
Keswick and Intwood Special Village Meeting on 5
th

 April gather resident’s reaction 

and feedback to the amendments to Planning Application 2016/0674.  Minutes of the 

Meeting held at the Reading Room, Keswick at 19.00. 

 

Present: Kevin Hanner (KH) Chair; Tim Love (TL); Janet Hill (JH); Linda Thursby (LT) 

Marguerite Russell (MR) (for part of the meting); and Phillip Brooks (Clerk).    

 

36 members of the public were in attendance with Christopher Kemp (Councillor Cringleford 

Ward) (CK); and Judith Virgo (County Councillor Humbleyard) (JV)  

 

1. To consider apologies for absence: it was resolved to accept apologies from: Theresa 

O’Leary Jones (TJ); and Marguerite Russell (MR) for part of the meeting.  

 

2. KH welcomed everyone to the meeting and explained the purpose was to gather resident’s 

reaction and feedback to the amendments submitted to Planning Application 2016/0764.  He 

explained that the Parish Council had taken professional advice on the proposed amendments 

and that summary advice was:  

 

The application site is substantially larger than the site allocated in KES2 but the only 

justification appears to be that the applicants have "identified the need for 28,329 sq.m of 

employment floor space" in order to fund the highway infrastructure required by KES2.  No 

assessments have apparently been made to justify this scale of new employment land.  It was 

thought unlikely that, considering current commercial rents, developers are not currently 

willing to invest in the infrastructure for new commercial sites in the Norwich area 

 

The viability assessment submitted with the revisions is confidential and there is no non-

confidential summary, which makes it very difficult to comment constructively on the 

submission.  Justification for departing from the development plan should be in the public 

domain and the confidentiality could reasonably be challenged. 

 

3.  KH said that Christopher Kemp and Judith Virgo would be at the meeting until about 

19.30 and suggested that their time would be beneficially used by answering resident’s 

questions.  CK said he was a Member of the Development Management (Planning) 

Committee which would be considering this Application.  However, no date had been set for 

the Meeting and he was therefore wiling to answer questions about the process for handling 

the Application but would not give personal comments about the content or proposals.    

 

4.  CK explained that with such application, developers submit a confidential assessment 

within approved guidelines and Councillors have an expectation to consider the assessment 

and method of calculation to find out whether the assessment “adds up”.  The summary is 

shown to the Development Management (Planning) Committee and it then becomes public 

but if the detail is to be followed up by the Committee, the public is excluded from the further 

proceedings.        

 

5. Answering a question about the developer apparently being unable to afford the supporting 

infrastructure without additional revenue from the larger site, and whether this meant that if 

approval was not given (for the larger site) they would not proceed with the smaller one, CK 

said that would have to be investigated in advance by the Development Management 

(Planning) Committee.   

 



6.  KH said the Parish Council has been unable to find evidence of significant current demand 

for commercial sites in the Norwich area where (it is believed) commercial rents are such that 

developers generally are not willing to invest in the infrastructure for new commercial sites.  

This further strengthens the importance and need for a robust viability assessment for this 

significant development. 

  

7. Residents were disappointed that concerns expressed previously about traffic movements 

along Low Road and the Developer’s (questionable) estimates of about 2 – 4 additional 

movements had been ignored in a seemingly high-handed manner.  Moreover, consideration 

had not apparently been given in the calculations to the impact of the proposed Cringleford 

housing development; and changes planned for the Thickthorn Interchange.  Already these 

were having an impact on Low Road being increasingly used as a “rat run” through to the 

B1113 and A140.  It was pointed out that Highways England was the National Agency with 

responsibility for trunk roads and they were satisfied with the revised arrangements in 

relation to any possible impact on the A47.  Norfolk Highways were the statutory consultees 

for other roads and their response was not known at this stage*. One resident suggested the 

Parish Council should commission its own professional traffic survey as a matter of urgency 

but this was probably not a realistic or cost effective option considering the time available to 

respond to the Application.  It was agreed amongst residents that the Low Road debate was 

not just about statistics of traffic movements.  Recognition had to be given to the suitability 

of Low Road to cater not only for the traffic but also pedestrians and vulnerable road users.  

It was patently not able to do that with no pavements or street lighting along significant 

sections and this shortcoming must be stressed in the Parish Council’s response to the 

Application.  Additionally, it was suggested that the Developer might reasonably provide 

money through a s.106 agreement to create footpaths and secure pedestrian safety.  Finally, a 

resident of Dunston Cottages said it appeared that the new traffic arrangements would leave 

them marooned in their cottages if a footway was not provided for them to reach a safe 

crossing point on the A140.  

(* Subsequently it was learned that Norfolk Highways would not be objecting to the new 

proposals.) 

 

8. One resident suspected that the original KES2 proposal contained in the South Norfolk 

Development Plan for a four hectare small development was simply looking forward to 

increasing the size of the development before the Plan was approved.  CK said it was 

impossible to reject something because it was premature or trying to “jump the gun”. 

 

9.  Reference was made to the Leader of South Norfolk Council previously calling upon and 

encouraging developers to observe and respect the Southern Bypass Landscape Protection 

Zone approved by the Inspector in his Report dated September 2015.  However, this 

significant site was described as being “slap bang” in the middle of the Zone and there was 

no apparent evidence to justify the infringement.  Furthermore, there was no available 

evidence about how the site would impact in terms of the visual environment for travellers 

accessing Norwich via the A140 gateway. 

 

10.  The potential for flooding was mentioned by several residents, especially considering the 

current situation with flooding along the B1113 in the vicinity of Short Road, leading to the 

Hartford Park and Ride site.  This was currently being addressed by Norfolk Highways and 

the Gurney Estate but it was a concern that the bigger the proposed site became, the bigger 

the run-off would be.    



11.  KH said it had been a worthwhile meeting and all of the points raised would be included 

in the Parish Council’s response to the Application; or used in other ways to bring pressure 

on influencers and decision makers as the process developed.  He proposed a further meeting 

at the Reading Room on Wednesday 19
th

 at 19.00 to bring residents up to date with the latest 

developments. 

 

The meeting ended at 20.25. 

 

 

 

 

Phillip Brooks 

Parish Clerk 

9
th

 April 2017                    


