
 

 

Application Number 20/00546/FUL 

Site Address Birchwood Mill, 51 Northwick Close, Worcester, 

WR3 7EF 

Description of 

Development 

Demolition of existing buildings and structures and the 

construction of 3no. detached bungalows 

Expiry Date 23rd April 2021 

Applicant Mr P Lynas 

Agent Mr David Addison 

Case Officer Sally Watts 

 sally.watts@worcester.gov.uk 

Ward Member(s) Claines Ward 

Reason for Referral to 

Committee 

 

Departure from development plan 

Key Issues 

 

The principle of development and whether the proposal 

would be sustainable form of development having regard 
to the 3 dimensions of sustainable development in terms 
of its economic role, social role and environmental role.   

Web link to application  https://plan.worcester.gov.uk/Planning/Display/20/00546/FUL 

Recommendation 
 

The Deputy Director - Economic Development and 
Planning recommends that the Planning Committee  

refuse planning permission for the reason set out in 
section 9 of this report. 

 
1. Background 

 
 1.1 The application was registered on 31st July 2020 and was due for a decision on 25th 

September 2020. An extension of time for the determination of the application has 

been agreed until 23rd April 2021 to allow determination by the Planning Committee.  
 

1.2  The application has been referred to the Planning Committee in accordance with the 
adopted Scheme of Delegation.  

 

2.       The site and surrounding area  
 

2.1 The site consists of part of the existing curtilage of a residential property known as 
‘Birchwood’, off Northwick Close, in the northern part of the City. The site consists 

https://plan.worcester.gov.uk/Search/Results


 

effectively of a small triangular parcel of land to the south of ‘Birchwood’, that tapers to 
a point.  

Neighbouring residential properties are located to the north, in Eastbank Drive to the 
east (on the opposite side of the pedestrian thoroughfare) and the south/south-west. 

To the west, ‘Birchwood’ is separated from the River Severn in part by a neighbouring 
property’s land, then an open field and a public right of way.  
 

2.2 The applicant has occupied ‘Birchwood’ as their family home since June 1987. Since 
2006 the property has been used for daytime minded children and has been Ofsted 

registered for ‘Childcare on Domestic Premises’ for 36 children, and an additional 
average of 18 school wrap around minded children. The use as the site for childcare 
purposes ceased in February 2020. 

  

 
Figure 1. map showing site 

 

2.3 The site for the proposed 3no. bungalows consists of garden land consisting of mainly 

close cut lawns, artificial grass, greenhouse, managed vegetable plot, mixed 
herbaceous borders with all boundaries hedged with close board fencing, wood panel 
fencing, metal fencing with some lengths of Leylandii and Laurel screening and large                                            

play equipment totalling circa. 116 sq.m. Existing outbuildings on the site required for 
the maintenance and benefit of the property accommodates circa. 256.1s sq.m. 

 
2.4 The extensive gardens replicate the adjacent properties which form the head of 

Northwich Close. They are all substantial detached properties within extensive grounds 

set back from the private drive, which is accessed from the end of Northwick Close. 
The rear boundaries of these properties adjoin fields which form the banks of the River 

Severn, as such whilst there is not a boundary connection there is a relationship to the 
river and the riverside setting. 

 



 

2.5 Along the eastern boundary is a well-established public footpath which has large 
coniferous trees along the boundary that preclude views into the site.  

The footpath runs parallel to the river and forms a main cycle and pedestrian route 
between two key areas of public amenity in the north of city - Northwick Green and 

Gheluvelt Park.  
 
2.6 Along Northwick Close, the road is characterised by detached dwellings of varying 

design and appearance with a strong front linear building line. The dwellings are set 
centrally within the plots with a spacious layout and long rear gardens.  

 
2.7 In contrast, the properties on the opposite side of the footpath are well established 

bungalows on much smaller plots in a cul-de-sac close arrangement and a much 

greater density of development.  

 

Figure 2. Mapping showing constraints of area 

2.8 The above image shows the site and the relationship to the river, it also demonstrates 
the relationship to areas of wildlife importance and how this affects the site. The green 
area on the map shows the Riverside Conservation Area, and the area designated as 

Green Space wherein policy SWDP 38 of the South Worcestershire Development Plan 
applies to the whole site. 

 
3      The proposals 

 
3.5 The proposal is for three bungalows which would be sited in a linear manner to run 

alongside the public footpath, with access via the shared vehicular access with the host 

dwelling at the end of Northwick Close, as seen in figure 3 below: 



 

 
Figure 3. Site plan showing relationship to highway, footpath and the host dwelling. 

 

3.6 The proposed bungalows would be similar in design and appearance with a small front 
gable with front patio doors, and low ridge with chimneys on the south elevation. Units 

1 and 3 both have three bedrooms, a kitchen/living room and small utility and 
bathroom. That they are 3 bedroomed dwellings indicate that they are intended for 
family use. The centre bungalow has a similar kitchen/living room and small unity room 

and internal bathroom and two bedrooms.  
 

3.7 The application is accompanied by a full set of plans together with a suite of supporting    
 documents that include: 

 

PA001Pl20 Pa001 Existing Site Location Plan (1) 
PA010Pl20 Pa010 Existing Site Block Plan (1) 

Topographical Survey 
PA300Pl20 Pa300 Proposed Site Elevations 
PA400Pl20 Pa400 Units 1 And 3 Proposed Plans And Elevations   Ga 

PA410Pl20 Pa410 Unit 2 Proposed Plan And Elevations   Ga 
Planning Statement 

1965   Birchwood   Tree Constraints Plan 
4.2.2 Phase 1 Habitat Plan 
Energy Statement 

1965 Preliminary Ecological Appraisal   Birchwood 
PA200, revision: BPl20 Pa200 Proposed Site Block Plan Layout (1) 

PA210PL20 PA210 Proposed Site Block Plan showing bungalow parking and tracking 
1965 Preliminary Ecological Appraisal - Birchwood (v3) 
Birchwood Biodiversity Enhancement 



 

Biodiversity enhancement plan BIRCHWOOD. 
202, revision: BZLA_1066-L-202 - Plot 2  

200, revision: BZLA_1066-L-200-A (A1) 
201, revision: BZLA_1066-L-201 - Plot 1  

Wildflower Maintenance Birchwood Bungalows 
203, revision: BZLA_1066-L-203 - Plot 3  
 

3.8 In accordance with Article 15 (7) of The Town and Country Planning (Development  
 Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015 (as amended), full details of the  

 application have been published on the Council’s website. As such, Members will have 
 had the opportunity to review the submitted plans and documents in order to  
 familiarise themselves with the proposals prior to consideration and determination of 

 the application accordingly. 
 

4  Planning Policy  
 
4.1 The Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (‘the Act’) establishes the legislative 

 framework for consideration of this application. Section 70(2) of the Act requires the 
 decision-maker in determining planning applications/appeals to have regard to the 

 Development Plan, insofar as it is material to the application/appeal, and to any other 
 material consideration. Where the Development Plan is material to the development 
 proposal it must therefore be taken into account.  Section 38(6) of the Planning and 

 Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires the application/appeal to be determined in 
 accordance with the Plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 

 
4.2 The key legal provisions relating to the consideration of heritage assets in the planning 

system are s72 (1) and s66 (1) of the Planning Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas 

Act 1990 which state that “special attention shall be paid to the desirability of 
preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of that area” and “have special 

regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of 
special architectural or historic interest which it possesses”. 

 
4.3  The Development Plan for Worcester now comprises: 
 

 The South Worcestershire Development Plan (SWDP) which was adopted February 
2016, and; 

 The Worcestershire Waste Core Strategy, which was adopted on December 2012.  
 

South Worcestershire Development Plan 

 
4.4     The following policies of the SWDP are relevant to the proposal: 

 
SWDP 1: Overarching Sustainable Development Principles 
SWDP 4: Moving Around South Worcestershire 

SWDP5: Green Infrastructure 
SWDP 6: Historic Environment 

SWDP 14: Market Housing Mix 
SWDP 20: Housing to Meet the Needs of Older People  
SWDP 21: Design 

SWDP 22: Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
SWDP 24: Management of the Historic Environment 

SWDP 25: Landscape Character 
SWDP 26: Telecommunications and Broadband 
SWDP 27: Renewable and Low Carbon Energy 

SWDP 28: Management of Flood Risk 
SWDP 29: Sustainable Drainage Systems 

SWDP 30: Water Resources, Efficiency and Treatment 



 

SWDP 31: Pollution and Land Instability 
SWDP 33: Waste 

SWDP 38: Green Space 
 

Material Considerations 
 
 National Planning Policy Framework 

 National Planning Practice Guidance  
 Worcestershire Local Transport Plan (LTP4) 2018 – 2030 

 Worcestershire County Council Streetscape Design Guide (2018) 
 South Worcestershire Design Supplementary Planning Document 
 Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Supplementary Planning Document 

 
5 Planning History 

5.1  The site has been the subject of the following planning applications: 

 72/0118 The erection of a detached house and garage - Approved 3rd March 1972  
 76/0517 Two storey extension to form bathroom and extended lounge -Approved 

2nd July 1976  
 

6   Consultations 

6.1 Formal consultation, including display of site notices, has been undertaken in respect of 
the application. The following comments from statutory and non-statutory consultees 

and interested third parties have been received in relation to the original and amended 
proposals and are summarised as follows: 

Neighbours and other third party comments Objections have been received from 
the occupants of on grounds relating to the following matters: 

27 Eastbank Drive – support and suggest conditions relating to limiting the hours of 

construction, no fires or burning of felled trees onsite,  details of external lighting 
including on the driveway area , a restriction of the permitted development rights in 

relation to external lighting, restriction to the permitted development rights of 
extensions, loft conversion to protect amenity of the residents at 27 Eastbank Drive.  

25 Eastbank Drive - concern regarding the Leylandii trees and the split nature of the 
site with the retention of the small triangle of land beyond the proposed bungalows and 
the ongoing maintenance of this area.  

29 Eastbank Drive - support, preferred to the use as a childcare provider/nursery 
setting and pleased that the leylandii trees are proposed to be removed.  

36 Northwick Avenue – objection on grounds relating to loss of Green Space contrary 
to policy. Concerns are also expressed regarding construction noise and traffic, and 
external lighting  

Neighbour– express concerns regarding existing levels of traffic from within Northwick 
Close and the tennis club and primary school, and construction traffic 

Worcester City Council Archaeological Officer: The site is in an area which has 
some potential for archaeological remains, lying as it does on the edge of the Severn 
floodplain in a location which could have been favoured for early occupation (i.e. in the 

prehistoric or Roman periods). That said, there are no records of archaeological finds 
from the immediate area. I therefore recommend an archaeology - access condition to 

provide for observation during development groundworks. 
 



 

Worcester City Council Landscape and Biodiversity Adviser: Below are the 
comments from the Landscape and Biodiversity Adviser. Following the initial two 

comments a detailed Soft Landscaping Plan was submitted. I have provided these as 
an overview of the changes in the scheme and to understand the rationale and a wider 

understanding of policy SWDP 38.  
 
Comment dated 28/01/2021 

 
The site is clearly entirely within the Green Space (Network) definition and so policy 

SWDP 38 applies which discourages development unless exceptional circumstances 
apply. 
 

SWDP 5 is also relevant (and is referred to by SWDP 38) in the definition and provision 
of Green Infrastructure by LPA’s on a more strategic basis. The City sustains and 

conserves its Green Infrastructure via a number of policies including SWDP 38. 
 
This location is part of the bigger, connected and important green corridor of the River 

Severn and its setting including floodplain, banks and associated green spaces linking 
back into the urban area, assisting and providing biodiversity and habitats linking to 

the river itself. Within this, various types of land are included, one of which is gardens, 
small fields and spaces which connect together. Gardens are an important wildlife 
resource and biodiversity asset providing food, shelter and movement areas for all 

kinds of wildlife including birds, insects and animals, especially when connected 
together or to other links, corridors and spaces. This site lies at the top of the river 

terrace at which there is a natural break in green infrastructure linkage and settlement 
pattern, thus at the outer edge of the wider Severn corridor here in Northwick. (see 
SWDP map extract) The exceptional circumstances outlined in SWDP 38 have not been 

addressed or demonstrated despite encouragement to do so such that the proposal 
remains unacceptable. 

 
Two other general points may also be useful. Existing SWDP 38 land cannot, by 

definition, be used for compensatory or additional “greenspace” as it is not 
“additional”, being already so designated. Better management of land is always 
welcome, but does not constitute the exceptional circumstances the policy requires. 

 
There is an appeal decision which may be referred to as precedent, however that 

depended upon a lawful use certificate already having been issued for something 
referred to as similar. This is not the case here.  
 

Comment dated 23/02/21 
 

It's understood that the existing outbuildings etc. which have the same or greater 
ground coverage of the new proposed buildings, are to be removed and areas across 
the site then enhanced for biodiversity etc. Usually the Council would require a plan 

which shows that and explaining that is the rationale behind the approach to swdp38 
where there is no net loss (apologies if there is a plan already submitted) . The Council 

would also usually want a fully specified landscape planting plan with all the items 
shown ie as suggested in the reports; a new boundary hedgerow, trees, wildflower 
planting, native shrubs and plants etc, and a wildlife corridor. This would usually go on 

a final plan showing how the ecologists recommendations will be implemented, 
together with their endorsement. Also the Council's ideas for fruit tree planting, trees 

along the boundary and habitat piles are good to include. 
 
This plan could all be part of what the ecologists have asked for i.e.; “A detailed 

Ecological Mitigation & Enhancement Strategy should be written". This also endorsed 
by the ecologists so that it is as per their expectation in their report, and reflects the 

guidance they have given. 



 

 
Comment dated 08/04/21 

 
The scheme still departs from SWDP 38, but it appears that the built coverage is no 

more than that existing in the form of garden outbuildings, sheds etc., so it could be 
concluded that there is no net loss in greenspace terms. There are also biodiversity 
improvements sanctioned as beneficial by ecologists, and which provide enhancement 

in that regard which can also inform the decision process. 
 

Worcester City Council -Tree Officer: 
 
The application shows consideration of the trees. Some trees are intended for removal, 

others are to be retained. Due to the number of trees being removed a replacement 
planting plan should be submitted with the application or replacement planting 

conditioned (i.e. 1 tree to the rear of each new property, 1 tree to the front of each 
new property TBC). Should objections arise from neighbouring properties about the 
loss of screening to the new development then replacement screening vegetation or 

trees should also be conditioned or included in the planting plan. The planning 
statement mentions the use of permeable cellular confinement system to minimise 

disturbance to existing trees? for the access road.  
 
This in principle is acceptable but consideration should be given to the removal of an 

additional Douglas fir tree and another leylandii tree to prevent further issues. Removal 
of these trees would also benefit larger retained trees. The permeable cellular 

confinement system would still be required for protection of the retained trees and full 
details (e.g. specification and position) should be requested within the application or 
conditioned. Any further planning application for the development of this site should 

consider the above-mentioned comments, particularly relevant to the retention of trees 
and replacement/additional planting. 

 
Worcester City Council - Refuse and Recycling:  

 
Each bungalow would be entitled to 1 x 180 litre black bin and 1 x 240 litre green bin. 
Bins need to be stored on the property when not in use. It is standard practice for 

Worcester City Council not to drive refuse collection vehicles on private driveways to 
avoid damaging the surface. Looking at the plans the existing driveway would not be 

suitable for refuse collection vehicles as it is narrow. There is no turning head for a 
large vehicle to turn and it would be inappropriate for a vehicle to reverse from the 
main road due to the distance. For this reason, the bin collection point would need to 

be at the end of the driveway outside of the black gates on the junction of Northwick 
Close. The residents of the bungalows would be responsible putting the appropriate bin 

out at the bin collection point on collection day then returning it to their property once 
emptied.  

 

Worcestershire County Council (Highway Authority):  
 

Further to the deferral comment, it has been confirmed that the proposed development 
would negate the ability for the D1 use of the site and it is noted that the traffic 
generation associated with the D1 use is greater than that of the proposed 3no. 

bungalows. The existing access is therefore accepted however the surfacing from the 
highway to the gates, 10 metres approximately, should be improved.  

 
Whilst details of the surfacing within the site (from the gates to the private drive) are 
not known, this route should also of a suitable standard for residential use particularly 

for pedestrians and cyclists. 
 



 

It is also noted that the turning head has been removed from the plan and the refuse 
strategy is now that a bin collection point is located within 25 metres of the highway 

which is in line with guidance for the refuse collection team however this means that 
future occupiers will have a ‘drag distance’ of up to approximately 100 metres (from 

the furthest dwelling) which is an excessive distance particularly if the accommodation 
is intended for older residents as the applicant has proposed. However, this is not a 
sufficient reason for a Highways refusal per se.  

 
Within the proposed site, the parking is in line with standards, 2 spaces per dwelling 

and turning facilities have been improved although the area still appears constrained. It 
is noted that the private drive will tarmacadam surfaced, with grascrete surfacing on 
the parking and whilst the preference would be for the parking to be properly provided 

with hard surfacing, grascrete is likely to acceptable planning terms and serves to 
retain some green space. 2 passing bays have been indicated which can provide refuge 

for pedestrians / cyclists as well as vehicles in the shared environment. Cycle parking 
in line with standards is required.  
 

The Highway Authority has undertaken a robust assessment of the planning application 
and concludes that there are no justifiable grounds on which an objection could be 

maintained.  
 
South Worcestershire Land Drainage Partnership: No objection, subject to 

detailed technical conditions and informatives. 
 

6.2 Members have been given the opportunity to read all representations that have been 
received in full. At the time of writing this report no other consultation responses have 
been received. Any additional responses received will be reported to members verbally 

or in the form of a late paper, subject to the date of receipt.  

6.3 In assessing the proposal due regard has been given to local residents’ comments as 

material planning considerations. Nevertheless, I am also mindful that decisions should 
not be made solely on the basis of the number of representations, whether they are for 

or against a proposal. The Localism Act has not changed this, nor has it changed the 
advice that local opposition or support for a proposal is not in itself a ground for 
refusing or granting planning permission unless it is founded on valid planning reasons. 

7. Comments of Deputy Director - Economic Development and Planning 

7.1 Policy SWDP1 of the South Worcestershire Development Plan sets out overarching 

 sustainable development principles and these are consistent with the Framework. The 
 various impacts of the development have to be assessed and the benefit and adverse 
 impacts considered, to establish whether what is proposed is sustainable development. 

 Taking the above matters into account, the main issues raised by the proposal relate to 
the principle of development and whether the development would be sustainable, 

having regard to the 3 dimensions of sustainability set out in the Framework: 
economic, social and environmental, in particular with regard to: 

1.  The economic role; 

 2.  The social role: 
    

 3.  The environmental role: 
  - impact on future and neighbouring residents’ amenities   
  - impact on the character and appearance of the site and surrounding area; 

  - impact on green space; 
     - impact on heritage assets; 

    - access, car parking and highway safety; 



 

      - energy conservation. 
          

  These issues will now each be considered in turn.  
 

  Principle of Development 
 

7.2 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) explains that the purpose of the 

planning system is to contribute to the achievement of sustainable development. This 
is defined as meeting the needs of the present without compromising the ability of 

future generations to meet their own needs. 

7.3 The NPPF sets out the Government’s view of what sustainable development means in 
practice for the planning system. It is clear from this that sustainability concerns more 

than just proximity to facilities, it clearly also relates to ensuring the physical and 
natural environment is conserved and enhanced as well as contributing to building a 

strong economy through the provision of new housing of the right type in the right 
location at the right time. 

7.4 Policy SWDP 1 contained within the South Worcestershire Development Plan echoes the 

NPPF’s requirements for ‘sustainable development’ and that planning applications that 
accord with the policies in the Local Plan (or other part of the statutory Development 

Plan) will be approved without delay unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 

7.5 The site forms part of the garden associated with an existing dwelling in a built-up 
area. Therefore, as defined in the National Planning Policy the site is not brownfield 

land (Previously Developed Land). As such, the general support for developing 
brownfield sites as set out in the Framework does not apply in this case. 

7.6 Nevertheless, Paragraph 117 of the Framework states that planning policies and 
decisions should promote an effective use of land in meeting the need for homes and 
other uses, while safeguarding and improving the environment and ensuring safe and 

healthy living conditions. Adding that strategic policies should set out a clear strategy 
for accommodating objectively assessed needs, in a way that makes as much use as 

possible of previously developed or ‘brownfield’ land. 

7.7 Furthermore, Paragraph 70 of the Framework advises that plans should consider the 

case for setting out policies to resist inappropriate development of residential gardens, 
for example where development would cause harm to the local area. 

7.8 In this case, the site has been used as a private garden area for the residents of 

‘Birchwood’ and in connection with its use as a nursery and can be considered either as 
a residential garden or potentially previously developed land as defined by the NPPF 

i.e. ‘land which is or was occupied by a permanent structure, including the curtilage of 

the developed land (although it should not be assumed that the whole of the curtilage 

should be developed)’.  

7.9 In either case, there is not considered to be an objection in principle to the proposal. In 

relation to it being a residential garden, the Council does not have a specific 
development plan policy relating to development in residential gardens and the NPPF 
does not preclude residential development in gardens, subject to safeguarding and 

improving the environment and ensuring safe and healthy living conditions. In relation 
to the site being considered as previously developed or brownfield land the proposals 

would be consistent with the development strategy and settlement hierarchy set out in 
policy SWDP 2 by making best use of accessible, available and environmentally 
acceptable brownfield land, focusing development on the urban area, in a location at 

the heart of the settlement at the top of the hierarchy and would also be in accordance 
with the expectations of the NPPF to make the most effective use of land by re-using 



 

previously-developed land. As such it is considered that the submitted proposal accords 
with the broad aims of the NPPF and is consistent with the development strategy and 

settlement hierarchy set out in policy SWDP 2.  

7.10 Notwithstanding the above, the City Council can demonstrate in excess of a 7-year 

housing land supply. The presumption in favour of sustainable development, as advised 
by the NPPF, will not therefore need to be applied in this context. As such, it is 
important to consider whether the site has the capacity to accommodate the proposed 

development in an acceptable manner which meets the needs of future occupants, 
including the provision of adequate access, parking and private amenity space, and 

whether the development of this site would have an adverse impact on the character 
and appearance of the site and surrounding area. 

 Sustainable Development  

 
1. The economic role 

  
7.11 In the short term the proposal would see the creation of construction jobs for the 

construction period of the project and some on-going opportunities for the provision of 

goods and services. The longer-term benefits would be that it would help support local 
services and would potentially increase the level of disposable income in the area. 

Upon completion, the development would also attract a New Homes Bonus payment. 
However, it would involve only three units of accommodation and any positive local 
economic benefits would be small and, in my opinion, attract limited weight. 

 
 2. The social role  

7.12 The key aim is to provide new residential dwellings. As a consequence, it has important 
social roles which weigh in favour of granting planning permission. I also recognise 
within Policy SWDP 20 of the SWDP that a wide range of housing is needed to meet the 

needs of older people, which includes bungalows. In my opinion, the proposed 
bungalows would be capable of making a contribution to this need if purchased by 

older people. However, the City Council can demonstrate in excess of a 7-year supply 
of housing and whilst the proposal would increase housing supply it would involve only 

three units of accommodation.  Even if there was a shortfall, three units would make a 
limited contribution and therefore be of only limited benefit. This would not be 
sufficient to weigh in favour of the proposal. As such, any positive social benefits would 

be small and, in my opinion, also attract limited weight. 

3. The environmental role 

Impact on future and neighbouring residents’ amenities  

7.13 Policy SWDP 21 also requires amongst other matters that new development should 
provide an adequate level of privacy, outlook, sunlight and daylight, and should not be 

unduly overbearing. This is consistent with paragraph 128 of the NPPF that has one of 
its core principles planning should always seek to secure high quality design and a 

good standard of amenity for all existing and future occupants of land and buildings. 
Similarly, pertinent advice is also contained in the South Worcestershire Design Guide 
SPD (SWDG SPD), which was adopted by the City Council on 6th March 2018.  

 
Amenities of future residents 

7.14 Due to the number of dwellings proposed, the plot sizes are limited accordingly and, as 
a consequence, are self-restricted in terms of the amount of external usable private 
amenity space available.  

 



 

Whilst the South Worcestershire Design Guide SPD does not contain standards for the 
amount of amenity space to be provided for new residential development, nevertheless 

in relation to household extensions an area of 20sq.m. per bedroom is specified that I 
consider provides useful guidance in this regard.  

7.15 The proposed bungalows would be set off the western boundary of the site by some 5 
metres and the garden areas would extend across the full width of each plot with 
smaller areas alongside each unit. Units 1 and 3 would each be 3-bedroom bungalows 

and would have external amenity space areas of approximately 110sq.m. and 95sq.m. 
respectively. Unit 2 would be a 2-bedroom bungalow and would have an external 

amenity space area of approximately 75sq.m.  In my opinion, the garden areas for the 
proposed dwellings would provide reasonable space for external seating and normal 
domestic activities, such as bin storage, clothes drying, sitting out and play space at a 

reasonable level for two and three bedroomed dwellings.  

7.16 Given the siting and orientation of the proposed dwellings there would be limited 

opportunity for loss of privacy from overlooking and the outlook from habitable room 
windows would not be compromised to an unacceptable degree.  

7.17 However, I am mindful of the current position regarding the scale of development 

householders are permitted to undertake without planning permission and I consider 
that this level of development could reduce the amount of available amenity space. 

Given the constraints and the density of development on this site I consider it would be 
reasonable and necessary to restrict permitted development rights to ensure the level 
of amenity space for each dwelling is maintained. 

Amenity of neighbouring residents 
 

7.18 The neighbours affected by the proposed development would principally be the host 
dwelling, and neighbouring dwellings either side of the site. The proposals would be at 
the expense of the garden area currently available to the host dwelling. However, a 

substantial garden area to the west of the host property would remain, together with a 
segregated triangular area of land adjoining the southern boundary of the application 

site.  
 

7.19 Whilst the proposal would introduce residential development onto the site, this does 
not necessarily mean that it would give rise to a material degree of disturbance to 
either the host or neighbouring properties and there is nothing in this particular 

scheme which would signal clear harm to neighbours’ living conditions. In my opinion, 
the degree of activity likely to be generated by occupiers would be unlikely to pose a 

significant threat to neighbours’ ability to enjoy using either their own houses or 
gardens.  

  

7.20 Whilst new dwellings would be introduced, this change in view would not amount to an 
oppressive outlook from the neighbouring houses or gardens and the scale of the 

proposed development and roof form would ensure that it would not appear 
overbearing when seen from the garden areas such that it will result in harm to the 
occupants of these properties through overlooking, loss of light, or visual impact. 

  
7.21 Whilst I accept that there would be some impact upon amenity from noise associated 

with construction traffic, nevertheless this must be balanced against the duration of the 
construction period, the nature and frequency of traffic movements. Overall, whilst the 
temporary adverse impact on residents during the construction phase is recognised, 

nevertheless it is considered that these can be suitably mitigated. 



 

Impact on the character and appearance of the site and surrounding area 

7.22 Policy SWDP 21 requires that all development will be expected to be of a high design 

quality and integrate effectively with its surroundings and that development proposals 
must complement the character of the area. Furthermore, proposals should respond to 

surrounding buildings and the distinctive features or qualities that contribute to the 
visual and heritage interest of the townscape, frontages, streets and landscape quality 
of the local area and states that the scale, height and massing of development must be 

appropriate to the setting of the site and the surrounding landscape character and 
townscape, including existing urban grain and density.  

 
7.23  These policy requirements are consistent with the aims and objectives of the NPPF 

which attaches significant weight to the importance of design of the built environment 

and identifies it as a key aspect of sustainable development. High quality design goes 
beyond aesthetic considerations including the architecture of individual buildings to 

encompass the integration of new development into the natural, built and historic 
environment. This is reflected in corresponding Planning Practice Guidance on design 
and the National Design Guide. 

 
7.24 Along Northwick Close and the private drive, the dwellings have varied design and 

appearance with a certain degree of personalisation through householder development 
over time. The lack of uniformity in the street scene forms part of its character. In 
contrast, the proposed bungalows would be more uniform in design, layout and 

appearance. However, I do not consider that this aspect of the proposals would, in 
itself, be unacceptable.  

7.25 The Leylandii trees along the eastern boundary of the site adjacent to the footpath are 
proposed to be removed, and would be replaced with a mixed species hedgerow that 
would, upon maturity, retain some screening to the site from the footpath, albeit not to 

the same extent. In this respect, there would be the opportunity for the roofs of the 
proposed bungalows to be seen on approach along the footpath which, in effect, 

separates the higher density of development in Eastbank Drive and Northwick Close to 
the north-east from the lower density of development to the west of the footpath. I 

appreciate that a change in the character or appearance of a site does not necessarily 
equate to harm, nevertheless I am concerned that the proposal would be out of 
character with the established density and pattern of development to the west of the 

footpath wherein it would be an incongruous and intrusive form of infill development.  
 

Impact on Green Space 
 

7.26 The scheme proposes that the dwellings would be erected within the Green Space. 

Policy SWDP 38 of the South Worcestershire Development Plan 2016 states: 
  

A. Green Space, as identified on the Policies Map, includes a range of private and 
public open spaces and associated community facilities. 
 

B. Development of Green Space will not be permitted unless the following exceptional 
circumstances are demonstrated: 

   
i. The proposal is for a community / recreational use that does not compromise the 

essential quality and character of the Green Space; or 

ii. An assessment of community and technical need (using recognised national 
methodology where appropriate) clearly demonstrates that the Green Space is 

surplus to requirements; or 
iii. Alternative / replacement Green Space of at least equivalent value to the 

community has been secured in a suitable location. 

 



 

C. This policy should be read in conjunction with policies SWDP 5, 22, 29 & 39 as any 
new Green Infrastructure secured under these policies will be designated and 

protected as Green Space. 
 

 
7.27 The submitted proposal is for the erection of three bungalows and cannot be 

considered to be for community/recreational use. The proposal is not supported by a 

assessment of need which demonstrates that this Green Space is surplus to 
requirements and no alternative or replacement space is put forward as part of this 

proposal. In my opinion, such exceptional circumstances have not been demonstrated 
and the proposal would be harmful to the established and open character of this part of 
the Green Space network contrary to policy SWDP 38. 

 
7.28 In support of the proposals, the agent refers to the appeal decision for the construction 

of a detached 4-bed house on land adjacent Rosa Villa, Nunnery Lane (reference 
APP/D1835/W/19/3234549), commenting that: 

 

“…whilst the Inspector acknowledged the policy conflict, they went on to consider the 
contribution of the appeal site to the Green Space designation, and the fall-back 

position of a consented detached garage on the site. The Inspector concluded in that 
case that the proposed development would not have a greater impact on the Green 
Space designation than the permitted scheme on the site, and would add to the overall 

quality of the area, which amounted to material considerations that indicated that 
permission should be granted.   

 
7.29  A copy of the appeal decision is attached as Appendix 1.The agent considers that the 

assessment undertaken by the Inspector in this appeal is the correct and reasonable 

approach to undertake in the assessment of proposed development in designated 
Green Space and has applied the same approach and assessment of the application 

proposals:   
 

 The supporting text of Policy SWDP38 explains that Green Space contributes to 
biodiversity, the character of the area and provide a sense of openness and space. In 
this case, the appeal site consists of a range of existing buildings and structures 

associated with Birchwood, and the previous children’s day nursery use. Pictures of 
these can be seen below. The site is not open, and does not in its current state 

contribute positively towards local biodiversity, as set out in the submitted ecological 
appraisal. Furthermore, it is highlighted that the application site is not highly visible, if 
at all, from any public vantage point, with the eastern boundary of the site consisting 

of close boarded fencing and leylandii trees, again as can be appreciated in the 
photographs below. 

 



 

 

 
 Existing buildings and structures 

  

 

 

 



 

 
proposedFigure 4. Images of outbuildings taken from Planning Statement. 

 

As such, in its current form, the site has minimal contribution to the open character of 
the Green Space designation. As set out in section 3 above, the existing buildings and 

structures, which are proposed to be removed as part of the development, have a 
combined footprint of approximately 372 sq.m. The proposed combined building 
footprint of the 3no. bungalows extends to 329 sq.m, which represents an overall 

reduction in existing building footprint within this part of the Green Space designation.   
 

As set out in the submitted ecological appraisal, in its current form the site does not 
positively contribute towards habitat provision for local biodiversity. However, the 
proposed development offers the opportunity for specific habitat enhancement on the 

site, including through extensive new native planting as well as specific habitat 
provision in the form of bat/bird boxes. Specific details of such enhancements would 

form part of the recommended Ecological Enhancement & Management Plan.   
 
As such, it is considered, in line with the Inspector’s reasoning in appeal 3234549,  

that the proposed development would not have a greater impact on the Green Space 
designation than the existing development on the site, and would add to the overall 

quality of the area, which amounts to material considerations that indicated that 
permission should be granted. 
 

7.30 Whilst the appeal decision referred to is noted, nevertheless it remains a basic planning 
principle that each case must be assessed on its individual merits with regard to the 

particular circumstances of the site and surrounding area. Although both sites are in 
the Green Space network, there are material differences between them such that I give 
limited weight to the appeal decision in the assessment of this application.  

 
7.31 Policy SWDP 38 advises that ‘green space’, as identified in the SWDP Policies Map, 

includes a range of private and public open spaces. The ‘reasoned justification’ for the 
policy explains, in paragraph 4, that whilst most open spaces are publicly accessible, 
some are in private ownership but nonetheless perform valuable functions such as 

contributing to biodiversity, the character of the area and providing a sense of 
openness and space. Land designated as Green Space is not based on intrinsic 

biodiversity value, but on contribution to connectivity, openness, which often may have 
biodiversity value as well, especially comparatively. Edges of large Green Network 
areas are equally important, although loss would not entail a blockage of a green 

corridor or link, anything that may be allowed should also respect the relative openness 
and be well spaced or ideally isolated in nature. Surrounding biodiversity enhancement 

can also help so that the scale of effect is subservient to the green and biodiverse 
general character.  



 

7.32 The Green Space designation incorporates land covering buildings, built form, and hard 
areas at which there is little or no biodiversity over the plan form. However, there can 

be issues of scale and character where smaller sheds, garden structures etc that are 
often quite small and non-intrusive, are aggregated together. Even if there is no net 

loss of Green Network the effect can be quite different, especially when the use and 
ancillary activity is considered e.g. parking, deliveries, services, amenity space etc. In 
such cases, design and site coverage become critical issues. 

 7.33  Whilst I note that the existing buildings and structures may have a greater floor area 
than the proposed dwellings, nevertheless the existing buildings and structures are 

spread out across the whole of the existing garden area whereas the proposed 
dwellings would be concentrated in a smaller area and would be greater in height, 
incorporating vehicle parking and a vehicular access road with a turning head and 

would be a more intensive form of development.   

7.34 Within the Design SPD the strategy of Worcester in terms of green space is explained:  

 ‘Worcester displays a coherent GI which has been defined to sustain both biodiversity 
and linked green spaces intended to contribute good quality of life in a small urban 
district. Having evolved as a city, Worcester is predominantly built over but has 

significant green assets including remnant areas of rural character, woodland and other 
open green areas. Some are designated at local and national level; some are not, but 

in total forms the coherent city green network as per the NPPF.’  

7.35 Policy SWDP 22 (F) is clear that: 

 ‘Development should, wherever practicable, be designed to enhance biodiversity and 

geodiversity (including soils) conversation interests as well as conserve on-site 
biodiversity corridors/networks. Developments should also take opportunities, 

wherever practicable, to enhance biodiversity corridors beyond the site boundary.’ 

7.36 In order to meet the requirements of this policy, site appraisals should recognise the 
value of sites in terms of proximity and contribution to the biodiversity 

corridors/networks as well as within the site. The supporting text to Policy SWDP 38 
explains that Green Spaces contribute to biodiversity, the character of the area and 

provide a sense of openness and space. These will be evaluated in terms of landscape 
and biodiversity. In terms of biodiversity, the value and contribution of the site needs 

to be not only adequately mitigated but the policy seeks enhancement in the context of 
not only the site but the links beyond the site into the biodiversity corridors. 

7.37 The site has been subject to an ecological appraisal and roost assessment, which is 

submitted as part of this application. The ecological appraisal did not find any 
discernible threat to protected species or their habitat from the proposed development. 

The ecological appraisal makes the recommendation that the majority of the trees 
should be retained, although 3 established trees and 10 Leylandii  trees are proposed 
to be felled, that the boundary hedgerows are considered to quality as ‘habitats of 

principal importance’, the western area of the site affords high quality grassland and 
there is moderate potential for bats in the host dwelling. The recommendations of the 

report also include an Ecological Enhancement & Management Plan. 

7.38 The proposal includes measures to improve the landscape and biodiversity qualities of 
the site. These include green roofs, green walls, the removal of the Leylandii trees from 

the eastern boundary of the site, native hedgerow and tree planting around the site, 
wildflower meadow planting to front garden areas, bird and bat boxes and use of 

grasscrete blocks for hardstanding areas.  



 

 

Figure 4. Details of the proposed landscaping 

7.39 However, this is no more than would be expected for any form of development in the 
city in accordance with policy SWDP 22 (F) and as advocated in paragraph 175 (d) of 

the NPPF. There is also a concern that some of these biodiversity enhancements, in 
particular the wildflower meadow planting, may be impractical and incompatible with 
domestic use areas, especially long term, when other types of enjoyment ancillary to a 

dwelling may well take precedence. This may be particularly so for families and/or 
where space is at a premium with little scope for both high and low or no use areas. 

7.40 For these reasons, I do not consider that the conflict with policy SWDP 38 is 
outweighed by either the proposed landscaping or biodiversity enhancement measures. 

  Impact on heritage assets 

7.41 The site is located within the Riverside Conservation Area and the host property 
‘Birchwood’ is designated as a locally listed building. The proposals should be 

considered against Policies SWDP 6 and SWDP 24 which seek to protect and enhance 
designated and non-designated heritage assets and guide against development that 
would cause substantial harm to the significance of any heritage asset. Policy SWDP 6 

states that “Development proposals should conserve and enhance heritage assets, 
including assets of potential archaeological interest” and “Development proposals will 

be supported where they conserve and enhance the significance of heritage assets, 
including their setting”. 

 



 

7.42 This is consistent with the NPPF in that they seek to protect and enhance designated 
and non-designated heritage assets and guide against development that would cause 

substantial harm to the significance of any heritage asset. In accordance with the NPPF 
great weight must be given to the conservation of designated heritage assets and in 

accordance with s66 of the Planning Listed Building and Conservation Areas Act 1990, 
special regard is to be had to the desirability of preserving listed buildings or their 
settings.  

7.43 There is a substantial amount of planning case law regarding how a decision taker must 
address the issue of harm to heritage assets, such as listed buildings. Essentially, this 

makes it is clear that the decision maker is required to give considerable importance 
and weight to the desirability of avoiding harm to the heritage asset. There is 
accordingly a strong presumption, imposed by the Planning Listed Buildings and 

Conservation Areas Act 1990, against harmful development. This is the case whether 
the harm is ‘substantial’ or is ‘less than substantial’. There is no specific test in the 

NPPF of what differentiates substantial harm from other harm for the purposes of 
national policy. Whilst the judgments are not prescriptive as to where the threshold 
between ‘substantial’ and ‘less than substantial’ lies, nevertheless case law has been 

established that for harm to be substantial, the impact on significance is required to be 
serious such that very much, if not all, of the significance of the asset is eroded, for 

example by complete demolition. 

7.44 The Riverside Conservation Area is clearly linked to references to the River Severn and 
the relationship to the natural context of this relationship. The site is separated by 

open space and the site has not visual links being set higher than the river. Paragraph 
200 of the NPPF states that “Local Authorities are called to look for opportunities for 

new development within conservation areas and the setting of heritage assets to 
enhance or better reveal their significance” and that “Permission should be refused for 
development of poor design that fails to take the opportunities available for improving 

the character and quality of an area” (paragraph 130). This is further reflected in South 
 Worcestershire Development Plan policies SWDP 6 and SWDP 24 which seek to protect 

and enhance designated and non-designated heritage assets and guide against 
development that would cause substantial harm to the significance of any heritage 

asset and policy SWDP 21 which sets generic design principles for development 
proposals.  

7.45 This part of the conservation area is characterised also by the ribbon development 

which runs parallel from the river from Ghulevelt, with the rear gardens leading to the 
river as in Tower Road, Park View Terrace and Cove Gardens, and continues past the 

site onto Northwick Close. The barrier to more dense development is the footpath with 
a denser development pattern to the east of the footpath. 

7.46 In summarising the likely effects of the proposal on heritage assets and having full 

regard to the policies in the development plan and national guidance it is assessed that 
the proposed development would have less than substantial harm to the significance of 

the designated heritage assets. Paragraph 196 of the NPPF requires a balancing 
exercise to be undertaken between the “less than substantial harm” to the designated 
heritage asset on the one hand, and the public benefits of the proposal on the other.  

 
7.47 Whilst I have attributed limited public benefits arising from the proposal, nevertheless 

given that there is existing residential development in this area and surrounding the 
site, I do not consider that the proposal would result in an unacceptable degree of 
harm to either the character and appearance of the conservation area or negatively 

affect its setting or that of the host locally listed building.  
 

 
 



 

Car parking, access and highway safety 
 

7.48 The scheme would include provision for car parking and cycle parking in accordance 
with the operative parking standards set out in the Streetscape Design Guide. These 

aspects of the proposal have been considered in detail by the Highway Authority and 
the scheme is also considered acceptable in terms of the proposed access 
arrangements.  

Energy efficient and water management 

7.49 Policy SWDP 27 (Incorporating Renewable and Low Carbon Energy into New 

Development) seeks to reduce carbon emissions and secure sustainable energy 
solutions in all new development over 100 sq. metres gross or one or more dwellings. 
This should be achieved by incorporating energy generation from renewables or low 

carbon sources equivalent to at least 10% of predicted energy requirements, unless it 
has been demonstrated that this would make the development unviable. Solar 

photovoltaic panels are proposed to generate an estimated 20% of the precited energy 
requirements which is in excess of the minimum 10% required. 

 

7.50 The site is elevated from the natural level of the River Severn and is not subject to 
flooding. Details regarding water management to ensure that the site would suitably 

drain and are considered acceptable by the Land Drainage Manager in accordance with 
the requirements of policies SWDP 28, 29 and 30.  

8. Conclusion and planning balance 

8.1 The NPPF identifies a series of the components that are considered critical to achieving 
sustainable development and is a material consideration relevant to the determination 

of the application. 

8.2 This application has a fine balance in terms of the visual impact of the built form which 
can be reasonably mitigated as it does not have an active frontage being an enclave of 

development and being in an area which has a limited relationship to the surrounding  
development. The issue of frontage is balanced against the opportunity to gain some 

natural surveillance along the footpath which is dark and poorly lit. However, this is 
likely to be at the cost to the natural environment, highlighted by the recommendation 

in the ecology report for limited lighting to avoid harm.  

8.3 The residential use would generate noise, light and activity into an area which currently 

is dark and secluded, however affords the opportunity to provide new planting and 
positive landscaping in an area of low quality as recognised in the ecology report. 
However, this will take time to become established and as is the nature of planting in a 

residential context, it is the responsibility of the householder to nurture and develop 
the planting to maturity which cannot be secured through the planning process, as 

such any impact, positive or negative, on the quality of the green space cannot be 
secured in the longer terms.  

8.4 The proposed family dwellings would be located in a position with good transport links 

and access to local services and is therefore sustainable in that regard, however, would 
introduce vehicular traffic and activity into a secluded area currently occupied by 

outbuildings.  

8.5 There are positive and negatives to the proposal, but fundamentally, it is resolved 

through the application of the SWDP38 and whether the proposal is of sufficient quality 
to warrant residential development being acceptable on land designated as Green 
Space for the purpose of supporting the green infrastructure in the city.  



 

8.6 On balance, the scheme not acceptable due to the concerns of the impact on the Green 
Space and the impact on the green infrastructure network which promotes and secures 

wildlife habitats and migration around the city and given the proximity to a recognised 
area of special wildlife and linkages to key areas of natural assets in the city is 

considered to form a key part of the infrastructure. Given these concerns it does not 
meet the environmental consideration of sustainable development as required in 
SWDP1 and the NPPF.  

8.7 Part of this assessment considered the nature of the proposal, the scale of the 
proposal, the number of units proposed and the mitigation measures to offset the 

impact of the development. The density of the proposed bungalows and the resulting 
impact on the immediate environment include noise and activity from the residential 
occupation, internal and external lighting on the site from the introduction of the 

dwellings, additional hardstanding and the general introduction of fences, gates and 
barriers to wildlife on the site. This is not adequately offset with the introduction of the 

landscaping scheme.  

8.8  I acknowledge all comments received as part of the consultation process and all 
material planning issues have been considered in the determination of this application. 

Having regard to the totality of the policies in the Framework,  it is considered that the 
adverse impacts of the development (taking into account the considerable importance 

and weight to be given to the less than substantial harm to the significance of the 
heritage assets) cumulatively outweigh the benefits.   

9. Recommendation 

9.1 In the event that members resolve to refuse planning permission the following reason 
is recommended: 

 
South Worcestershire Development Plan Policy 38 states that development of 

Green Space will not be permitted other than in exceptional circumstances. 
This is consistent with the requirement to plan positively for the creation, 
protection, enhancement and management of networks of biodiversity and 

green infrastructure set out in the National Planning Policy Framework.  
  

The site along with neighbouring gardens in the Green Space contribute to the 
spatial characteristics and distinctiveness of the local area. The proposed 
development would result in an uncharacteristic concentration of built form 

behind the host property and would fail to integrate with the pattern of 
development in the surrounding Green Space area. Exceptional circumstances 

which would justify the loss of this area of Green Space have not been 
demonstrated and the proposal would thereby also be contrary to policy 
SWDP 38  of the South Worcestershire Development Plan the aims and 

interests that the National Planning Policy Framework seeks to protect and 
promote with regard to the protection, enhancement and management of 

networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure. 

 


