
 

 

Application Number 20/00856/FUL 

Site Address Garibaldi Inn, 80 Bromyard Road, WORCESTER, 

WR2 5DJ 

Description of 

Development 

Extension and conversion of public house into 6 flats 

(Resubmission of application 20/00377/FUL). 

Expiry Date 6 January 2021 

Applicant Mohammed Abyadul Hoque 

Alpha 2 Investments Ltd 

Agent David Thorp Architects  

Case Officer Mike Nicholls 

Ward Member(s) St. John Ward 

Reason for Referral to 

Committee 

 

Ward Member referral 

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/20/00856/FUL 

Recommendation 
 

The Deputy Director - Governance recommends 
that the Planning Committee grant planning 

permission subject to the conditions set out in 
section 9 of the report attached as Appendix 1.   

 
1. Background 
 

1.1 The application was referred to the meeting of the Planning Committee on 17th 
December 2020 at which it was deferred in order to negotiate amendments to the 

scheme to reduce demand for car parking and to ensure the operative parking 
standards are satisfied. The previous report is attached as Appendix 1. 
 

2. Comments of the Deputy Director - Governance 
 

2.1 Officers have sought amendments to the application and a draft scheme for 4no. flats 
was submitted for consideration and the Highway Authority was consulted accordingly. 
Whilst this reduction would result in a reduced shortfall of 1 parking space in 

comparison with the submitted scheme which results in a shortfall of 5 spaces, 
nevertheless the Highway Authority commented that given the parking issues on the 

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


 

surrounding side streets, even the displacement of 1 vehicle would be unacceptable 
and the Highway Authority confirmed it would maintain an objection.  

In response, the applicant has confirmed that he wishes the application to be 
determined as originally submitted.  

 
2.2 The surrounding area consists of predominantly terraced and semi-detached housing 
 where the high density of development limits the opportunity for off-road parking.  

Consequently, the streets are dominated by parked cars. The situation is compounded 
by the narrow road width which means that cars are often parked obstructing the 

pavements.  
 
2.3 I have considerable sympathy for the views put forward by residents and the 

difficulties they face in parking their vehicles, particularly if they also have to compete 
with visitors to the area, the objections of the Highway Authority and the concerns of 

the Planning Committee. Although the premises have been previously used for 
commercial purposes and could be so in future, nevertheless they are not safeguarded 
for such use in the Development Plan and I regard housing as a more appropriate 

alternative use in this location.  
 

2.4 The Highway Authority has objected to the scheme because it considers the proposals 
would have a shortfall of 5 parking spaces when assessed against the Streetscape 
Design Guide (SDG) that would be inadequate to serve the proposed development and 

would lead to increased pressure for roadside parking on Knight Street and adjacent 
streets that currently experience problems of congestion and would lead to 

inconvenience for local residents and exacerbate the difficulties they face in parking 
their vehicles.  
 

2.5 It is acknowledged that the parking for the proposed development does not meet the 
adopted standards. In paragraphs 7.22 - 7.27 of the report to the Planning committee 

on 17th December 2020 it was stated that: 
   

7.22 In my opinion, this (access, car parking and highway safety) is the key 
determining issue with the current proposals. The County Highways Team has 
now objected to the scheme after initially offering support to the proposals in 

pre-application discussions. They state that the proposals have a shortfall of 5 
parking spaces when assessed against the Streetscape Design Guide (SDG). 

Lack of parking and the potential for additional vehicles to be displaced on the 
surrounding highway is also the primary concern of the objectors. These views 
should be given significant weight in the determination of the application.  

7.23 It is acknowledged that the parking is substandard when assessed against the 
SDG and is not an ideal solution: however, this level of dedicated parking for the 

converted/extended property cannot be adequately provided. Nevertheless, I 
consider that an equally important consideration is that the currently vacant 
public house is potentially a very significant generator of traffic/parking demand 

which, in my opinion, would potentially far outweigh that of the proposed 
scheme. 

7.24 In terms of the 3 parking spaces shown on the proposed layout plan, this is 
exactly the same as the present situation and any manoeuvres to/from 
Bromyard Road would also be identical, albeit that that in frequency terms this 

would happen far less often than for a public house use. 

7.25 The application should be judged on its individual merits and cannot be used to 

address parking problems in the wider area. The application site is directly on 
Bromyard Road with public transport connections to Worcester City Centre. In 
this respect the application site is in a sustainable location. 



 

7.26 Paragraph 109 of the NPPF states that: “Development should only be prevented 
or refused on highways grounds if there would be an unacceptable impact on 

highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road network would 
be severe.” 

7.27 In my opinion, when comparing the existing situation of a public house and 
managers residential flat above with the proposed 6 unit residential scheme, in 
highways terms there would be not be an unacceptable impact in terms of 

highway safety or severe residual cumulative impacts om the road network. On 
this basis, whilst the views of highways are acknowledged, nevertheless I do not 

agree with their conclusions. 
 

2.6    For these reasons and noting the sustainable location of the site in transport terms 

being close to bus routes on the Bromyard Road, reducing the need to travel by car as 
encouraged by the NPPF, I consider this marginally outweighs the harm identified by 

the Highway Authority and I continue to recommend the application for approval, 
subject to the conditions set out in section 9 of my original report attached as 
Appendix 1.  

 
2.7    However, I appreciate that it is the prerogative of the Planning Committee to apply a 

different weighting to their decision making and reach a different conclusion. If 
Members are minded to refuse the application  on highway grounds it would be for the 
highway authority to defend their objection at any subsequent appeal.  

 
2.8   Without prejudice to my recommendation, in the event that the Planning Committee 

reaches a different conclusion and resolves to refuse the application, contrary to 
officer’s recommendation, the following reason for refusal is suggested: 

 

The proposed development, by reason of inadequate on-site parking 

provision, would result  in on-street parking to the detriment of the 
safety and free flow of traffic on the neighbouring highway contrary to 

Worcestershire County Council Streetscape Design Guide (2018) and 
policy SWDP 21 (xi) of the South Worcestershire Development Plan and 

the aims and interests that the National Planning Policy Framework 
seeks to protect and promote. 

 
 


