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5.2

5.2.7

SUMMARY

Proposal / brief overview, including any relevant background information

The plans also show that the building would have a brick damp course up to a height
of 0.8m with horizontal boarding above, as opposed to being finished entirely in
horizontal boarding as previously approved. As this was not included in the reasons as
to why the condition was being changed under section 5 of the Planning Application
Form it was not previously considered as part of this application. However, since the
submission of the application the materials have been approved under the terms of
application 20/05040/DET. Given that the brick was considered acceptable as part of
the discharge of conditions application it is not considered to have a significant
bearing on the outcome of this application and does not require re-consultation.
However, the impacts of the change from timber to brick on the character and
appearance of the area are a material consideration and have been considered below.

Design and Impact on the Character of the Area

The addition of a brick damp course also contributes towards the building appearing
more residential in nature than the previously approved design. However, as discussed
in paragraph 5.2.6 of the original report, as the previously approved design was not
reflective of its proposed function and resulted in a building that was more residential
in appearance, it is not considered that the proposed brick when considered in
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isolation or as a whole with the proposed alterations to the fenestration would
materially alter the overall character of the building in comparison to what was
previously approved.

5.6 Other Matters

5.6.4 Itis not considered that the addition of the brick would have an impact on any of the
other material considerations.
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