design Guide.  Members will have the opportunity to comment at this 
stage.

 Reference was made to the comments made by Malvern Hills District 
Council at paragraph 6.1 of the report with regard to SuDS and that these 
comments should be considered.  It was also highlighted that there was 
little in the report about plants and that the opportunity should be taken to 
enhance the environment with wildflower meadows for example.  The 
Development Management Services Team Leader stated these points would 
be considered at the reserved matters stage under landscaping.

 Clarification was requested on the number of electric vehicle charging 
points to be provided.  The Development Management Services Team 
Leader referred Members to the late paper and revised condition 8 which 
identified that each of the proposed dwellings and/or garages will be fitted 
with an electric vehicle charging point.
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 In response to a question on safe cycle routes throughout the development 
the County Council Highways representative stated that the provision of 
safe routes for cyclists will be provided under the reserved matters stage 
and that the developer will be requested to put in direct cycle/walk links to 
the nearest cycle route, rather than cyclists travelling on the road.

 The sustainability of the site was questioned as there was no public 
transport, no access to health services, no shops or other facilities. 

 It was noted that the application was contrary to the adopted development 
plan but that the site has been identified for housing in the emerging South 
Worcestershire Development Plan Review.   The Legal Team Manager was 
asked for her opinion on the emerging SWDP, which has been delayed and 
will not be presented to all three local authorities until 2022.  It was 
confirmed by the Legal Team Manager that an emerging policy can be 
considered as a material planning consideration and it is a matter for 
members  as to how much weight they wish to attach. The comments of 
the Planning Policy Team were referred to who had no objection in 
principle, although it was a departure from the adopted plan, it was 
considered that there were material considerations to justify this.

 Following a request for the definition of the wording ‘sustainability’ the 
Chairman asked Officers to provide this information to all Planning 
Committee Members.

 In response to the delay of the SWDP the Deputy Director – Economic 
Development and Planning, informed Members that the review of the South 
Worcestershire Development Plan has been delayed due to the impact of 
the Covid-19 pandemic and the ability to progress a number of technical 
assessments and evidence gathering needed to support the plan. Advice 
had been taken from a barrister and it is now proposed to wait until we 
have the proper evidence before submission to the Secretary of State.  
Despite this, the SWDP Joint Advisory Panel has continued to review 
policies with officers.  The SWDP review does allocate sufficient land for 
housing, including this site.  A revised timetable for the review will be 
brought before Members of all three districts during the September 
Committee and Council cycle.  A full Member briefing on the contents of the 
review will be arranged as soon as possible.

 The request for contributions for the provision of access to adequate health 
services and the comments made from the Worcestershire Acute Hospital 
Trust, at paragraph 6.1 of the report, was referred to by Members.  The 
Legal Team Manager confirmed that if not CIL compliant contributions are 
open to challenge.

 Reference was made to Worcestershire County Council Highway Authority 
response at paragraph 6.2 of the report. A maximum of £26,400 was to be 
requested for a Personal Travel Planning services to future residents.  It 
was questioned whether this would be best used for providing an adequate 
bus service for the development.  The County Council Highways 
representative stated that this was a personalised service.  
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Each resident is approached and talked through the walking routes to 
leisure /health and wider Worcester and the location of bus stops.  It was 
accepted that the bus service was not as it should be but monies have been 
received to make improvements.

A proposal to approve the application was made and this was seconded. There 
being no further points made the Chairman 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 agreed. 

RESOLVED:  That the Committee is minded to grant outline planning 
permission with access agreed (matters of landscaping, layout, the 
external appearance of the buildings and scale reserved for subsequent 
approval), subject to the applicant and all persons having an interest in 
the land entering into an agreement under Section 106 of the Town and 
Country Planning Act in accordance with the agreed Heads of Terms, and 
subject to the Deputy Director - Governance being satisfied with the 
nature of such an Agreement delegate to the Deputy Director - Economic 
Development and Planning approval to grant the necessary planning 
permission, subject to the conditions set out in section 9 of the report, as 
amended by the late paper.

33 Application 20/00144/FUL - 24 Sebright Avenue 

Introduction

The Committee considered an application for the conversion of an existing 
outbuilding to 1 no. bedroom dwelling at 24, Sebright Avenue.

Reason Why Being Considered by Planning Committee

The application was referred to Planning Committee on 25th June 2020. At this 
meeting Members were minded to refuse planning permission on the following 
grounds:

 Development Plan policies SWDP 4 and SWDP 21 of the South 
Worcestershire Development Plan 2016 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 proposed development is located to the rear of 24 Sebright Avenue in a 
densely residential area. This section of Sebright Avenue beyond Arundel 
Drive towards the traffic signals is one-way traffic and there are known 
parking issues. Vehicles park on both sides of the road, often mounted on 
the footway which causes a hazard to those using the footway and traffic 
flow is restricted to a single width.

There is no parking proposed for the 2no. bedroom dwelling which requires 
2 spaces and this is contrary to parking standards in the Streetscape Design 
Guide. 
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The site does not meet the criteria for a ‘parking free’ development as there 
are no parking restrictions on Sebright Avenue to prevent displacement 
parking on to the highway.

Moreover, the proposed parking for the existing dwelling which is 
constrained by the walls of the buildings, will be difficult to access. Vehicles 
will be required to negotiate the existing narrow driveway and manoeuvre 
into a specific position to allow pedestrian access to the dwellings. Where 
parking is difficult to access, drivers typically don’t use it and will opt to 
park in a more convenient place. Moreover, there are no controls available 
to ensure that vehicles will comply with the layout.

Therefore, there are no guarantees that the shared driveway will be kept 
clear for pedestrians or those with bicycles and other vulnerable users such 
as those in a wheelchair or those with a pushchair to access the dwellings. 
The risk of conflict between vehicular and pedestrian movements in this 
location has not been addressed by the proposal.

In the opinion of the Local Planning Authority, the proposed development 
does not comply with parking standards in the adopted Streetscape Design 
Guide and the resulting displacement parking represents a highway safety 
hazard and an impact on the free flow of traffic. The potential conflict 
between pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles represents a further highway 
safety hazard and safe and suitable access has not been shown. Priority 
first has not been given to pedestrians and cyclists. The proposal would 
thereby also be contrary to policies SWDP 4 and SWDP 21 of the South 
Worcestershire Development Plan 2016 and paragraphs 108, 109 and 110 
of the National Planning Policy Framework.

 Whilst the out-buildings could potentially be converted to a separate and 
independent commercial use that would generate additional traffic and 
demand for car parking, nevertheless no substantive evidence to suggest 
that an alternative scheme would be implemented or is indeed a probable 
prospect in the event that the application is refused. This limits the weight 
that can be attached to it as a fall back position and does not provide a 
compelling ground on which to allow the application.

In accordance with the adopted procedure the application was deferred to enable 
Officers to examine the proposed grounds of refusal and to provide their 
professional opinion on the robustness of the same.

The previous report to Planning Committee on 25th June 2020 was attached as 
Appendix 1.

Report/Background/Late Papers

The report set out the comments of the Deputy Director – Economic Development 
and Planning which related to the grounds for refusal given at the last meeting.  
In the summary of the report at paragraphs 4.1-4.4 Members were asked to note 
that there may be consequences to the actions that Members take should they be 
required to defend reasons for refusal at appeal.



9th July 2020 7

The Committee’s attention was drawn to the late paper which related to a 
supporting statement from the applicant’s agent on the proposal.

Officer Presentation

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

The Development Management Services Team Leader referred to paragraph 3.8 of 
the report which weighs marginally in favour of the proposal.  For the reasons set 
out in paragraphs 3.1-3.8 Officers continued to recommend the application for 
approval, but if Members resolved to refuse the application then suggested 
reasons for refusal were given at paragraph 5.1 of the report.

Public Representations

In accordance with the City Council’s Constitution, Part 5, Committee Procedure 
11.3.8, as pubic representations were made at the 25th June 2020 meeting and no 
significant changes had been made to the scheme no-one had been permitted to 
register to speak again on this application.

Key Points of Debate

 Reference was made to the late paper from the applicant’s agent and the 
implied suggestion that the applicant would revert the buildings back to a 
workshop, if permission was not granted, which would generate more traffic 
movement.  The late paper also suggested that the last use of the 
outbuilding was in September 2019, Members questioned whether this was 
the case, also the speaker at the last meeting had indicated that the 
buildings had not been used for sometime which therefore had not 
impacted on the highway.

 The majority of Members did not consider that the conversion to residential 
outweighed the concerns of the Highway Authority about highway safety, 
hazards to pedestrians and the congested nature of Sebright Avenue. They 
were still of the opinion that the application should be refused for the 
reasons as set out in paragraph 5.1 of the report.

 Some Members found the proposal acceptable and that detailed 
negotiations had taken place with Officers.  It was felt that the Committee 
should encourage the use of existing buildings and this proposal was an 
option.  There were concerns that if refused it could encourage its use for 
commercial purposes which would generate more traffic.

A proposal to refuse the application had been made and this was seconded.  There 
being no further points made the Chairman 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 refused for the reasons set 
out in paragraph 5.1 of the officers report.

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

1. Development Plan policies SWDP 4 and SWDP 21 of the South 
Worcestershire Development Plan 2016 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 proposed development is located to the rear of 24 Sebright 
Avenue in a densely residential area. This section of Sebright Avenue 
beyond Arundel Drive towards the traffic signals is one-way traffic 
and there are known parking issues. Vehicles park on both sides of 
the road, often mounted on the footway which causes a hazard to 
those using the footway and traffic flow is restricted to a single 
width.

There is no parking proposed for the 2no. bedroom dwelling which 
requires 2 spaces and this is contrary to parking standards in the 
Streetscape Design Guide. The site does not meet the criteria for a 
‘parking free’ development as there are no parking restrictions on 
Sebright Avenue to prevent displacement parking on to the 
highway.

Moreover, the proposed parking for the existing dwelling which is 
constrained by the walls of the buildings, will be difficult to access. 
Vehicles will be required to negotiate the existing narrow driveway 
and manoeuvre into a specific position to allow pedestrian access to 
the dwellings. Where parking is difficult to access, drivers typically 
don’t use it and will opt to park in a more convenient place. 
Moreover, there are no controls available to ensure that vehicles 
will comply with the layout.

Therefore, there are no guarantees that the shared driveway will be 
kept clear for pedestrians or those with bicycles and other 
vulnerable users such as those in a wheelchair or those with a 
pushchair to access the dwellings. The risk of conflict between 
vehicular and pedestrian movements in this location has not been 
addressed by the proposal.

In the opinion of the Local Planning Authority, the proposed 
development does not comply with parking standards in the adopted 
Streetscape Design Guide and the resulting displacement parking 
represents a highway safety hazard and an impact on the free flow 
of traffic. The potential conflict between pedestrians, cyclists and 
vehicles represents a further highway safety hazard and safe and 
suitable access has not been shown. Priority first has not been given 
to pedestrians and cyclists. The proposal would thereby also be 
contrary to policies SWDP 4 and SWDP 21 of the South 
Worcestershire Development Plan 2016 and paragraphs 108, 109 
and 110 of the National Planning Policy Framework.
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2. Whilst the out-buildings could potentially be converted to a separate 
and independent commercial use that would generate additional 
traffic and demand for car parking, nevertheless no substantive 
evidence to suggest that an alternative scheme would be 
implemented or is indeed a probable prospect in the event that the 
application is refused. This limits the weight that can be attached to 
it as a fallback position and does not provide a compelling ground on 
which to allow the application.

34 Application 20/00305/HP - 23 Bozward Street 

Introduction

The Committee considered an application for the proposed erection of a single 
storey rear and side extension to an existing 5 bedroom House in Multiple 
Occupation property (Use Class C4) at 23, Bozward Street.

Reason Why Being Considered by Planning Committee

The application had been referred to the Planning Committee at the request of 
Councillor Alan Amos on the grounds of previous decisions on this same site both 
by the Committee and the Inspector.

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.

The Committee’s attention was drawn to Appendix 1 attached to the report which 
related to a copy of the appeal decision with regard to Application P18K0466 
which was refused planning permission.  The appeal was dismissed on 26th July 
2019.  In respect of the Inspector’s conclusions at paragraph 13 of the decision, 
application 19/00801/CLPU was submitted for a certificate of proposed lawful 
development.

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

  clarification by officers regarding the implementation/changes of 
Application 19/00801/CLPU and the fallback position; 

  email correspondence from the agent to Councillor A. Amos and the 
applicant; and

  consultee comments from the County Council Highway Authority.

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.
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Members were informed that since the publication of the report that was 
withdrawn from the agenda for the meeting on 25th June 2020, the agent has 
confirmed in a revised planning statement that there are currently 6 occupants 
living at the HMO.  The agenda has also confirmed that the applicant intends to 
update their existing HMO licence accordingly should consent be granted.

The Development Management Services Team Leader stated that the applicant 
would not implement the scheme under 19/00801/CLPU if the current application 
is approved.  This scheme no longer included the rear dormer window.  In terms 
of design and appearance Officers have no objections.

Public Representations

There had been no one registered to speak on the application.  However a local 
Ward Member, Councillor Udall addressed the Committee objecting to the 
proposal.

Key Points of Debate

 A local Ward Member, Councillor Udall addressed the Committee objecting 
to the proposal identifying that there were two concerns, over occupation of 
site and no parking.  In referring to the City Council’s Housing Officer’s 
consultee comments he stated that the rooms were not adequate.  There 
are neighbour objections to this proposal.

 It was noted that the difference between this application and the previous 
one is that the Highway Authority now recommends refusal.  Some 
Members felt that the proposal was inappropriate with no parking and 
issues regarding occupancy and should be refused.  A fallback position has 
now been developed.

 It was clarified that the Certificate of Lawful Development had been issued 
but the scheme had not been implemented.  A material consideration to be 
taken into account is the fallback position which  is established by the 
certificate granted under application 19/00801/CLPU.  

 Members felt that by granting planning permission the enhanced living 
accommodation proposed would be more comfortable.

 It was asked if by approving the application could any further changes be 
limited.  The Development Management Services Team Leader stated that 
in theory HMO’s have Permitted Development Rights.  Members attention 
was drawn to paragraph 7.9 of the report with regard to the Use Classes 
order.  If the property exceeded 6 residents it becomes a Sui Generis HMO, 
if Permitted Development rights were removed any changes would require a 
further application  to be submitted.

 Clarification was requested on the Permitted Developments that existed 
currently and could the applicant carry out the conversion without planning 
permission.  The Development Management Services Team Leader 
confirmed that the proposal is outside the limit of Permitted Development.
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 It was proposed and seconded that Permitted Development rights be 
removed.

 The local Ward Member, Councillor Udall, again raised the issue of size of 
bedrooms and communal space.  

 The Development Management Services Team Leader referred to paragraph 
7.14 of the report outlining that revised plans had been received showing 
the room calculations. All of the HMO rooms exceeded the minimum 
standard.

A proposal to refuse the application had been made and this was seconded.  The 
Development Management Services Team Leader read out reasons for refusal 
based on the earlier appeal.  The Chairman then 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 of minded to refuse was 
lost.

The application for approval had been proposed and seconded and there being no 
further points made the Chairman 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 agreed subject to the additional condition 
to remove Permitted Development rights,

RESOLVED: That the Committee grant planning permission, subject to the 
conditions set out in section 9 of the report and to the additional 
condition for the removal of Permitted Development rights

35 Any Other Business 

23rd July 2020 Meeting

The Committee were informed that due to insufficient business the Planning 
Committee meeting scheduled for Thursday 23rd July 2020 is to be cancelled.

Duration of the meeting: 1.30p.m. to 3.25p.m.

Chairman at the meeting on
20th August 2020


