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Appeal Decision 
Hearing held on 18 December 2014 

Site visit carried out one on the same day 

by Mrs J A Vyse  DipTP DipPBM MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 20 January 2015 
 

Appeal Ref: APP/R1845/A/14/2225496 

Squirrel Inn, 61 Areley Common, Stourport-on-Severn, Worcestershire  

DY13 0NG 

• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

against a refusal to grant planning permission. 

• The appeal is made by Tesco Stores Limited against the decision of Wyre Forest District 
Council. 

• The application No 14/0126/FULL, dated 5 March 2014, was refused by a notice dated 
21 May 2014. 

• The development proposed is demolition of existing outbuildings and porch on front 
entrance, erection of single storey extension (189 square metres gross) to the rear of 

existing public house, installation of plant and enclosure, replacement shop front to 
front elevation and external alterations to create a Class A1 convenience store (357 

square metres gross). 
 

Decision 

1. For the reasons that follow, the appeal is allowed and planning permission is 

granted for demolition of existing outbuildings and porch on front entrance, 

erection of single storey extension (189 square metres gross) to the rear of 

existing public house, installation of plant and enclosure, replacement shop 

front to front elevation and external alterations to create a Class A1 

convenience store (357 square metres gross) at Squirrel Inn, 61 Areley 

Common, Stourport-on-Severn, Worcestershire, in accordance with the terms 

of the application, No 14/0126/FULL, dated 5 March 2014, subject to the 

conditions set out in the attached schedule. 

Procedural/Preliminary Matters 

2. Objectors were concerned about the possibility of an ATM1 as part of the 

proposal.  Whilst an ATM was included on early plans, it does not feature on 

the plans that formed the basis of the planning application.  It was also 

confirmed by the appellant at the Hearing, that an ATM did not form part of the 

development for which permission was sought.  I have dealt with the scheme 

on that basis.  Should the appeal succeed and the scheme be implemented, 

any subsequent proposal for an ATM would be a matter for the Council in the 

first instance.   

3. In response to concerns about the distance over which delivery cages would 

need to be pulled, between the loading/unloading bay and the rear door, as 

shown on plan No 1402-117 PL03, a revised plan was submitted at the 

Hearing, No 131986/AL12E.  The amended plan showed an additional door 

                                       
1 Automated Teller Machine  
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close to the loading bay, leading directly into the ‘back-of-house’ area of the 

proposed store.  The amendment is very minor and the Council agreed that it 

could be considered as part of the scheme proposed without causing prejudice 

to the interests of any person or organisation concerned with this appeal.  I 

agree and shall deal with the appeal on the basis of the revised plans.    

Main Issue 

4. Whilst the alterations proposed are linked to a wider proposal to change the 

use of the public house premises to a shop, specifically a Tesco Express store, 

the change of use does not require planning permission and thus, is not part of 

the proposal before me.  As agreed at the Hearing, the main issue in this case 

relates to the effect of the development proposed on the living conditions and 

general amenity of local residents, having particular regard to noise and 

disturbance arising from associated commercial and customer vehicle 

movements. 

Planning Policy  

5. The development plan for the area includes the Wyre Forest District Council 

Core Strategy (2006-2026), which was adopted in December 2010, and the 

Wyre Forest District Council Site Allocations and Policies Local Plan 2006-2026, 

adopted in July 2013. 

6. In seeking to protect and enhance local retail services, policy SAL.GPB3 of the 

Site Allocations and Policies Local Plan is supportive of new retail development 

in neighbourhood or village centres where it comprises the conversion or 

extension of existing facilities, provided that the floor space would not exceed 

280 square metres (sqm) net.  Outside of the neighbourhood or village 

designations, the policy is also supportive for the development of new retail 

(A1) uses subject to the same floor area restriction and where they would be 

located on previously-developed land and would not cause adverse impact on 

local amenity.   

7. The accompanying Proposals Map does not provide a definitive boundary for 

neighbourhood/village centres, the Areley Common centre being identified 

simply by a red dot positioned in part over the road, and in part over an 

existing Londis store, a short distance to the south of the appeal site.  In pre-

application discussions, and as set out in the committee report,2 officers were 

of the view that the appeal site did lie within the Areley Common centre.  

However, although recommended for approval, Members refused the 

application citing, among other things, conflict with policy SAL.GPB3.  Whilst 

the Council’s Hearing Statement acknowledges that the policy lends itself to a 

degree of interpretation, it reiterates the view of Members that the appeal site 

lies outwith the neighbourhood/village centre.   

8. Although predominantly a residential area, there are, in addition to the public 

house at the appeal site and the aforementioned Londis store, a pharmacy and 

a newsagent which are located in the vicinity of the red dot.  To define the 

neighbourhood/ village centre therefore, as simply the Londis store, seems to 

me to be an overly narrow interpretation of the policy.  Indeed, at the start of 

the Hearing, the Council accepted that it was reasonable to treat the appeal 

site as forming part of the centre.  Accordingly, since the appeal scheme 

                                       
2 Paragraph 1.2 
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relates to the extension of an existing building, creating a maximum net sales 

area of 280 sqm,3 in an existing neighbourhood/village centre, I find no conflict 

with policy SAL.GPB3.  There was no suggestion, in this regard, that the policy 

conflicts with the thrust of the National Planning Policy Framework (the 

Framework) which seeks, among other things, to encourage economic 

development.    

9. Although the relevant part of policy SAL.GPB3 does not require that such retail 

proposals should have no adverse impact on local amenity, local amenity/living 

conditions are a material planning consideration.  I am mindful, in this regard, 

that one of the core planning principles set out at paragraph 17 of the 

Framework, which post-dates the development plan, is that 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.  It would not be good 

planning to simply ignore any effect of a development proposal in this regard, 

simply because a requirement to do such was not included in a relevant 

development plan policy.  Indeed, it was accepted for the appellant that living 

conditions/amenity are an important planning consideration.  

Reasons for the Decision  

10. The carriageway is relatively narrow in the vicinity of the appeal premises – 

just 6 metres in width.  Although there are double yellow lines along the same 

side of the carriageway as the appeal premises, the opposite side of the road is 

available for on-street parking and is well used for such.  The combination of 

those circumstances means that, notwithstanding that this is a classified road 

(B4196) the carriageway is reduced, in effect, to a single vehicle width for 

sometimes considerable stretches.   

11. Based on the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB) and on a traffic 

count undertaken in May 2014, the appellant advises that the road is operating 

at approximately 18% of its maximum capacity.  I recognise, in this regard, 

that the DMRB takes account of on-street parking on roads such as this, with 

‘shuttle’ working, whereby there are sections of highway where only one 

vehicle can pass at a time.  However, from my own observations during the 

site visit, and as evidenced by video footage shown during the Hearing and the 

many detailed letters from local residents, the congestion caused often has 

significant implications for the flow of traffic along Areley Common on a daily 

basis.  Problems include stationary traffic blocking private drives and side 

access roads, vehicles being forced onto the pavements at times, or sometimes 

accelerating hard in a ‘race’ to get in to a gap to avoid an oncoming vehicle.  

Those problems are compounded at times, when on-street deliveries are taking 

place, and when large vehicles use the route, including refuse collection 

vehicles, and the regular bus service (some 5-7 per hour).  I am in no doubt 

therefore, that the highway is heavily congested on a regular basis.  

12. Based on the TRICS database, the appellant’s Transport Statement calculates 

anticipates daily two-way traffic movements associated with use of the existing 

premises as a public house on its present floor space but trading at full 

capacity, to be in the region of 92 movements  Monday – Friday, 100 on a 

Saturday.  In relation to the development proposed, the anticipated two-way 

                                       
3 The scheme includes demolition of the existing rear extension and its replacement with a larger extension to 

create a maximum net sales area of 280 square metres (sqm) plus a ‘back-of-house’ area.  Storage would be on 

the first floor.   
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daily total is anticipated to be 775 movements Monday – Friday, 506 on a 

Saturday.    

13. It is very clear therefore, that there would be a significant increase in traffic 

movements, were the appeal scheme to go ahead.  Even taking account of the 

evidence that some 90% of trips associated with the development proposed are 

likely to involve vehicles that are already on the road network,4 the scheme 

might be expected to introduce some 77 new two-way traffic movements onto 

this part of the highway network on a daily basis during the week.  I am very 

firmly of the opinion, notwithstanding the theoretical capacity of the road, that 

any increase in traffic movements on Areley Common in the vicinity of the 

appeal premises, but particularly of the order indicated above, would add 

materially to the existing problems experienced in relation to congestion on this 

part of the highway network, with a significant adverse impact on the living 

conditions and general amenity of local residents in terms of disturbance.  

There would be conflict, therefore, with the Framework core principle of 

providing a good standard of amenity for existing local residents.  

14. Whilst concern in relation to noise from traffic movements also formed part of 

the Council’s reason for refusal, no quantitative technical evidence was 

submitted to support its case.  Rather, reliance was placed on the Noise Policy 

Statement for England of March 2012 (NPSE) and the accompanying 

Explanatory Note, to which paragraph 123 of the Framework refers. 

15. The Framework requires that planning decisions should aim to avoid noise from 

giving rise to significant and other adverse impacts on health and quality of life 

as a result of new development, and that any impact should be mitigated and 

reduced to a minimum through the use of conditions.  The NPSE makes it clear 

that environmental noise includes noise from transportation sources, and that 

neighbourhood noise includes noise arising from trade and business premises 

and noise in the street.  However, there is no single objective noise-based 

measure which defines the level of noise which would be considered to have a 

significant adverse effect in all situations, with the NPSE advising that the 

effect of noise on quality of life is a subjective measure and that the means of 

assessing noise impact should focus on a qualitative assessment of the likely 

human reaction to it. 

16. Given the substantial increase in traffic movements over and above those 

associated even with maximum use being made of the premises as a public 

house, I am in no doubt that there would be a corresponding increase in noise 

from traffic movements, both within the site itself and the immediate vicinity of 

the site.  Again, there would be conflict with one of the Framework core 

principles in this regard.  

17. However, one of the material considerations that I am obliged to take into 

account, is what else can be done with the land/premises without the need for 

planning permission i.e. the fall back position.  The Courts have held that the 

fall back does not have to be probable, or even have a high chance of 

occurring.  Rather, in order to be a material consideration, a fall back only has 

to be more than a merely theoretical prospect.  While the likelihood of the fall 

back occurring may affect the weight to be attached to it, that does not affect 

its status as a material planning consideration.  Even where the possibility of 

                                       
4 Paragraph 5.16 of the appellant’s Transport Statement 
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the fall back position happening is very slight indeed, or merely an outside 

chance, that is sufficient to make the position a material consideration. 

18. Under the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted 

Development)(Amendment)(England) Order 2005, the building can be 

converted to retail use and extended to provide a net sales area of some     

213 sqm, with the first floor used for storage, without the need for planning 

permission.  I was shown plans to demonstrate how a scheme such as this 

could be achieved by the appellant,5 and was provided with examples of other 

Tesco stores that operate from buildings with limited sales and bulk storage 

areas, using first floor storage if necessary.  In answer to my questions at the 

Hearing, I was firmly assured for the appellant that this fall back arrangement 

represented a robust alternative which would be implemented were the appeal 

to fail.   

19. For significant weight to be afforded to a fall back position, there needs not 

only to be a reasonable prospect of it being carried out in the event that 

planning permission was refused, but it would also need to be equally or more 

harmful than the scheme for which permission is sought.  In this regard, the 

fall back arrangement would not be controlled by any planning conditions.  The 

appellant’s highways evidence demonstrates that the retail floor space in the 

fall back arrangement would be likely to result in very similar two-way 

movements during the busiest peak hour to that associated with the 

development proposed.  However, in the event that the appeal should succeed, 

a number of conditions are proposed in relation to the scheme proposed that 

would offer control over matters such as delivery times, delivery vehicle size 

and opening hours.  The appeal scheme also includes an in/out access 

arrangement, as opposed to use of the existing access point by incoming and 

exiting vehicles, as well as the provision of a dedicated on-site 

loading/unloading bay, a formalised parking layout and cycle parking, and the 

provision of acoustic grade fencing around the car park. 

20. The fall back position maintained by the appellant would be likely to give rise to 

greater harm, in terms of noise and disturbance from associated vehicle 

movements, than would the appeal scheme, which would be subject to 

conditions that would mitigate some of the additional traffic impact.  That fall 

back position is, therefore, a material consideration of significant weight in this 

case.   I find, therefore, subject to conditions, that the appeal scheme would 

have benefits when considered against the fall back position.  Having in mind 

well established case law, that consideration outweighs the harm in terms of 

noise and disturbance arising from commercial and customer vehicle 

movements that would be associated with development proposed. 

Other Matters 

21. The Squirrel Inn is included on the Local Heritage List.  I have therefore treated 

it as a non-designated heritage asset.  Whilst the significance of the building 

derives from its history as a mid-19th Century village inn, extensive alterations 

and extensions to the building over the years mean that its architectural 

significance is limited principally to the front, roadside elevation.    

22. At some time during the 20th Century, an unsympathetic porch was added to 

the centre of the front elevation, and a fairly utilitarian outbuilding, currently 

                                       
5 Appendix 14 to the evidence of Miss R Lees  
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used for garaging, was erected to the side/rear.  The porch, which dominates 

the front of the building, would be demolished as part of the appeal scheme, to 

be replaced with a traditional timber shop front and a new entrance.  Those 

alterations would result in a more sensitive arrangement that would be 

sympathetic to the historical form of the building.  It is also proposed to 

retain/refurbish the existing timber sash windows, which is welcomed, and to 

retain the original water pump and building plaque.  The piecemeal additions to 

the rear of the building would be demolished, together with the various 

outbuildings, and replaced with a rear extension of matching facing brickwork, 

with a cement slate mansard roof.  I agree with the Council that the extension 

would be appropriate in terms of its scale and appearance, given that it would 

be located at the rear of the property.  All in all, I consider that there would be 

no harm to the special interest or significance of the appeal building as a 

heritage asset.  There would be no conflict, therefore, with policy SAL.UP6, or 

the advice in the Framework, which seek to protect such interests.    

23. Residents are concerned at the loss of the public house as a local facility.  

However, I am advised for the appellant that, although the premises have been 

marketed since December 2011, there has been very little interest.  Although 

policy SAL.DPL11 seeks to retain community facilities, including public houses, 

the loss of the use has to be weighed against the fact that planning permission 

is not required for the proposed change of use, which is not part of the 

proposal before me.  

24. Whilst the building has been registered as an Asset of Community Value, 

demonstrating the value placed on the premises by local residents, that does 

not convey with it protection in terms of the use of building.  The purpose of 

registration is not to act as a constraint on competition.  Rather, it has 

implications for disposal of the building.  In this instance, none of the 

provisions set out in the legislation apply, since Punch Taverns would remain as 

freeholder of the premises, with Tesco being a leaseholder, with a lease of 20 

years. 

25. There was concern locally that the development proposed would result in the 

closure of other local retail businesses.  However, it is not the purpose of the 

planning system to determine whether or not another convenience shop is 

needed here, nor is its purpose to protect individual traders or prevent 

competition.  Indeed, the appeal site is located in a designated 

neighbourhood/village centre, wherein policy SAL.GPB3 is supportive of new 

retail development.  In any event, as already mentioned, the proposed use as a 

retail premises is not part of the development for which permission is sought.   

26. There was concern that the proposal would increase danger to highway users, 

including pedestrians.  However, the evidence before me is that there is no 

adverse or unusually poor safety record in the vicinity of the appeal site.  An 

on-site loading/unloading bay is proposed and visibility splays for exiting 

vehicles would be in excess of the minimum requirements recommended in the 

Manual for Streets.  Were the appeal to succeed, a condition could control 

delivery arrangements, including the size of vehicle and the timing of 

deliveries, to ensure that they did not coincide with peak traffic or school drop 

off/pick up times.  The level of on-site parking proposed (15 car parking spaces 

plus disabled parking, and six cycle parking spaces) is commensurate with the 

size of development proposed.  On balance, therefore, in the absence of any 

technical evidence to the contrary, I conclude that there would be no material 
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harm to highway safety.  Indeed, there would be a benefit over and above the 

fall back position, in that the parking and access arrangements etc would be 

secured by condition.  I am also mindful, that the local highway authority 

raises no objection on highway safety grounds, subject to conditions.   

27. Although part of the site is shown as a bowling green on the Ordnance Survey 

map, I saw, during the site visit, that it currently comprises an area of rough 

grassland that is starting to become overgrown.  Were the appeal to succeed, 

the development would not result in the loss of an existing bowling green 

facility.   

Conclusion 

28. There is strong local feeling about this proposal, as reflected by the volume of 

objections received at every stage and the eloquent opposition demonstrated 

at the Inquiry itself.  I too have significant concerns in relation to the adverse 

implications of the development proposed on the general amenity and living 

conditions of local residents.  However, subject to conditions, the appeal 

scheme would have benefits when considered against the fall back 

arrangement referred to above.  Based on the firm assurance given by the 

appellant at the Hearing that, were the appeal to fail, the company would 

implement the fall back, and having regard to the relevant case law, I have 

found that that consideration outweighs the harm in terms of noise and 

disturbance arising from commercial and customer vehicle movements 

associated with development proposed.  I conclude, therefore, that the appeal 

should succeed.  

29. I recognise that this decision will be disappointing for local residents and their 

representatives, and am mindful, in this regard, of the Government’s ‘localism’ 

agenda.  However, even under ‘localism’, the views of local residents, very 

important though they are, must be balanced against other considerations.  In 

coming to my conclusions on the issues that have been raised, I have taken full 

and careful account of all the representations that have been made, which I 

have balanced against the provisions of the development plan and the National 

Planning Policy Framework, as well as the relevant case law.  For the reasons 

set out above, the evidence in this case leads me to conclude, on balance, that 

the appeal should be allowed. 

30. The conditions suggested by the Council were discussed in detail at the 

Hearing.  During that discussion, suggested conditions 11 and 15 were 

deleted.6  

31. In addition to the standard implementation condition, and otherwise than as 

set out in the decision and conditions, it is necessary that development is 

carried out in accordance with the approved plans for the avoidance of doubt 

and in the interests of proper planning.  A condition relating to external 

materials, including hard surfacing, is necessary to protect the character and 

appearance of the area.   

32. Conditions relating to the retention and refurbishment of the sash windows, 

and to the retention of the water pump and the Squirrel plaque on the front 

elevation are required, given their historic interest.  Given the historic interest 

of the property and the archaeological potential of the site, the Squirrel Inn 

                                       
6 Condition 11 related to the closure of an access and condition 15 related to on-site traffic management 

arrangements.  Both are matters covered by other of the conditions. 



Appeal Decision APP/R1845/A/14/2225496 

 

 

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate           8 

representing a phase of development of common land in the locality, a 

conditional programme of archaeological works is required, pursuant to the 

guidance at paragraph 141 of the Framework.  I have combined the three 

suggested conditions in this regard, into a single condition.   

33. Conditions relating to the hours of opening, hours during which deliveries can 

take place and the submission of a Service Management Plan are necessary in 

the combined interest of highway safety and protecting the living conditions 

and general amenity of local residents.  To the same ends, it was agreed that 

suggested condition 14 should be worded as requiring a Construction Traffic 

Management Plan.  I recognise that the opening hours sought would mean that 

the premises would be open later than the nearby Londis store.  However, they 

are no later than the hours common to public houses and regard must also be 

had to the fall back position, whereby there would be no control whatsoever 

over hours of operation.  The timings of deliveries were discussed in detail at 

the Hearing and the related condition reflects that discussion.    

34. In order to protect the living conditions of local residents, conditions are 

necessary in relation to the installation and operation of external lighting, the 

provision of acoustic fencing to the car park area, the submission of a scheme 

of noise mitigation in relation to the operation of external plant.  The 40dBA 

rating limit set out in the condition is based on the existing typical daytime 

background sound level.  The 35dBA at night time is selected on the basis that 

it would equate to an internal level of 20-25 dBA, well below the WHO guideline 

noise values.7     

35. In the interest of highway safety, conditions are necessary to ensure that the 

proposed on-site car/cycle parking spaces and vehicle circulation/manoeuvring 

areas are provided and retained, and that the proposed alterations to the 

kerbing and pedestrian protection bollard, shown on plan No 1402-117 PL03, 

are provided.  

36. It is necessary to ensure that the net retail floor space does not exceed       

280 sqm to ensure that that there would be no adverse impact sequentially on 

the retail hierarchy of the District Plan, in the interest of highway safety and in 

the interest of protecting the living conditions and general amenity of local 

residents.   

Jennifer A VyseJennifer A VyseJennifer A VyseJennifer A Vyse    

INSPECTOR  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                       
7 These are set out at paragraph 5.15 of Sharps Redmore Hearing statement on behalf of the appellant. 
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Schedule of conditions attached to 

Appeal Decision APP/R1845/A/14/2225496 

Squirrel Inn, 61 Areley Common, Stourport-on-Severn                 

Worcestershire  DY13 0NG       

1) The development hereby permitted shall begin not later than the end of 

three years from the date of this decision. 

2) Unless required otherwise by the conditions set out below, the 

development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the 

following approved plans:                                                          

131986/AL01 (1:1250 site location plan);                                                

131986/AL15C (proposed elevations – side (north) and front); 

131986/AL16C (proposed elevations – side (south) and rear);                

1402-117 PL03 (proposed site layout) as amended in part by 

131986/AL12E (submitted during the Hearing).  

3) No development shall take place until samples of the type and colour of 

all external materials for the development hereby permitted, including 

hard surfacing, have been submitted to and approved in writing by the 

local planning authority.  Development shall be carried out in accordance 

with the approved details. 

4) No development shall take place until detailed plans for the external 

treatment/finish of the existing sash windows to be retained, have been 

submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.  

Development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved 

details. 

5) Development shall not take place other than in accordance with a scheme 

that shall previously have been submitted to and approved in writing by 

the local planning authority that provides for the retention and protection 

during construction works, of the Squirrel plaque on the front elevation, 

and the water pump.    

6) No development shall take place, including any works of demolition and 

site clearance, until a Programme of Historic Building Recording and 

Interpretation, including a Written Scheme of Investigation, has been 

submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.  

Development shall then be carried out in accordance with the approved 

details.  The details to be submitted shall include, but are not confined 

to: 

a) an assessment of significance and research questions; 

b) the programme and methodology of site investigation and recording; 

c) the programme for post investigation assessment; 

d) provision to be made for analysis of the site investigation and 

recording, including a timetable; 

e) provision to be made for publication and dissemination of the analysis 

and recording, including a timetable; 

f) provision to be made for archive deposition of the analysis and records 

of the site investigation, including a timetable; 

g) nomination of a competent person or persons/organisation to 

undertake the works set out within the Written Scheme of Investigation. 
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7) The retail premises hereby permitted shall not be open other than 

between the hours of 07.00-23.00 on any day.  

8) Other than newspaper deliveries/pick up, no delivery vehicles shall 

arrive/depart from the premises hereby permitted other than between 

the following times: 

07.00-08.00, 10.00-15.00 and 17.00-20.00 Monday – Friday 

09.00-14.00 on Saturdays 

10.00-14.00 on Sundays and bank/public holidays. 

9) The development hereby permitted shall not be brought into use until a 

Servicing Management Plan for the operation of the premises has been 

submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.  

Development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved Plan 

and the Plan shall be adhered to during the lifetime of the development 

hereby permitted.  The details to be submitted shall include, but are not 

confined to: 

a) arrangements to ensure that any delivery vehicle does not exceed 

10.35 metres in length; 

b) the operation and management of the loading/unloading bay shown 

on plan No 1402-117 PL03, including arrangements to ensure that 

deliveries take place via access door B, adjacent to the loading bay 

i.e. directly into the ‘back-of-house area, as shown on plan No 

131986/A12E. 

c) the storage/management of delivery cages and shopping trolleys; 

d) arrangements to ensure that refrigeration plant on delivery vehicles is 

switched off prior to arrival at the site and is not turned on again until 

the vehicle has left the site.  

10) No development, including works of demolition and site clearance, shall 

take place until a Construction Traffic Management Plan has been 

submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local planning authority.  

The approved Plan shall be adhered to throughout the construction 

period. The plan shall include, but is not restricted to: 

a) provision for the on-site parking of delivery vehicles and the vehicles 

of site operatives and visitors; 

b) hours of construction operations, including the hours during which 

construction activities can take place on the site, and the timings for 

vehicle movements associated with the delivery of building materials, 

contractors’ vehicles, and the removal of building waste; 

c) site management arrangements, including on-site storage of 

materials, plant and machinery. 

11) No external lighting shall be installed and/or operated at the site other 

than in accordance with a scheme that has previously been submitted to 

and approved in writing by the local planning authority.  

12) The development hereby permitted shall not be brought into use unless 

and until acoustic grade fencing, the full details of which shall previously 

have been submitted to and agreed in writing by the local planning 

authority, have been erected around the boundaries of the car 
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park/vehicle circulation and manoeuvring area.  Once installed the 

fencing shall be retained thereafter. 

13) The development hereby permitted shall not be brought into use until a 

scheme for protecting the occupiers of adjoining dwellings from noise 

from the operation of external fixed plant or machinery has been 

implemented in accordance with details that shall previously have been 

submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The 

scheme to be submitted shall ensure that the rating level of the noise 

emitted from the site in this regard shall not exceed 40dBA between 

07.00-23.00 hours and 35 dBA at any other time.  The noise levels shall 

be determined by measurement or calculation at the nearest noise 

sensitive premises.  The measurements and assessments shall be made 

in accordance with the guidance in BS 4142:2014. 

14) The development hereby permitted shall not be brought into use until the 

access/egress, turning/manoeuvring and parking spaces, including the 

loading/unloading bay, shown on plan No 1402-117 PL03, have been 

properly consolidated, drained and surfaced in accordance with details 

that shall previously have been submitted to and approved in writing by 

the local planning authority.  Those areas shall not thereafter be used for 

any purpose other than the intended purpose. 

15) The development hereby permitted shall not be brought into use until the 

six cycle parking spaces shown on plan No 1402-117 PL03 have been 

provided in accordance with details that shall previously have been 

submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.  The 

cycle parking provided shall be retained thereafter for that purpose. 

16) The development hereby permitted shall not be brought into use until the 

full height kerbing along the carriageway, and the provision of a bollard 

to the left hand side of the site egress, as shown on plan No 1402-117 

PL03, have been provided in accordance with details that shall previously 

have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning 

authority.  The kerbing and the bollard shall be retained thereafter. 

17) At no time shall the net retail floor space of the building exceed          

280 square metres. 

----------------------------------End of Schedule ---------------------------------------- 
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APPEARANCES 

 

FOR THE APPELLANT: 

Mr C Young No 5 Chambers 

Miss Rhian Lees 

BSc(Hons), MSc, MRTPI 

Principal Planner with DPP Planning  

Mr Nathan Hanks 

CPDT, MCIHT 

Associate Director with Transport Planning 

Associates  

Mr Keith Metcalfe  

BSc(Hons), DipANC, MIoA 

Acoustic Consultant with Sharps Redmore  

 

 

FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY: 

Miss Emma Anning 

MA, MRTPI 

Development Control Officer with the Council  

Mr John Baggot 

MA, MRTPI 

Development Manager with the Council  

 

 

INTERESTED PERSONS: 

Councillor James Shaw District Councillor 

Mrs Susan Crowther Local resident and member of Areley Kings First 

Mr Derek Wood Local resident 

Mr Andrew Booton Chair of Areley Kings First 

 

 

 

 

DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED DURING THE HEARING 

 

Doc 1 Speaking notes of Mrs Crowther 

Doc 2 Speaking Notes of Mr Wood 

Doc 3 Speaking notes of Mr Booton 

Doc 4 Extract from the Localism Act 2011 re Assets of Community Value 

Doc5 Alternative ground floor plan showing alternative access door on the south 

side of the building, to the ‘back-of-house’ area.  
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