Planning Committee
Wednesday, 5 May 2021
7.30 pm
Virtual Meeting

SUPPLEMENTAL AGENDA

To all members of the Planning Committee:Please bring the following papers with you to the meeting:Addendum Report and Written Statements

Helen Bailey
Chief Executive
30 April 2021

Enquiries to: Committee Services,
Tel: 020 8770 4990 | Email: committee.services@sutton.gov.uk

Copies of reports are available in large print on request
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Agenda Annex

Report to:

Planning Committee

Date:

05 May 2021

Report title:

Addendum Report

Report from:

Simon Latham, Interim Strategic Director of Regeneration, Housing
and Planning

Ward/Areas affected:

B07 - Sutton Central, B09 - Belmont, C10 - St Helier, D15 - Wallington
North

Chair of Committee:

Councillor Drew Heffernan

Open/Exempt:

Open

1.

Purpose

1.1

To advise members of further consultation responses and additional information received in
respect of the following planning applications on the meeting agenda. These responses and the
information provided were received after the publication of the report.

1.2

To report amendments to the draft decision letter and the report, except where those changes
are so material as to require deferment of the item until a later date.

1.3

Following review of the additional information, for the avoidance of doubt the committee report
recommendations remain unchanged.

2.

Recommendations

2.1

To note and consider the further consultation responses and additional information received in
respect of each item in reaching their decision and changes to the draft decision notice/report.

3.

Additional Late Matters

Agenda Item 5 - APPLICATION NO. DM2018/01523 - 32 The Market, Wrythe Lane, Carshalton,
SM5 1AG
3.1

Two further representations have been received from 229 Green Lane, Modern and 34
Harkness Court, Cleeve Way, Sutton objecting to the proposal. These objections reiterate that
there is no need for the community centre due to the presence of the Mosque in Morden, as well
as reiterating objections to the proposal on the increased traffic and congestion and parking
issues and noise and disturbance of local residents.
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Agenda item 7 - APPLICATION NO. DM2020/00816 - Copthall House (Bridge Road Wing), Grove
Road, Sutton.
3.2

Paragraph 3.10 should read as ‘To the south lies the railway line, with residential housing
beyond that at Charter House’.

3.3

Paragraph 4.1 should include that the proposal also includes a change in the housing mix from
eleven studio flats, fifteen 1-bedroomed and six 2-bedroomed to 6 x studio’s, 20 x 1-bedroomed
and six x 2-bedroomed units.

3.4

Paragraph 4.7 should read as 60 cycle spaces.

3.5

Paragraph 7.63 should replace policies 6.2, 6.3, 6.9, 6.10, 6.11, 6.12 and 6.13 with T1, T2, T3,
T4, T5 and T6.

3.6

Paragraph 7.64 should read as 60 cycle spaces.

3.7

Paragraph 7.65 should replace policies6.9 and 6.13 with T5 and T6.

3.8

Paragraph 7.70 should replace policies 6.3, 6.7, 6.10, 6.11 and 6.12 with T1, T2, T3 and T4.

3.9

Paragraph 7.76 should replace policies 5.1, 5.2, 5.3 and 5.7 with G5, SI 1, SI 2, SI 3, SI 4, SI 5,
SI 7, SI 12 and SI 13.

3.10 Paragraph 7.84 should replace policies 5.12 and 5.13 with SI 12 and SI 13.
3.11 Paragraph 7.87 should replace policies 5.12 and 5.13 with SI 12 and SI 13.
3.12 A late objection has been received from the Royal Mail Group Limited (‘Royal Mail’), raising
concerns relating to high noise levels to the rear of the proposed building from vehicular activity
associated with the Royal Mail sorting office and suggested this impact could be reduced by
minimising the need for windows to be opened on the residential accommodation and propose
the installation of proprietary MVHR systems. Whilst this may provide a reasonable mitigation,
Royal Mail believe this impact may still warrant complaints from residents and restrictions would
be implemented to the use of the site and in turn affect RMG ability to operate effectively.
3.13 Officer Response to paragraph 3.12: This has been considered within the published committee
report at paragraph 7.57.
Agenda item 9 - APPLICATION NO. DM2020/00590 - 48 Manor Road, Wallington, SM6 0AB.
3.14

Please find enclosed Appendix B ‘Conditions of application’ for the above application.

Agenda item 10 - APPLICATION NO. DM2020/02143 - Seaton House School 61A Banstead Road
South Sutton SM2 5LH

Page 3

3.15
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The words ‘educational purposes and’ shall be inserted into condition (7) of the decision
notice before ‘associated ancillary facilities for Seaton House School’.
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DM2020/00590 - 48 Manor Road Appendix B

G
Joanna Hanslip
Urbanissta,
First Floor,
East Side,
London,
N1C 4AX

DM2020/00590

DRAFT
WARNING: It is in your interests to ensure you obtain the approval of the Local Planning
Authority, where the conditions require that to occur. Failure to comply with the following
conditions may lead to enforcement action to secure compliance.

FIRST SCHEDULE
48 Manor Road, Wallington, SM6 0AB
External alterations to the fenestration and elevational finish of a vacant former office space,
and the removal of an external staircase.
SECOND SCHEDULE
(1) The development must be begun not later than the expiration of three years beginning
with the date hereof.
Reason: To comply with Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, as
amended.
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DM2020/00590 - 48 Manor Road Appendix B
(2) The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the following
approved plans:
0100 REV 03 (Proposed Ground Floor Plan); 0100 REV 01 Existing Site Location Plan);
0100 REV 02 (Existing Ground Floor Plan); 0101 REV 01; 0200 REV 02; 0201 REV 02;
0202 REV 02; 0203 REV 02; 520 P01; Planning Noise Assessment by NSL ref 88731 00
dated 4th December 2019; 0208 REV 07; 0205 REV 07; 0102 REV 01; 0207 REV 07; 0206
REV 07; 0100 REV 03 (Window Details).
Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper planning.
(3) All external facing materials, treatments and finishes shall be similar to those of the
original building and maintained and retained thereafter. This applies unless differences are
shown on the drawings we have approved.
Reason: To ensure that the extension harmonises with the existing building and to ensure
compliance with Policy 28 of the Sutton Local Plan 2018.
(4) No development shall begin, including demolition and site clearance works, until a
Construction Logistics Plan (CLP), to include details of: (a) loading and unloading of plant
and materials; (b) storage of plant and materials; (c) programme of works (including
measures for traffic management); (d) provision of boundary hoarding, behind any visibility
zones of construction traffic routing; (e) hours of operation; (f) means to prevent deposition
of mud on the highway have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. The development shall be constructed in accordance with the approved
statement.
Reason: To ensure that the proposed development does not interfere with the free flow of
traffic and conditions of safety on the public highway, and to ensure the development
process does not have a significant adverse impact on the amenities of nearby residential
properties in accordance with Policy 36 of the Sutton Local Plan 2018. This condition is
required to be pre-commencement as the Construction Logistics Plan needs to be in place
before any works take place and to mitigate against the impacts of the demolition /
construction process.
(5) Site construction works shall only be carried out between the hours of 0800 and 1800
hours Monday to Friday, 0800 and 1300 hours on Saturday and not at all on Sundays and
Bank Holidays.
Reason: To protect neighbouring amenities in accordance with Policy 29 of the Sutton Local
Plan 2018.
(6) A scheme of noise insulation/reduction shall be submitted to ensure that the noise level
of 35 dBLAeq,16 hour in living rooms and bedrooms during the daytime (0700 to 2300
hours) and 30 dBLAeq,8 hour and 45 dBLAmax during the night time (measured with F
time-weighting and between 2300 and 0700 hours) in bedrooms in accordance with
BS8233:2014 shall not be exceeded. Where these levels cannot be met with windows open
appropriate acoustic ventilation should be provided so that the room can be sufficiently
ventilated. The acoustic performance of any passive vent, variable speed mechanical air
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DM2020/00590 - 48 Manor Road Appendix B
supply unit or whole house ventilation must be sufficient to ensure that the noise level
standards given above are not compromised.
Reason: To ensure that the future occupants of the development are not exposed to
unwarranted extraneous noise in accordance with Policy 29 of the Sutton Local Plan. This
condition is required to be pre-commencement to ensure that these details are considered at
a early stage of the process and the required details are an integral part of the construction.
(7) If during implementation of this development, contamination is encountered which has
not previously been identified, the additional contamination shall be fully assessed and a
specific contaminated land assessment and associated remedial strategy shall be submitted
to and agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority before the additional remediation
works are carried out. The agreed strategy shall be implemented in full prior to the
completion of the development hereby approved.
Reason:To prevent harm to human health and pollution of the environment in accordance
with the aims and objectives of Policy 34 of the Sutton Local Plan 2018.
INFORMATIVES.
(1) This approval only grants permission under section 57 of the Town and Country Planning
Act 1990. Further approval or consent may be required by other legislation, in particular the
Building Regulations and you should contact Building Control on 020 8770 5000 before
proceeding with the work.
(2) The permission hereby granted confers no rights on the applicant to encroach upon,
extend over or otherwise enter upon property not in his ownership for any purposes
connected with the implementation of this planning permission.
(3) The submitted application complied with the relevant planning policies and Sutton
Council has accordingly granted planning permission.
(4) The Council was able to negotiate successfully with the applicant to amend the
application so that it complied with the relevant policies. Sutton Council has accordingly
granted planning permission.
(5) Preventing Damage to the Public Highway:
Care should be taken by all applicants to ensure that no damage is caused to the public
highway adjacent to their site during demolition and/or construction work. The Council will
always seek to recover any costs incurred in repairing or making good such damage from
the owner of the development site, except where they are otherwise able to identify the
person(s) who caused the damage and are willing to accept the recoverable costs.
Pre-Commencement Highways Condition Surveys:
To avoid the above costs arising, and BEFORE ANY WORK COMMENCES on your site,
you MUST contact Sutton Highways DC Team at London Borough of Sutton, 24 Denmark
Road, Sutton, Surrey SM5 2JG OR BY EMAIL at: highwayshcs@sutton.gov.uk; to arrange a
pre- commencement photographic survey of the public highway conditions around your site;
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DM2020/00590 - 48 Manor Road Appendix B
where the Council decides that a survey is necessary. A refundable Deposit is payable at
application for the survey; together with an Inspection Fee, payable by cheque to "London
Borough of Sutton". The pre-commencement survey will ensure you are not charged for any
damage which existed prior to commencement of your works. If you fail to contact us to
arrange a pre-commencement survey, it will be assumed that any damage to the highway
was caused by your own activities and you will be charged the full cost of repair. Once the
site works are completed you need to contact us again to arrange for a post construction
inspection to be carried out. If there is no further damage, the case will be closed, and your
deposit refunded. If damage is found to have occurred, the Council will carry out the repairs,
and the costs will be charged to you, whether less or more than the deposit value.
Before work commences there may be notices or payments due in relation to this agreement
and the obligations contained within. Please send any notices or queries to
planningobligations@sutton.gov.uk.
Please note that failure to follow the obligations as stated in the agreement could result in
penalty charges being added.
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5 May 2021 - DM2020/01062 - Development Land North Side
And Adjoining 1 To 12 Bishops Place, Sutton - Objector

The following Written Statement has been received regarding the above planning
application.
04/27/2021 19:03:58
Name
Maciej Gorski
Role and organisation (if any)

Interest in the application
Objector
Written Statement
“I'm living next door to Bishops Place Development (81 Carshalton Road) and I have
concerns about how it will impact my property adversely.
1. My biggest problem with it is the localisation of the communal bin (for plot 6 to 8) next to
my garden's doorstep (6 meter from it) - 3 households should not store their rubbish next to
place where I relax and enjoy fresh air while staying outdoor or gardening. This could be
replaced with only a bike storage as the company assured us of. I do not agree to smell
someone else rubbish every time I am in my garden, especially that spaces provided on the
whole site are big enough to rearrange it in more favour to surrounding properties. We are a
small family expecting children soon and this point is not acceptable to us. I do not want to
run a risk of foxes attacking my children while they are outside in the parking lot as this in the
recent years become more of an issue. My suggestion is to put the bins next to the entrance
of the Plot 6 and, not a few meters from my garden. What is most frustrating about this case
is that I wrote to Gelbray Capital previously enquiring about it and they have assured me that
it will only be a bike storage. Which i next plan was clreay stated is still a bin area as well
2. Additionally, for safety reasons the road linking Lind road and St. Barnabas Road should
be one-way as entrance from St. Barnabas Road is very narrow with no pedestrian
pathways so if it will be 2-way system it might create chaos and danger for children. When
leaving our property by car we will not have any chance of seeing who is coming from the St.
Barnabas side because of the fence on the property at 83 Carshalton Road. Perhaps, if it
was one-way coming only from Lind Road towards Barnabas mirrors should be considered
and speed limit set at 5-10mph.
3. Can the council confirm and reassure us that those houses are meant to be sold or rented
to tenants other than for HMOs with big turnaround of people living in them? We just want to
have a steady neighbourhood.
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5 May 2021 - DM2020/01062 - Development Land North Side
And Adjoining 1 To 12 Bishops Place, Sutton - Objector

4. We park our cars next to road ( on the private driveway) where is about to lead to busy
construction site - who will guarantee road wont be blocked nor destroyed in the process nor
our cars parked so close to the future works. ”
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5 May 2021 - DM2020/01062 - Development Land North Side
And Adjoining 1 To 12 Bishops Place, Sutton - Objector

The following Written Statement has been received regarding the above planning
application.
04/28/2021 19:48:26
Name
Robert Hilson
Role and organisation (if any)

Interest in the application
Objector
Written Statement
“Objection 1. This proposal dwarfs the small two storey Victorian Cottages in Vernon Road.
Para. 2.3 states “that the development will not result in harm to the character of the
surrounding street-scene or that of the Newtown Area of Special Local Character”!
The Victorian cottages on Vernon Road - mine was built in 1906 - contribute significantly to
the Newtown ASLC label. Why should I have to face these very tall modern dwellings? Are
we not considered as part of the Newtown community? WE’ WILL indeed be significantly
affected and overlooked, especially as they are to be built above us on a significant slope
and will appear far taller than they appear in the plans. A fact ignored by planning. How can
this fact not affect the amenity of Vernon Road residents? Should my neighbour and I wish to
demolish our current houses would we be allowed to develop two of the proposed units on
our plot - I think not.
Objection 2. Para. 7.22 states “the proposed development would be consistent in scale and
height to the surrounding residential properties”. How on earth can the proposed three storey
modern proposed four bedroom units be consistent with tiny two storey mainly two bedroom
Cottages in Vernon Road? The statement here is totally incorrect and should be removed.
Objection 3. Para. 7.23 states “It is difficult to replicate Victorian housing designs given the
more generous space standards required by current policies ….”
These comments are a complete and utter insult to myself and my neighbours’ feelings!!!
Just because we live - and love - our tiny properties, does this mean we should have to be
completely overlooked by far far taller and superior quality buildings? I don't think that’s fair
and equitable, do you? Are we considered the poor relations of the Newtown ASLC? Are the
Planning Department saying that the quality of our houses is inferior? Please explain. Very
very annoyed here. Although the proposed development is to be seen by us, we are perhaps
considered useful because we will block the ugly and out of place modern development from
the general public. Is this a true statement?
Objection 4. Para 7.43 states that buildings of the size of the proposed development should
have gardens of 70m2. Why are these units being allowed to have gardens of 20m2?
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5 May 2021 - DM2020/01062 - Development Land North Side
And Adjoining 1 To 12 Bishops Place, Sutton - Objector

Objection 5. Bishops Place has a maximum width of 2.9 metres. How on earth are vehicles
and pedestrians going to be able to pass each other? Vehicles reversing right, left and
centre back into main Roads!
”
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5 May 2021 - DM2020/01062 - Development Land North Side
And Adjoining 1 To 12 Bishops Place, Sutton - Objector

The following Written Statement has been received regarding the above planning
application.
04/29/2021 11:58:27
Name
Ken Wood
Role and organisation (if any)

Interest in the application
Objector
Written Statement
“The Case Officers Report is misleading, inconsistent and inaccurate. This raised with
Sutton Planning.
PREVIOUS APPLICATION REFUSALS - Current application is on same scale as previous
one for site coverage, scale, bulk, massing and quantum of development and was refused in
2018 due to the overdevelopment and impact on surrounding amenities, why should this one
be granted when nothing has changed?
LIGHT INDUSTRY – court ruling named Agent of Change principle means that the MOT
garage can continue or even increase noise unrestricted by residential development. Noise
mitigation proposed (lock rear windows nearest rear of garage) fatally flawed as all other
windows open!
CERTIFICATE OF OWNERSHIP – procedure not followed. 21 days not given before
revised planning application submitted required by Section 65 TCPA 1990
CRIME AND ANTI SOCIAL BEHAVIOUR – Planning out crime ignored, no crime report
submitted. Following Sarah Everard murder Prime Minister calls for immediate steps to
target narrow unlit areas such as entrances to the development
URBAN DESIGN – No design report received, assume 2018 report still stands in view of
similarly of application. Report opposed development
CAR PARKING - Highways officer and TFL consultees do not object application, but both
states development should be car/permit free. Allocating car park spaces is against Sutton
Plan Policy 37 and in London Plan policy T6, outer boroughs can only adopt minimum
parking in PTAL 0-1 (which this isn’t its PTAL 5-6)
PROTECTING AMENTIY - No design report received, assume 2018 report still stands in
view of similarly of application. Report does not support development. See also Human
Rights at #17
NOISE, AIR AND LIGHT POLLUTION – no light pollution report. Noise report does not
consider agent of change principle. Air quality report takes no responsibility for accuracy of
report and fails to mention MOT garage next door.
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5 May 2021 - DM2020/01062 - Development Land North Side
And Adjoining 1 To 12 Bishops Place, Sutton - Objector

EASEMENT /RIGHTS OF WAY
Developer has no legal continual access from St Barnabas Road to Lind Road
Therefore all vehicles legally required to turn at development and come back the same way
– just as well as if cars are entering from both sides at the same time, there is nowhere to
turn and traffic will be blocked up back and on to surrounding roads
WASTE VEHICLE AND FIRE ENGINE – Consultee report withheld from public. Narrow
private drives and right of way issues requires vehicle to turn with inadequate turning space
”
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5 May 2021 - DM2020/01062 - Development Land North Side
And Adjoining 1 To 12 Bishops Place, Sutton - Objector

The following Written Statement has been received regarding the above planning
application.
04/29/2021 12:00:02
Name
Brian Cruickshank
Role and organisation (if any)

Interest in the application
Objector
Written Statement
“We have an easement under deed in order to access our garages. The driveway is narrow,
the exit (onto part of the Red Route) is challenging – traffic waiting to exit onto Carshalton
Rd & entering from Carshalton Rd. The adjacent Garage & Tyre Fitters exacerbates the
situation.
Luke Simpson emailed Heidi Duncan on 1 March "the swept path analysis does not cover
the actual turning radius required for waste and fire vehicles to enter the access to the site
from either St Barnabas or Lind Road, which would be very tight”. In the Report to Planning
Committee (§7.60) “the access to the site from St Barnabas Road complies in terms of the
minimum width requirements for waste vehicles, and a swept path analysis has been
submitted which shows an adequate turning radius can be achieved from the main highway".
Such swept path analysis has not been published.
I have emailed the Planning Department about this apparent major discrepancy and am told
it will be brought to Luke Simpson's attention when he returns on 4 May. We have no chance
of seeing or commenting. Very inappropriate – I am being prevented from making any
comment.
The narrow unlit driveway is totally unsuitable as a route for pedestrians, children, prams,
wheelchairs and bicycles, in addition to cars, service and delivery vehicles – which will not
just be going to/from the proposed development, but elsewhere in Bishops Place – even a
through route. Bishops Place is similarly unlit and not maintained at Public Expense.

The footprint of the new development is too large for the site, very small gardens with access
only through the living areas of the houses. The amenity space of the duplexes is said to be
balconies of 6sqm to 8sqm (§4.3) – has Plot 5 got the 7sqm amenity space mandated by the
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5 May 2021 - DM2020/01062 - Development Land North Side
And Adjoining 1 To 12 Bishops Place, Sutton - Objector

Housing SPG?
Planning Application refused in 2018 showed the proposed building being 27 metres from
our property – granting this application will leave us looking at a 3-storey, 10m high brick
wall, just 21 metres from our property (§7.33) – much less from our garden.
The occupiers of adjacent premises all disagree with the assertion (§2.5) that "The proposal
would not adversely affect the amenity of neighbouring residential occupiers". There are
many objections that people will be able to see into their gardens and properties from
windows and second floor balconies.
§7.48 is wrong – St Barnabas Rd was added to the CPZ in 2020, and the adjoining Bramley
Rd will become an inevitable target for no CPZ permit.
”
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5 May 2021 - DM2020/00816 - Copthall House (Bridge Road
Wing) Grove Road Sutton SM1 1DA - Objector

The following Written Statement has been received regarding the above planning
application.
04/28/2021 20:07:52
Name
M Bain
Role and organisation (if any)

Interest in the application
Objector
Written Statement
“No justification is provided for the additional 3 storeys of housing units which are
predominantly single bedroom. While a report documents the un-lettability of the offices,
there is no equivalent demonstating the need for the proposed mix/demand of units - eg,
approx only 10% of Sutton's housing list is for single bed units.
The offices were constructed to be sympathetic/consistent with their surroundings & housing
that does not meet local community requirements is not a valid reason for almost doubling
the size of the current building with its massing, overshadowing, & constricing effect on the
adjoining roads & neighbouring properties.
This development will create a precedent that see tower blocks appearing along the length
of Grove Road as has happened along the length of Sutton Court Road. ”
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5 May 2021 - DM2020/00590 - 48 Manor Road Wallington SM6
0AB - Objector

The following Written Statement has been received regarding the above planning
application.
04/29/2021 14:44:32
Name
Mr Stephen CW Massingale
Role and organisation (if any)
Agents to Merityre Specialists Ltd
Merityre Specialists Ltd
Interest in the application
Objector
Written Statement
“London Borough of Sutton Development Management
Planning Department
24 Denmark Road
Carshalton
SM5 2JG

29th April 2021

For the attention of Mr Ben Rochford
Dear Sirs,
Town and Country Planning Act 1990
Site: 48 Manor Road Wallington SM6 0AB
DM2020/00590
Proposal: External alterations to the fenestrations, recladding and the removal of the
external staircase
We write as agents for Merityre Specialists Ltd., adjoining owners to the site in question, to
OBJECT to planning application DM2020/00590 on the following 3 grounds:
•
The noise report makes it clear that occupation of these flats will only be tolerable in
noise terms, with the windows shut. This is not sustainable development, and therefore
grounds for refusal.
•
New windows are inserted into the Manor Road elevation where none exist
historically. These directly overlook commercial premises and exacerbate traffic and
operational noise issues which may lead to problems once occupied.
•
The proposal makes provision for 3 parking spaces only for 5 flats. This is not to
standard and the shortfall in parking spaces in an area of established parking stress will
result in overspill car parking to the detriment of the safe and efficient operation of the public
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5 May 2021 - DM2020/00590 - 48 Manor Road Wallington SM6
0AB - Objector

highway.
For your information, recladding as illustrated on the proposal, ignores existing signage to
ground floor premises beneath, and extends beyond the boundaries of the site. There is no
satisfactory Health and Safety report dealing with the existing asbestos cement cladding and
the impact on neighbouring properties during removal.
Again, for your information, one of the projecting windows, the subject of this application,
extends beyond the applicant’s site.

Yours faithfully,

SCW Massingale FRICS
Agent for Merityre Specialists Ltd.
CC NC Pope Esq – Merityre Specialists Ltd
”
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5 May 2021 - DM2020/00590 - 48 Manor Road Wallington SM6
0AB - Objector

The following Written Statement has been received regarding the above planning
application.
04/29/2021 15:34:30
Name
N C Pope
Role and organisation (if any)
Director
Merityre Specialists Ltd.
Interest in the application
Objector
Written Statement
“The background document for the Planning Committee relating to this application contains
some inaccuracies:
1. The Site Plan. This does not show that the ground floor of the outlined area in red is
subject to a long lease to our Company, and the applicants have no rights over it. This
includes the forecourt leading to Manor Road.
2. Page 137 of the document refers to the Merityre signage. The wall claddings that the
applicant seeks to replace extend below their site boundary, and into Merityre's demise.
Merityre's sign is mounted on these wall panels.
3. Proposed new windows extend beyond the applicant's boundary.
”
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5 May 2021 - DM2020/00590 - 48 Manor Road Wallington SM6
0AB - Ward Councillor

The following Written Statement has been received regarding the above planning
application.
04/29/2021 18:43:23
Name
Barry Lewis
Role and organisation (if any)

Interest in the application
Ward Councillor
Written Statement
“Prior approval was given for a development of five flats on this site. Ward Councillors are
content with the prior approval.
This application refers to the necessary external alterations required to permit the five flat
development. Ward councillors ask that the committee give careful and considered
consideration to the comments made by Massingale and Co Ltd who represent Merityes who
are the immediate site neighbours.
There is a withdrawn application to increase the number of flats from 5 to 12. Ward
Councillors wish it known that that they will strongly object to any attempt to reinstate an
application to increase the number of flats to 12.
”
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