




Proposed development of 50 houses as set out in the Final Draft Plan for Barnby & North
Cove site ref: WLP7.2 Fig.20

Comment:

The proposed large development of 50 houses, ref policy WLP7.2 is unacceptable on many levels:

7.10 &7.11 The proposed development will have a detrimental effect on the amenity of nearby
properties, both those opposite, and those on the same side of The Street. It will also have an
adverse impact on a pleasant, tree lined streetscape, with an open farmland aspect beyond, to the
overall detriment of the whole village. Itwill generate difficulties with access onto and from the
A146 and also increase pressure on on-street parking along this section of The Street, which in
turn will cause road safety issues, especially for pedestrians, including children, and cyclists. There
is no requirement for this development, given that large areas of land, close by in the Beccles &
Woriingham Garden Neighbourhood & London Road, Beccles (WLP3.1 &WLP3.2), have been
designated as housing developments, with 1530 houses proposed. The high grade agricultural
land should be retained, to protect the rural countryside character and enjoyment of the existing
residents of the two villages.

As outlined below, there are many issues relating also to infrastructure, preserving the streetscape
and drainage, with few solutions having been proposed in the Final Draft Plan.

Issues with site selection

7.11 We have studied the comments made in response to the call for sites, as set out in the draft

Local plan, with interest. North Cove Parish Council, opposed the development, saying that the site
provides visual amenity and any development would dominate the landscape. Barnby Parish
Council said that the site is too large and only part of the site should be developed and it should
not be accessed through the village.

The full development of this site therefore disregards the comments of both parish councils. In fact
Waveney District Council disregarded all comments, including those of the local residents whilst
formulating the Final Draft. Also, the previous planning application for proposed development
along Swan Lane generated a large number of objections from local residents, and it is likely there
will be the same strength of feeling with regards building on this site (WLP7.2).

The Settlement Fringe Study suggests that the site is 'in an area of moderate landscape sensitivity,
WDC appears to have disregarded the findings of this study and it seems that the site is the 'least
worst option' for the villages- not that it is in fact suitable. There are significant constraints, and we
feel that the site should be withdrawn based on traffic safety, parking pressures and the number of

houses proposed.

Previous recent reports on unsatisfactory house construction standards will inevitably mean that
the development will be of poor quality and detrimental to the village.

If additional housing is required within Barnby and North Cove then an alternative site should be
found within the villages to provide a smaller number of infill dwellings which would not impact on
the village in terms of traffic safety and parking pressures. The existing Barnby and North Cove
Primary School would make an ideal alternative site for development. The existing school, in our
opinion, is outdated, and with no on-site parking for parents and teachers, causing annoying
problems to the local residents, with cars parking over driveways and damage to the grass verges.
Given that a new primary school is to be built as part of the proposed Beccles & Woriingham
Garden Neighbourhood development (WLP3.1), then the pupils should be relocated. Therefore a



smaller number of dwellings, with plenty of parking available to each dwelling, which would be
more in keeping with the nature of the village.

There are limited facilities available in the two villages. There is no shop and an old small village
hall, with no dedicated parking. Increasing the population, in large numbers, will place further
pressure on the village hall, village hall parking and also on the current primary school.

Road noise, increased traffic, pollution.

The site is adjacent to the busy A146. In the Settlement Fringe Study, the consultant said that the
limited tranquillity of the site along Swan lane, with it abutting the A146, was a reason not to
develop the site. The same rationale applies. Occupants of the new houses will experience, a high
level of noise and pollution, especially as the prevailing wind comes from the direction of the A146.
This will be worse during winter months when there are no leaves on the trees. With recent
research on the adverse effects of living immediately adjacent to busy roads, developing adjacent
to the road will be a retrograde step. There is a strong possibility that traffic volumes on the A146
will increase with the completion of the Beccles Southern Relief Road, and also with the proposed

large developments to the south of Lowestoft/Carlton Colville and at Woriingham.

There is currently a trend to allieviate pollution and the effect that it has on school children in close

proximity with schools. Despite living within the village, some parents still drive their children to

school. So it should not be concluded that local residents do not increase the parking issues. This
is the case for the Barnby and North Cove Primary School, as despite parking being available at
the local Garden Centre, a short walk away, parents still park anywhere they can near the school,

including on grass verges, double yellow lines, across lines protecting site splays, driveways and in
nearby residential streets to the detriment of local residents.

7.11 to 7.14 The junction of the Street with the A146, is onto a busy straight 50mph section of the

road. Exit and entry is already difficult at times, and turning right into Bamby at this junction, is
dangerous with fast moving traffic, especially when approaching from the Lowestoft direction, as is
turning right out of the junction, towards Beccles. When we attended the public exhibition in August
2017, the Planning Officer was unable to give any reassurances that this traffic issue was being
investigated or addressed. He said that the Highways Authority will need to ensure reasonable flow
along the A146 is preserved. However, the strong possibility of a fatal accident at this junction,
needs to be carefully borne in mind. Also, there will be queues building up from the village to get
onto the A146 especially during busy periods. Some older drivers find it difficult judging gaps in
traffic and this leads to further delays and risk of accidents.

There has already been one accident on the A146 at Barnby, this year, ( article attached),
highlighting the dangers that are encountered whilst exiting Bamby and North Cove onto the A146.
Thankfully, on this occasion nobody was seriously injured or killed. The speed limit is set at 50mph,
although Isuspect that this is seldom adhered to, particularly in the case of motorcycles. We
estimate that 50 houses will generate in the region of 75 plus cars, given that most households
these days have at least 2 cars. This will exacerbate the present exit and access problems onto
the A146, and as stated above, there is a possibility that traffic volumes on the A146 will increase
in the future, thus increasing the danger of further accidents.

If drivers have to wait a considerable amount of time to exit onto the A146, there is a potential for

frustration and impatience to creep in and risks to be taken.

Before this site is considered further, a traffic management survey should be undertaken, to assess
the issues with the A146, stated above, and recommendations made, for example a reduction in



the speed limit along this section of the A146 and the construction of a roundabout together with a
speed camera to ensure the speed limit is observed.

Pressure on on-street parking.

7.11 to 7.14 The Final Draft Plan sets out that a footpath along the south side of The Street should
be extended along the whole frontage of the development. At present, due to the pressure on
parking related to the school, cars park a considerable distance along The Street, including in the
entrances to side turnings such as Wiggs Acre and on double yellow lines. Cars also park on the
grass verge on the southern side of The Street, despite signs outside the school asking parents not
to do so. This unauthorised parking causes a hazard to children and their parents, and also
reduces sight lines for traffic coming along The Street, and for residents turning in and out of their
drives and side streets. This is not only an issue at the start and end of the day, but persists during
the day and often in the evenings as well, including issues during fetes and special events and
coach trips. Photographic evidence of this is attached.

Ifthis footpath is constructed then the parents have two senarios to consider, do they park illegally
on the new footpath, thus causing a hazard to pedestrians or do they park half and half on the
grass verge on the northern side of The Street.

The development will pose a risk that cars will start to park on the grass verge on the northern side
of The Street. This verge is much narrower and therefore the available width of the carriageway will
be further reduced and more damage caused to the verges, thus further reducing amenity for
residents and increasing road and pedestrian safety issues.

Also what is going to be the scenario if the building contractors start to park their cars, vans and
lorry's on the grass verge during construction of the site and when the proposed footpath is being
constructed, further damaging the grass verge. The parent's cars will then start to park over
driveways, on other grass verges, in side roads and on double yellow lines completely making the
existing residents life a misery. There will be chaos in The Street making life impossible for the
resident's duration the contract, for at least a year. No thought is ever given to these problems,

caused by planning decisions made, nor by the Waveney District Council or Suffolk Highways nor
any consideration given to existing residents when deciding on appropriate development sites.

Also what is going to be the scenario if some or all of the new residents of the proposed housing
do not have enough parking available, at each property, due to the design of the development.
Also for instance what is going to happen if a few of the new residents are say lorry drivers and
decide that they obviously do not want their lorries parked outside their houses and will inevitably
park these vehicles in The Street, to the detriment of the village and the existing residents, thus
spoiling the lovely village nature and making life for those who already live hear a misery.

The Suffolk Parking Guidance contains useful stipulations about how and where parking should be
allocated to new houses. In particular, the idea that cart lodges should be built, instead of garages,
as garages tend to be used for storage of household and garden items and not cars, and therefore
a parking space for a car is wasted. This of course will all be ignored by the developer and not

implemented by the Local Authority. History has dictated that developers put profit before adequate
parking.

Previous modern housing developments have flagged up severe parking issues with inadequate
parking to each house, resulting in vehicles parked in the roadways and on paths. The fear is also
that if parking is limited and unavailable within the new development, cars will subsequently spill
out onto The Street to the detriment of the existing residents, making their life a misery and the



overall look of the village, particularly if these cars start to park across driveways, sight lines and
on grass verges. Sadly there are people nowadays that do not care about the damage that they do
to the environment or the problems that they can cause to existing residents, which is currently
evident with regard to the parents in respect of the existing primary school, and must be
discouraged at every opportunity. Also additional cars on The Street will add to the already
worsening car parking problems as previously mentioned.

Poor supporting infrastructure

7.9 The Plan stated that Barnby and North Cove Primary School is to expand by at least 15 places
and to be extended to accommodate this. The previously estimated cost of this in the supporting
infrastructure Plan was £182,715. This figure appears conservative and a developer being asked
to meet the cost may make the costs of the development unviable. As previously mentioned the
current school is outdated and relocating pupils to a new school on the Beccles & Woriingham
Garden Neighbourhood development appears to be a better option financially.

There is no GP surgery in the villages, with residents normally registered at either the Beccles

Medical Centre or GP practices in Carlton Colville or South Lowestoft. All the developments

proposed, in the Final Draft Plan, will necessitate the provision of increased GP cover. There is
frequent media comment about the difficulty in finding new GPs and other staff. New/extended GP
buildings will not in themselves ensure services if insufficient GPs or staff cannot be found. Also
there is no additional GP practice planned as part of the Beccles & Woriingham Garden
Neighbourhood development (WLP3.1). This will therefore inevitably put additional pressures on
the already struggling GP practices, within Beccles and elsewhere (see attached article).

Parking at the Beccles surgery will get worse, already over capacity at busy times during the day.

The electricity supply to the village is suspect with frequent power cuts. It will be necessary for
further demands on electricity supply to be addressed by upgrading, and also the power lines
running across the site will need to be buried, increasing development costs. With the increasing

trend for electric cars, the new development will need to accommodate charging points which, in
turn, will place greater load on an already fragile electricity supply.

WDC's Policy on Sustainability refers to increased opportunities for working from home. The
broadband speeds in Barnby are still poor - even using BT infinity - buffering still occurs with any

size of download.

A recent report on the problems that are going to be encountered with water supply in the future
within local areas will inevitably lead to this proposed development of 50 houses adding to the
already worsening scenario within the village of Barnby and North Cove.

Surface drainage

7.9 As is stated in the Final draft plan, the Woriingham Water Recycling Centre is already over
capacity and there will be considerable disruption and cost in diverting new sewage flows to
Beccles and improving the local foul sewerage network.

The Street floods on a regular basis, following relatively short periods of heavy rain. Further run off
from hard surfaces within the new development will add to this problem. Because the surface water
from the road drains away very slowly, we believe that this surface water drains into the field
adding to the already waterlogged ground.



Planning and Design

No doubt no consideration will be given to the planning and design, as pressures on WDC will
dictate that they will ignore their own policies concerning planning design and parking allocations,
with no planning consent conditions given in an effort to satisfy Government housing requirements.

Access and road safety

The previous Plan commented that the site could be accessed from The Street. The present
access is on a blind bend and close to the junction with the A146. Improvements to the sight lines
from this access need to be considered. If this is not considered suitable by the Highways
Authority, then the access will need to be from The Street, probably between the existing trees on
the Northern boundary opposite Clearview. But this, in turn, will create road safety issues,
especially in view of the Clearview entrance directly opposite, limited sight lines (especially with on
street parking) and proximity to young children and their parents. It is therefore doubtful whether a
safe and suitable access/exit for the site can be identified. The only other possible solution is to

provide access to the site directly from a new roundabout on the A146.

Maintenance of streetscape

7.15 Several of the existing houses have rear gardens that back onto The Street. The positioning
of a play space together with ancilliary open space, with a corner location facing onto The Street,
will result in undue noise from children and will be detrimental to the amenity of those existing

residents who enjoy the peace and quiet of their gardens.

The infrastructure costs of developing the site, combined with the relatively low density housing,
may make it unattractive to developers, particularly if you include the cost of providing a new
roundabout to the A146. There are few services in the village, and it is doubtful that a development
of this size will produce sufficient additional volume to encourage more services, such as a shop,
into the village. Nearby sites should be developed first, which will also give more opportunity to
provide sufficient affordable housing. The main areas of employment are either in Lowestoft or in
Norwich, and therefore more consideration should be given to developing houses in these areas to

alleviate long car journeys. Lowestoft is the closest town, and priority should be given to
developing brown field sites first in that area, to avoid too much development of green field sites
and keep people close to the main sources of employment, particularly with the emerging offshore
wind industry.

Finally with the large housing developments of Beccles &Woriingham Garden Neighbourhood and
London Road, Beccles, there will be more than enough new properties to accommodate the

expansion of Beccles and all the surrounding rural villages and therefore small developments of
this nature are not required and the rural nature of these villages should be preserved at all cost,
including precious farming land.



Stop putting
developers'
profits before
public need
Over recent years, I have often
wondered how major
developments, that are clearly
not In the interests of local
communities, seem to routinely
gain planning consent from our
district councils despite strong
and well-argued opposition to
them.

Planning regulations have been
greatly 'relaxed', but that does
not account, on its own, for
many of the poor decisions that
seem to be made.
In the case of housing
developments, 'need' is a
u-umpet that is routinely blown
by both planners and local
politicians. It is undeniable that
many people in need of a home
of their own fall victim to the
dysfunctional housing market.
It is equally true that the vast
majority of developments do
very very little to provide
affordable homes for the local
population.
The reality is that developers
market these developments to
those with sufficient cash -
often second or third time
buyers • wanting to move from
London, Manchester,
Birmingham and other
conurbations. Developers
cynically manipulate the
requirement for 'affordable'
houses by costing for a small
number in their initial
applications, knowing that
they can make planners reduce
even this commitment by
playing the 'financial viability'
card once permission has been
granted and development has
begun.
Developers also want to avoid
brownfield and build on large
scale greenfield sites to
maximise profits. They know
they have soft targets in rural
areas, especially on town
fringes, with compliant
planners and councillors who
have become complicit in the
fiction that these developments
fulfil local housing need.
These large developments do
pitifully little to address the
genuine need for affordable
houses, but they are extremely
efficient in ratcheting up
pressure on local health
services, schools and many
other essential infrastructure
elements. With the large
population increases of recent
years and no coherent policy for
proportional infrastructure
increases, provision is now at
breaking point, as many
reading this will know.
Meanwhile, in our planning free

for all, large areas of the
countryside fall victim to the
developers* concrete, while our
town centres increasingly fall
into the cycle of neglect.
deprivation and social
dislocation that has been the
misfortune of many of the UK's
major conurbations, and
grandiose plans for a 'Greater
Norwich' accelerate the
process.

Lessons have obviously not
been learnt, and our local
councils and their planners
have to stop putting developers'
profits before public need and
wake up to the destructive
consequences of their
decisions.

DAVID WOODS,
Colton.



Two people believed to
be in their 70s were
taken to hospital
following a crash near
Beccles.

Suffolk police were called
to the crash on the A146
at Barnby, between
Beccles and Lowestoft,
about 1.30pm on
Wednesday.

The East of England
Ambulance Service NHS

Trust assessed four
patients at the scene, all
of whom were walking
wounded. Two people
were taken to James
Paget University Hospital
in Gorleston to be treated
for minor injuries.

Ail ambulance service
spokesman said: liWe
were called at 1.23pm to
reports of a road traffic
collision at the junction
of Marsh Lane and A146.

Will there be more
nurses for centre?

With alll . w

- wi\.
:asat the Heali

this influx of new patients I
will be on their care lisi

They can't cope as it

SARAH IONES
Emi

Beccles. An ambulance
crew, a rapid response
vehicle and an ambulance
officer were sent to help.
At the scene we assessed
four patients, two men
and two women, all
believed to be in their 70s,
who were all walking
wounded. Two patients
were taken to the James
Paget Hospital with
minor injuries for further
assessment."
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Controversial plans
for newhomes
are turned down
Fears over road safety
close to a Gorleston school
were enough for
councillors to refuse plans
for more than 70 new

homes - at a third time of
asking.

An application from
Badger Building for a
development off East
Anglian Way, close to the
Catholic school, were twice
deferred - first in

September 2017 and again
in February this year.

However, its third time in
front of Great Yarmouth
Borough Council's
planning committee saw
members vote against
officer recommendation

and refuse it.
It was the latest

development in a long-
running saga, which saw
the developers originally
change the access point,
before making a U-turn and
asking for its first
proposals to be considered.

The plans had originally
included extending East
Anglian Way for access,

DAVID HANNANT

Local democracy reporter
david.hannant@archant.co.uk

before the Lowestoft-based
home builders revised its

plans, suggesting instead
access should be through a
new road across Gorleston
Recreation Ground.

After these proposals
received strong objection
though, the plans were
reverted back to their
original form.

However, the committee's
view was that the
developers should instead
have looked for a
'Plan C, with councillors
suggesting Beccles Road
could also be used as an
access point.

Fears were raised that
the proposed extension
would not make the site
accessible to emergency
vehicles, despite no
objections from either
Norfolk County Council's
highways department or
emergency services

themselves during
consultation.

Rather than deferring
the application for a third
time though, members
voted to refuse planning
permission, following a
proposal from Labour
councillor Trevor

Wainwright.
Mr Wainwright said: "I

think this should be put to
bed - it is unfair to the

residents of East Anglian
Way for this to keep coming
back to committee."

Carl Annison, Graham
Plant and Tony Wright
were also among the
councillors who raised

traffic concerns.
Edward Gilder, land and

planning manager for
Badger, said: "After 13
months of trying to get this
through committee, the
part I find most frustrating
is members do not grasp
that a car park we were
offering to the school would
remove the traffic
problem."

Mr Gilder confirmed an
appeal would be lodged.

Who are you to
call us nimbys?
So my local MP Liz Truss labels
us as "nimbys" because we
don't want our surrounding
green field to be turned into
housing estates.
Maybe she has forgotten who
elected her and who she is
supposed to represent. People in
rural South West Norfolk
choose to live in villages, with
their quiet rural lifestyle,
rather than in towns cheek by
jowl with people.
I have lived just outside East

Hading for 46 years and chose
to buy my present house
because it gave me the rural
tranquillity I wanted and I
could look out of my bedroom
windows in the morning and
see fields.

In recent months an application
was made to build 67 houses on

the field opposite my house
which has been farmed by the
applicant's family for
generations and is some three-
quarters of a mile from the
village centre.
It caused a furore in the village
(which already has 16 housing
estates) with some 140 families
taking to the Breckland Council
planning site to object: The
outcome at the planning
meeting in Dereham last week
was to reject the application by
a large majority which restored
my faith in the planners.
No Liz Truss we are not nimbys
... we are people who choose a
certain life style and who are
you to say that should be taken
away from us?

PETER FIRMAN,
Kenninghall Road, East
Hailing.
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