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AGENDA SUPPLEMENT

Dear Sir/Madam

PLANNING COMMITTEE - MONDAY 30 JULY 2018

I refer to the agenda for the above-mentioned meeting and enclose the following items: 

Item No Report Title Page Nos

IMPORTANT INFORMATION RELATING TO AGENDA ITEMS 8 AND 9 362

8.  Deferred Applications

(a) Dereham: Land at Greenfields Road: Reference: 3PL/2016/1397/F  363 - 366 

This application was deferred at the Planning Committee meeting on 
the 18th December 2017 in order to relocate the proposed Multi Use 
Games Area (MUGA) (additional information).

9.  Schedule of Planning Applications

To consider the additional information received in respect of the 
following Planning Applications:

(e) Dereham: Development Site At Osier Farm, Neatherd Moor: 
Reference: 3PL/2018/0587/F

 367 - 369 

(h) Harling: Land adjacent Kenninghall Road: Reference: 
3PL/2018/0111/O

 370 - 372 

(m) North Lopham: Church Farm: Reference: 3PL/2017/0948/O  373 

(r) Snetterton: Snetterton Park, Heath Road: Reference: 
3PL/2018/0279/F

 374 

11.  2018 Statement of Five Year Housing Land Supply (additional 
information).

375 - 376

Report of the Executive Director for Commercialisation.

Rory Ringer – Democratic Services Manager
General Enquiries: Telephone No. 01362 656870

DX743950 Dereham 2

To The Chairman and Members of the  Planning 
Committee

All other Members of the Council – for information

Contact: Julie Britton 

Direct Dial: 01362 656343

E-mail: julie.britton@breckland.gov.uk

Date 27 July 2018

Public Document Pack
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13.  Appeals 377

For information.

14.  Exclusion of Press and Public

To consider passing the following resolution:

“That under Section 100(A)(4) of the Local Government Act 1972, the 
press and the public be excluded from the meeting for the following 
items of business on the grounds that they involve the likely 
disclosure of exempt information as defined in paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 
of Schedule 12A to the Act”.

15.  Enforcement Reports

To consider the following enforcement report that was marked to 
follow on the agenda:

(c) Bradenham Enforcement Case  378 - 384 

Yours faithfully

Julie Britton

Democratic Services Officer
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Agenda Items  8 and 9  

National Planning Policy Framework, 2018 

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2012) was replaced on the 24/07/2018 with a 
planning guidance document for England of the same title. 

The planning applications being considered at planning committee on the 30th July 2018 have been 
re-assessed in light of this revised guidance.  For all applications, the reports should be read with the 
substitutions listed below. Where there is matters which requires further consideration and/ or 
judgement, this will be detailed in individual supplementary planning reports. 

- Paragraph 7 of the  NPPF (2012) now Paragraph 8 of the  NPPF (2018) 
- Paragraph 14 of the  NPPF (2012) now Paragraph 11 of the  NPPF (2018) 
- Paragraph 17 of the  NPPF (2012) is not explicitly replaced 
- Paragraph 19 of the  NPPF (2012) now Paragraph 80 of the  NPPF (2018) 
- Paragraph 32 of the  NPPF (2012) now Paragraph 11 of the  NPPF (2018) 
- Paragraph 34 of the  NPPF (2012) now Paragraph 102 of the  NPPF (2018) 
- Paragraph 35 of the  NPPF (2012) now Paragraph 103 of the  NPPF (2018) 
- Paragraph 49 of the  NPPF (2012) now Paragraph 11 and footnote 7 of the  NPPF (2018) 
- Paragraph 103 of the  NPPF (2012) now Paragraph 163 of the  NPPF (2018) 
- Paragraph 141 of the NPPF (2012) now Paragraph 189 of the NPPF (2018) 
- Paragraph 203 of the  NPPF (2012) now Paragraph 54 of the  NPPF (2018) 
- Paragraph 204 of the  NPPF (2012) now Paragraph 56 of the  NPPF (2018) 
- Section 12 of the  NPPF (2012) now Section 16 of the  NPPF (2018) 
- Footnote 17’ of the NPPF (2012) is not replaced.  National Policy Statement for Renewable 

Energy (EN-3) still applies. 
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AGENDA ITEM 8 

DEFERRED APPLICATIONS: Item 8a: REFERENCE: 3PL/2016/1397/F: pages 21-53 

Location: DEREHAM: Land at Greenfields Road 

Proposal: Residential development of 279 dwellings comprising 6 five-bedroom houses, 83 four-
bedroom houses, 98 three bedroom houses, 74 two-bedroom houses, 4 two-bedroom bungalows, 2 
one bedroom bungalows and 12 one-bedroom flats together with associated access, pedestrian and 
cycle links, landscaping and open space. 

Applicant: Orbit Homes Ltd 

Author: Debi Sherman 

DESCRIPTION OF DEVELOPMENT 

A correction to the report as set out below: 

OUTDOOR SPORTS PROVISION 

Requirement 1.11 ha – provision 0.85 ha (inc a MUGA) 77% 

CONSULTATIONS 

DEREHAM TOWN COUNCIL 

The Council is pleased that the applicant now recognises the Town Council’s assertion that this 
application is not compliant with DC11 by having a shortfall of 2500sqm or sports areas.  Dereham 
has a deficit of sports areas. Between 2007 and 2015 the deficit in sports areas in Dereham 
increased from a deficit of 7.89ha to 17.57ha, this is largely due to developers not providing the 
correct level of playing space as part of their developments. 

In January 2016 Dereham Town Council resolved that; due to the shortfall in outdoor playing space 
in Dereham, the Council would prefer for all playing spaces to be provided on site rather than 
consider contributions to improving other areas.  The Applicant is fully aware of this policy as it was 
referenced and noted in the ACD report dated April 2016 commissioned by the applicant which 
detailed existing open space and play facilities. 

The supporting text for Policy DC11 para 4.55 states that, because there is a deficit of playing space 
in the market towns that “it is important that all new developments contribute to the provision of 
outdoor playing space in order to meet the needs of the development” [emphasis added] 

As the applicant has not provided any reasoned justification as to why the area for sport cannot be 
provided on site, the Town Council therefore objects to a commuted sum in lieu of onsite provision 
of sports areas. The reason being that the applicant was fully aware of the Town Council’s policy 
preferring onsite provision of playing space and was also fully aware of the District Council’s policy 
DC11 regarding the preference for onsite provision. The fact that the applicant did not understand 
these polices is a cost that should be borne by the applicant; it would be wrong for current and 
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future residents of Dereham to have to suffer the consequence of applicants mistakes by having to 
live with reduced play provision.  

The suggestion that the development is providing forms of open space other than outdoor playing 
space is irrelevant and should not be taken into consideration. Policy DC11 requires the provision of 
outdoor playing space only, to consider any other forms of  open space in exchange would be 
irrational and contrary to the Wednesbury principle.  

If however the LPA is minded to accept the offer from the applicant that the applicant provides a 
financial contribution to either providing new  playing space or improving existing playing spaces, via 
a commuted sum, then the level of commuted sum must be calculated in accordance with Appendix 
E of policy DC11. Appendix E states that commuted sums in lieu of onsite provision must: Reflect the 
cost of acquiring land to fulfil the requirement for playing space in the same parish (para E14) 

1. Cost of laying out the playing space (para E15) 
2. 10 years maintenance costs para E10 to E13.    

 
Inflation -Maintenance – E10 suggests a figure of £5.21 per sqm, but also says that this is an 
underestimation. I am happy to go with £5.21 plus inflation. As £5.21 was established in 2005 I have 
added inflation since 2005. 

 Provision – E15 this is actually creating a pitch – this was £20/sqm and was established in 2009 
when the LDF was adopted, so I have added inflation since 2009. 

 Inflation calculator.  - I initially used the first google search I came across, given the level of 
robustness you now require I have checked this against the Bank of England which has a very neat 
little calculator.  https://www.bankofengland.co.uk/monetary-policy/inflation/inflation-calculator - 
putting the above figures into this calculator, the maintenance figure came out the same but the 
Provision figure was £0.02 adrift. I have therefore amended my figures below. 

 Item 
rate per 

sqm 
Total 

Land Purchase (From 
DV) 

  £155,000 

Laying out (E15) £25.50 £63,750 

10 yr maintenance 
(E10) 

£7.40 £18,509 

    
Total commuted sum £237,259 

 

   Area sqm 2500 

  Land acquisition 
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I gave the DV a copy of Appendix E and drew his attention to para E14  - Land acquisition; and asked 
him to provide a valuation of acquiring a piece of land in Dereham equivalent to 2,500sqm – as 
specified in para E14. Because no specific site has been identified it is a generic sum for the parish of 
Dereham. 

I would much prefer not to have to negotiate with Orbit again once this has finished. Better that we 
agree the commuted sum, this money is held by Breckland council who will release it once the TC 
has identified the suitable scheme.  

It would be nice to have identified a specific piece of land but this is pretty much impossible, so we 
can only use a generic figure (provided by the DV based on E14) in the same was as the laying out 
and maintenance costs are generic costs and are not site specific. The commuted sum serves two 
functions, firstly it is to allow provision elsewhere but is also reflects the additional profit being 
made by the developer by not providing the correct provision on site, it removes the incentive to not 
provide onsite.  

We will try and purchase land but I strongly suspect that most land owners, even when offering 
residential land values, will want to wait for a bigger development. 2500sqm is not huge area and 
will be a considerable inconvenience to any land owner. I strongly suspect that we will end up 
improving other areas for sport, but I think it would be expected that the Town Council look at 
getting the land first.  Don’t forget that this is a cost to us, we have to do the work for this, and this is 
not being reflected in the commuted sum.    

I completely agree that the 106 must be worded to ensure that the money is used for sport only 
either new provision or improving existing sports provision, it should not be used for general open 
space provision or a refurbished play area 

Rather than say that it must be in the parish of Dereham it should be that it would be of “benefit to 
the residents of Dereham” – this would then tie in with our legal powers. If it was limited to the 
parish of Dereham the built up area to the west of Dereham which sits on the border with Scarning 
parish would be excluded.  

HISTORIC ENVIRONMENT SERVICE  No further comments 
 
NHS ENGLAND   requirement of £101,246 in connection with the development 
 
PUBLIC RIGHTS OF WAY   comments remain as previously reported 

REPRESENTATIONS 

Since the report was published a 12 letters of representation have been received.  The majority of 
issues raised have been set out elsewhere in the update and main report. 

The following new issues are raised: 

- The £50k in lieu of meeting requirements fall well short of the figure stated as being 
required by the Town Council and should be declined because of the large deficit of 
recreational areas in Dereham 

- Plans only provides 87% of outdoor playing space 
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- Play space more valuable 
- Financial contribution not acceptable 

 
ASSESSMENT 
 
The applicant’s agent has confirmed the following in response to the concerns raised by the Town 
Council as set out below: 

Orbit Homes is prepared to provide either: 

A.  a financial contribution; or 

B.  make provision of an equivalent facility, or improvements to an existing facility to an 
equivalent standard/ value within the parish of Dereham  

In accordance with Policy DC11 and Appendix E (Table E2. and paragraphs E14 and E15) as verified 
by viability testing. 

The revised offer by the applicant includes land acquisition costs as set out in paragraph E14 of 
Appendix E of DC11 and maintenance as set out in the calculation in E15 of Appendix E. 

The Officer recommendation remains one of approval. 
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AGENDA ITEM 9: SCHEDULE OF PLANNING APPLICATIONS    

Item 9e: pages 85-94 

Location: DEREHAM: Development Site At Osier Farm Neatherd Moor Dereham 

Proposal: Remove piggery units (pig farm), erect detached dwelling and garage (revised plans) 

REFERENCE: 3PL/2018/0587/F 

Applicant: Mr & Mrs Humphries 

Author: Natalie Levett 

CONSULTATIONS 

Highway Authority: No objections. 
 
Ecologist: No objections, subject to conditions.  
 
ASSESSMENT 

1.0 Access and Highway Impact 

The NPPF requires new developments to provide safe and suitable access to the site for all people. 
Policy CP4 seeks to ensure that all access and safety concerns are resolved in new developments. 

1.1 The Highway Authority has advised that the current application shows the site being served via 
the existing farm access which joins a private road that runs south before connecting into the public 
highway network at Neatherd Road. The applicant proposes to remove the existing pig sheds, close 
down all pig farming from the site, and build a single residential dwelling in its place. If approved, the 
closure of the pig rearing element is likely to reduce the number of vehicle movements attributed to 
the site, which would be likely to include a number of HGVs. The Highway Authority has raised no 
objection to the proposal. 

1.2 As a result, the proposal complies with Policy CP4 and the NPPF (in particular Paragraph 32). 

2.0 Impact on Ecology 

2.1  Policy CP10 seeks to protect the natural environment including protected species and Policy 
CP11 seeks the protection and enhancement of the landscape for the sake of its intrinsic beauty and 
benefit to the rural character.  

2.2 The application is supported by a Great Crested Newt Method Statement (April 2018). 

2.3 The Ecologist was consulted on the application and advised that a previous withdrawn planning 
application for this site (3PL/2017/0198/F) was supported by a Preliminary Ecological Appraisal 
report (Landscape Partnership; March 2017). The site boundary of the current planning application is 
located within the site boundary of the withdrawn planning application and the granted planning 
application (3PL/2017/1352/F) and therefore the survey data within these reports is relevant to this 
application.  
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2.4 The ecology work identified six ponds and a single ditch within 250 metres of the proposed 
development site with potential to support great crested newts. Two ponds located 160m west of 
the site had been confirmed as supporting great crested newts in 2015 by pond surveys carried out 
in support of a nearby housing development and were presumed to still do in 2017.  
 
2.5 An addendum to the Preliminary Ecological Appraisal report was submitted in support of a 
previous planning application (3PL/2017/1352/F) outlining the results of great crested newt eDNA 
sampling (The Landscape Partnership; April 2017). The report concludes great crested newts are 
considered absent from Pond 4 despite a known population in the local area and Pond 4 and that a 
single dwelling development, restricted to the current sheds and surfaced areas only, would not 
require further survey or mitigation in respect of great crested newts.  
 
2.6 Great crested newts are a mobile species and changes in use or management may occur 
between the time of survey and the proposals being implemented. The report recommends repeat 
eDNA analysis on ponds adjacent to the site if no development is undertaken within two years. 
 
2.7 A great crested newt method statement was submitted (Landscape Partnership; April 2018). 
Precautionary methods of working as outlined in sections 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4 of the report need to be 
implemented during construction works.  
 
2.8 The Preliminary Ecological Appraisal report (Landscape Partnership; March 2017) states the 
proposed development site is adjacent to Neatherd Moor, County Wildlife Site (CWS). The report 
suggests the small scale development has potential to cause visual, noise and air pollution during 
construction. We agree with the report that impacts on all locally/regionally important sites within 
250m of proposed development are likely to be Minor Adverse reducing to Moderate Beneficial 
following completion.  
 
2.9 The buildings proposed for demolition were assessed as having negligible potential for roosting 
bats and barn owls. Trees located within the site were not assessed for their potential to support 
roosting bats and, therefore, the report suggests that if any trees are to be impacted upon by the 
proposed development, a bat roost potential survey needs to be undertaken.  
 
2.10 The report states there may be a potential impact on breeding birds and therefore suggests 
vegetation removal and building demolition should be undertaken outside of the breeding bird 
season (March to July inclusive). 

2.11 As a result, subject to conditions, the proposal complies with Policies CP10 and CP11 together 
with the NPPF. 

RECOMMENDATION 

The application is recommended for conditional approval, subject to the conditions outlined in the 
Committee Report, together with the additional conditions outlined below, subject to no adverse 
comments received during the remainder of the consultation process. If there are any adverse 
comments or new information, the application will be reported back to Committee. 
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Additional Conditions: 

Nesting birds - Condition  

No demolition works or removal, in full or in part, of hedgerows, trees or shrubs shall take place 
between 1st March and 31st August inclusive, unless a competent ecologist has undertaken a 
careful, detailed check of the buildings or vegetation for active birds’ nests immediately before the 
demolition works/vegetation is cleared and provided written confirmation that no birds will be 
harmed and/or that there are appropriate measures in place to protect nesting bird interest on site. 
Any such written confirmation shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority.  

Reason for Condition:- 

For the protection of birds in accordance with Policy CP10 of the adopted Breckland Core Strategy 
and Development Control Policies Development Plan Document (2009) and the NPPF. 

Assessment of trees for bat roost potential – Condition  

No works to trees including removal, pruning or crown reduction shall take place unless a competent 
ecologist has undertaken a careful, detailed check of the potential for bat roosts and provided 
written confirmation that no bat roosts will be harmed and/or that there are appropriate measures 
in place to protect bat interest on site. Any such written confirmation shall be submitted to and 
approved in writing by the local planning authority. 

Reason for Condition:- 

For the protection of bats, a protected species, in accordance with Policy CP10 of the adopted 
Breckland Core Strategy and Development Control Policies Development Plan Document (2009) and 
the NPPF. 

Precautionary Methods of Working – Condition 

The precautionary methods of working, as outlined in Sections 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4 of the great crested 
newt method statement (Landscape Partnership; April 2018) shall be implemented during 
construction works. 

Reason for Condition:-  

For the protection of Great Crested Newts, a protected species, in accordance with Policy CP10 of 
the adopted Breckland Core Strategy and Development Control Policies Development Plan 
Document (2009). 
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Item 9 (h): pages 110-124 

Location: HARLING: land adjacent Kenninghall Road 

Proposal: Residential development 

REFERENCE: 3PL/2018/0111/O 

Applicant: Mrs H Hetherington 

Author: Fiona Hunter 

CONSULTATIONS 

Harling Parish Council provided additional comments in response to the re-consultation on the 
amended indicative development plan and Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment document. 
They raised the following points: 

- Hedgerows along Kenninghall Road have been removed without permission and the 
hedgerow is now sparse and untidy. It will take another 6 years for replanted hedgerows to 
provide screening of the development 

- Against guidance, the document will erode/ negatively impact the nucleated character of the 
village and will create linear spread along the rural road network 

- Loss of open countryside walk 
- Erosion of the a tranquil and rural landscape and village 

REPRESENTATIONS 

Since the report was written on 09/07/2018 we have received a further 11 letters of objection. The 
letters raise the same points listed at page 114 of the report, and in addition set out that the 
amended indicative layout and the landscape impact document does not make the development 
acceptable. Further comments are summarised below: 

- The new development would make accessing an existing dwelling (address not provided) 
along Kenninghall Road more difficult due to increased traffic 

- Contradictions and errors with the Landscape Impact Assessment and submitted proposals 
- View to the windmill will be lost from across the development site 

ASSESSMENT 

A Grade II Listed windmill is located to the south-west of the application site beyond Kenninghall 
Road and to the south of number 44 Kenninghall Road. The windmill is from the late 18 century and 
is tarred brick. It has a white cap and white windows. The sails have been removed for some time. 
The windmill can be seen from Kenninghall Road. The windmill is not a prominent feature as it is set 
back from the road behind existing dwellings, however, does positively contributes to the street 
scene and rural character of this part of the street. 

The windmill will continue to be visible from Kenninghall Road post development as the road is 
relatively straight and the development is on the opposite side of the road. The windmill will be 
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obscured from the development site due to the housing, and also due to the realignment of the 
public right of way back to its’ lawful position.  

In addition, when viewing the windmill from Kenninghall Road it will be seen within the context of  
extended housing development on the opposite side of the road opposed to open field bounded by 
some hedge rows and trees. 

The development is considered to cause less than substantial harm to the significance of the 
windmill’s setting, and paragraph 196 of the NPPF (2018) advises in these scenarios the harm should 
be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal. The harm is considered very limited as the 
development is low density and is on the opposite site of the road, together with the re-established 
boundary hedge feature. The benefits of the provision of around 67 new houses, 40% of which are 
to be affordable, is considered to outweigh the less than substantial harm to the significance of the 
windmills setting, particularly given the contribution to the Council’s 5 year land housing supply 
which is currently unmet. The development is on the foregoing basis, considered to comply with 
Policy DC 17, paragraph 196 of the NPPF (2018) and the Planning (Listed Building and Conservation 
Areas) Act 1990. 

In respect of the difficulty accessing the Kenninghall Road dwelling (address unknown) there has 
been no objection from Highways on this aspect. Given Kenninghall Road is relatively straight and 
that the 30mph speed limit is being extended, it is not considered that the development will give rise 
to a highways safety conflict or significant transport network impacts. The proposal is considered to 
comply with paragraph 108 and 109 of the NPPF(2018). 

Lastly, it is agreed that the development will result in the linear spread of development along the 
rural road network, together with urbanising a currently rural section of a Public Right of Way. These 
are major contributing factor to the officer’s assessment that the development would create a 
moderate negative landscape impact. The planning balance exercise at Section 11 of the report 
remains the same. 

REPORT ADDITIONS AND AMENDMENTS 

It is considered that it would be beneficial to provide further comment on the developments 
infrastructure impacts for Harling. After paragraph 2.5 of the committee report the following text to 
be inserted: 

2B.0 Infrastructure 

2B.1 East Harling has 157 new homes already committed (approx. 97 completions and 60 not yet 
complete). This includes land immediately to the west of the application site, and to the south of the 
site off Lopham Road.  

2B.2 Looking forward, East Harling has an emerging allocation for at least an additional 85 houses 
(ref: LP[042]001). This is not yet adopted and carries little weight whilst the emerging plan goes 
through Examination in Public. The Harling Housing Allocation 1 draft policy text does not set out 
any constraints to development other than the Anglian Waste Water network, which requires a 
study to take place and for a payment to upgrade the system if necessary. 
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2B.3 The committed housing and emerging allocated housing together with this application would 
deliver around 309 new homes for Harling. 

2B.3 Norfolk County Council Infrastructure whom are responsible for education, Highways and the 
NHS have been consulted on the application. They are aware of both the committed and emerging 
allocated housing for East Harling having fed into the council’s Infrastructure Delivery Plan (2016) 
together with being a consultee on the emerging local plan at various stages. In their responses they 
have not objected to the application and have recommended planning obligations both in condition 
form and S106 which the applicant has not objected to. This is further detailed at Section 10 of this 
report. 

2B.4 The development also has sufficient space to include policy compliant play space. This is likely 
to be two Local Areas of Play which would be suitable for up to 79 houses on the site. The site is not 
large enough to incorporate on site-sports provision and instead an off-site contribution is proposed 
in accordance with Policy DC11. This could be used to improve an existing facility or towards a new 
facility. 

2B.5 On the foregoing basis, the development will not have an unacceptable impact to Harling’s 
infrastructure, with particular regard to schools, GPs, the highways network and open space. The 
development will also not prejudice the ability of the emerging allocation to come forward in a 
sustainable manner. 

After paragraph 10.4 of the committee report the following text to be replaced with: 

10.4 In addition, as per the requirements set out by DC 11, an Off-site Sports Provision obligation will 
secured by S106 legal agreement. The exact contribution amount will be subject to the final number 
of dwellings and mix. The multipliers to be used are set by Policy DC11 and Appendix E of the Joint 
Core Strategy. As an example, if the final mix is: 5 x 1 bedroom, 20 x 2 bedroom, 22 x 3 bedroom and 
20 x 4 bedroom the contribution would be £52,000 before indexation from 2009, together with 
monies for site acquisition where relevant and maintenance. This contribution together with the on-
site play of 1 or 2 LAPS (depending on final number of units) would result in the development being 
compliant with Policy DC 11. 

RECOMMENDATION 

The application continues to be recommended for approval.  
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Item 9 (m): pages 154-167 

Location: NORTH LOPHAM: Church Farm 

Proposal: Demolition of existing agricultural buildings. Erection of 15 new dwellings, re-positioned 
access to site with footway link to village hall. 

REFERENCE: 3PL/2017/0948/O 

Applicant: J D Alston(estates) 

Author: Fiona Hunter 

LOCAL REPRESENTATIONS 

One further local representation has been received and has raised the following points: 

- Development is essential for the village 
- Development is in keeping with other projects in the local area 
- Boundaries need to be maintained 
- Development will be no less safe in road/ traffic terms compared to if the site was used for 

its lawful use 

RECOMMENDATION 

The application continues to be recommended for approval subject to the conditions listed within 
the committee report. 
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Item 9 (R): pages 202-214 

Location: SNETTERTON: Snetterton Park, Heath Road 

Proposal: Proposed construction of a petrol filling station, one drive through coffee shop and one 
drive through hot food restaurant, together with access, parking, landscaping and other various 
infrastructure works. 

REFERENCE: 3PL/2018/0279/F 

Applicant: EG Group 

Author: Fiona Hunter 

CONSULTATIONS 

The Contaminated Land Officer provided comment on the application on 24/07/2018. They have 
raised no objection subject to a condition for unexpected contamination and asbestos and extension 
informatives. No condition is recommended for further contamination investigation prior to 
commencement. 

Assessment 

 A Phase I/II Environment Assessment which includes the result of on-site testing has been 
submitted as part of the current application, and was not submitted in support of the previous site 
application (ref: 3PL/2017/0055/F). As the Contaminated Land Officer is satisfied that no further site 
testing is needed prior to commencement, it is recommended that condition 14 detailed at page 212 
of the report is not applied to the planning permission. 

RECOMMENDATION 

The application continues to be recommended for approval subject to the conditions listed within 
the committee report, apart from number 14 which is no longer considered necessary. 
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Agenda item 11: pages 271-313 

 2018 Statement of Five Year Housing Land Supply 

Page 272 paragraph 1.10: The paragraph states in error that the Council cannot demonstrate a five 
year land housing land supply when considered against the OAN using either the Liverpool or 
Sedgefield methodology. This is incorrect, the paragraph should state that the Council is able to 
demonstrate a five year land supply against OAN using the Liverpool methodology, but not the 
Sedgefield methodology. 

Recommendation 

The recommendation remains unchanged, which is that planning committee note the contents of 
the report for their information and give its findings material weight in decision making.  

Paragraph 1.11 of the report on pages 272-273 sets out that the OAN housing target and the 
Sedgefield approach to shortfall is the appropriate methodology at the current time, which provides 
a 4.77 year land supply. The reasons for this approach are also set out at paragraph 1.11. To rectify 
the land supply position, it is recommended that the Council continue to progress the Local Plan. 

Representations Received from Yaxham Parish Council 

Yaxham Parish Council have made representations in relation to: 

1. Contradictions between the five year housing land supply statement within the Local Plan 
Housing Topic Paper, (published in relation to the Local Plan examination) and the 2018 Five 
Year Housing Land Supply Statement 

2. Paragraph 1.10 of the report being incorrect 
3. The recommended use of the Sedgefield methodology when the Liverpool methodology has 

previously been used. This contradicts the approach set out within the housing topic paper. 
4. The base date for the five year land supply report, and why subsequent permissions have 

not been included. 

The planning policy team have sought to respond to Yaxham Parish Council as follows: 

1. The five year housing land supply within Local Plan Housing Topic Paper is based on the 
adoption of the Local Plan. On the adoption of the plan the Council will be able to include 
both Local Plan allocations and a windfall allowance from policies HOU03 and HOU04 within 
the five year land supply. Due to outstanding soundness objections to both site allocations 
and policies meaning that they can only have limited weight, it is not considered appropriate 
to include them within the 2018 Five Year Land Supply Statement. 

2. This is as set out at the start of this supplementary. 
3. The recommendation for the use of the Sedgefield methodology is explained at page 283 

paragraph 4.4 of the agenda pack. The draft planning practice guidance (which following the 
release of the revised NPPF on the 24 July 2018 is anticipated to be updated shortly) sets out 
that housing shortfall should be made up within the first five years (Sedgefield methodology) 
unless agreed through a Local Plan. Through the Local Plan examination, the Council is 
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continuing to seek agreement for the use of the Liverpool methodology as the appropriate 
method for calculating shortfall and this is reflected in the housing topic paper. 

4. The standard base period for the production of Five Year Housing Land Supply Statements is 
1st April to 31st March. Government returns require authorities to provide data for this 
period, furthermore the Council’s evidence base and past statements have all been provided 
against this period. Whilst it is acknowledged that additional planning permissions have 
been granted since 31st March 2018, the completions data (which is used for establishing 
shortfall) reflects this period. To revise the base date to incorporate additional permissions 
would also require significant additional monitoring of completions. 
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APPEALS SUMMARY- JULY

3PL/2017/0048/0

63, Pentes, Hale Road, Necton, PE37 8EY (Outline permission for residential development)

DISMISSED

The Inspector acknowledged that whilst the proposal would provide 16 new homes that 
would make a contribution to the Housing Land Supply shortfall. However, balanced against 
this it would harm the rural character of the area and in the absence of any appropriate 
mechanism it would not be possible to secure any affordable housing. Moreover, the 
appellant has failed to demonstrate whether protected species are on site and appropriate 
mitigation could be provided while part of the site is at risk of flooding. The Inspector 
concluded that these adverse impacts of granting planning permission would significantly 
and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of the proposed development when assessed 
against the policies in the Framework as a whole. In any event, being in a location where 
there is a risk of flooding, and then having regard to Footnote 9 of the Framework, there are 
specific policies in the Framework that say development should be restricted. Consequently, 
the development does not represent sustainable development and the presumption in favour 
of sustainable development does not apply. The appeal was accordingly dismissed.
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Document is Restricted
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By virtue of paragraph(s) 1, 2, 3 of Part 1 of Schedule 12A

of the Local Government Act 1972.
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