
BRECKLAND COUNCIL 
 

At a Meeting of the 
 

DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE 
 

Held on Wednesday, 2 June 2010 at 9.30 am in 
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82/10 MINUTES   

  

 Subject to the following amendments:- 
Minute No 79/10 Shropham, page 5, paragraph 7, line 1 to delete ‘against 
the application’ and insert ‘both on behalf of the residents and as Ward 
Representative’ and at line 6 at the beginning of the new sentence to insert 
‘As Ward Representative he believed that’. At the start of paragraph 10 
delete ‘a member’ and insert ‘Mr Wilkin’.  
Minute No 80/10 (e) Litcham at the top of page 8 after income, insert ‘for 
the public house’. 
 
The Minutes of the meeting held on 10 May were confirmed as a correct 
record and signed by the Chairman. 
  

 

83/10 APOLOGIES   

  

 None received. 
  

 

84/10 DECLARATION OF INTEREST AND OF REPRESENTATIONS 
RECEIVED  

 

  

 Members were asked to declare an interest at the time the applications 
were introduced. 

• Councillor Irving declared a personal interest in Item No. 9 East 
Tuddenham, as Chairman of Norfolk County Council Adult Social 
Services. 

• Mr Wilkin declared a personal interest in Item No.  1 North 
Pickenham, as his son traded from the industrial estate near the 
proposed development. 
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85/10 REQUESTS TO DEFER APPLICATIONS INCLUDED IN THIS AGENDA   

  

 None. 
  

 

86/10 URGENT BUSINESS   

  

 None. 
  

 

87/10 LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK (STANDING ITEM)   

  

 The Development Services Manager reported that the preferred options for 
the site specifics were being printed ready for the consultation period 
running from 16 June until 30 July. Comments would be reported in 
October 2010. The consultation period would start  with a launch event on 
16 June to which Town and Parish Councils and other statutory stake 
holders were invited. Copies of the 440 page consultation document were 
issued and site notices displayed on all sites. 
 
The Thetford Area Action Plan had been redrafted following review by 
officers and Members and was nearing completion but there were certain 
areas yet to be addressed e.g. urban north. It would be a key role to bring 
together Thetford Area Action Plan and Moving Thetford Forward and it is 
hoped the report would be submitted by the end of the year. 
 
The Attleborough and Snetterton Heath Action Plan was nearing 
completion following a meeting with local land owners to address the 
transport issues. 
 
In response to a question about potential changes to the core strategy 
following the appointment of a new government minister, it was confirmed 
that Capita were in discussion with the government department regarding 
any changes. 
  

 

88/10 DEFERRED APPLICATIONS   

  

 None. 
  

 

89/10 EAST TUDDENHAM: AILWYN HALL, BERRYS LANE: EXTENSION TO 
EXISTING RESIDENTIAL CARE HOME INCLUDING A MAIN 
ENTRANCE AND ENLARGEMENT AND FORMALISATION OF CAR 
PARKING FOR ASHLEY CARE GROUP: REFERENCE: 
3PL/2010/0227/F  

 

  

 Councillor Irving declared a personal interest as Chairman of Norfolk 
County Council Adult Social Services. 
 
The Principal Planning Control Officer presented the report regarding the 
application for a large extension to the residential home which would 
increase the capacity from 29 to 84 rooms. 
 
The Tree and Countryside Officer had expressed concern that the distance 
between the trees and the proposed extension on the southern side was 
insufficient to protect the amenity of the residents from overshadowing, 
which conflicts with planning policy DC1, relating to Protection of Amenity.   
 
Highways had expressed concern about increase in traffic from visitors, 
staff and other movements effecting highway safety particularly in relation 
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to visibility at the nearby junction between Berry’s Lane and Mattishall 
Road. The applicant had offered to fund a Traffic Regulation Order to 
improve the visibility and reduce speed at the junction but Highways still 
considered the junction inadequate on visibility grounds in terms of 
anticipated extra traffic. 
 
Additional comments had been received from the Parish Council strongly 
supporting the application and pointing out that the Highways Authority had 
not taken into account that some staff lived locally or on site and would be 
able to bike or walk to work, thus reducing the estimated traffic movements 
to/from the site. 
 
Councillor Rose, Ward Representative, had sent in an e-mail fully 
supporting the application but commenting that the road junction would 
need improving and the speed limit reducing whether or not the application 
was approved. 
 
The local Primary Care Trust had not supported the application as their 
Strategic Care Model Assessment had concluded that Dereham had more 
than sufficient accommodation in the area and that further development 
was unnecessary. 
 
On balance, due to the traffic and amenity issues relating to this application, 
the officer’s recommendation was for refusal of planning permission. 
 
Mr Pettifer, the applicant, described the residential home as well run and 
well regarded with full occupancy and regular enquiries of 10 – 12 per week 
for accommodation. The planned extension was mostly to the rear of the 
existing building and would provide full facilities for residents and the trees 
at the front of the property would be retained. 
 
Mr Cage, the applicant’s highways consultant, commented on traffic 
movements relating to staff and said that most of the staff lived in 3 local 
post codes and that they would be offered a free bus service to reduce 
traffic movements. He anticipated that there would be a small additional use 
of the local road network due to the expansion. He said that the distance of 
the visibility splay at the Berry’s Lane/Mattishall Road junction was more 
than the Highways Authority had specified and that the applicant’s offer of 
funding could help improve this. 
 
Following questions from Members, it was clarified that the Highways 
Authority were aware of the applicant’s plans to offer a staff bus but that did 
not overcome their concerns regarding additional traffic from visitors to the 
home. The trees relating to the potential amenity issue were not in 
ownership of the applicant and were 7.2 metres away from the proposed 
building. No objection had been raised by the Tree Officer about possible 
harm to the tree roots from building work. 
 
Members voted not to support the officer recommendation for refusal on the 
grounds that: the highway issues could be addressed by the Highways 
Authority working together with the applicant; this was a much needed 
facility in the area; the effect on the trees did not cause concern to the Tree 
Officer and the proposed extension would provide additional employment 
opportunities. 
 
RESOLVED that, the application be approved for these reasons, subject to 
appropriate conditions. 
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90/10 NORTH PICKENHAM: TWO WIND TURBINES AND ASSOCIATED 
WORKS AT NORTH PICKENHAM AIRFIELD FOR BERNARD 
MATTHEWS GREEN ENERGY (NORTH PICKENHAM) LTD: 
REFERENCE: 3PL/2009/0881/F  

 

  

 Mr Wilkin declared a personal interest in this application as his son traded 
from the industrial estate near the proposed development. 
 
The Principal Planning  Officer presented a report on the application for 2 
new wind turbines and associated works to the east of the existing group of 
8 turbines. The proposed turbines were to be built on the edge of a 
designated plateau farmland area which was considered able to 
accommodate up to 12 turbines according to the Landscape Character 
Assessment document produced for the Council. The proposal was 
supported by Central Government Policy PPS22 and Core Strategy Policy 
DC15 Renewable Energy.  
 
The main issues concerning the proposal were the impact on the landscape 
and the existing wind turbines. Environmental Health had no objections but 
had attached certain conditions. It was considered that 2 additional turbines 
would have a neutral effect to the overall appearance of the site and as 
they  were downwind from the others, the impact on their efficiency would 
be negligible particularly in terms of the prevailing wind from the south west. 
The evidence of amplitude modulation was scant but tended to occur when 
turbines are in specific rows. The nearest residential properties were 
sufficient distance away for it not to have a significant impact. 
 
An objection had been received from the Environmental Planning Officer in 
respect of the cumulative effect of the additional turbines on the landscape, 
creating a less formal scattered arrangement rather than the linear 
arrangement of the existing turbines; which would result in more cluttered 
views particularly with the mix of turbines and associated structures. 
 
Objection letters had been received from 3 local residents who had raised 
issues relating to wind turbines in general e.g. their efficiency and economic 
viability; a previous promise that no more wind turbines would be permitted 
on the site, and that they  were a blot on the landscape which would deter 
potential house buyers. 
 
North Pickenham Windfarm Partnership, owner of the existing 8 wind 
turbines had raised objections on the grounds that the proposal would 
result in the reduction of the output of the existing windfarm, they would be 
insufficient distances apart, and the connection to the grid had not been 
fully addressed.  
 
Mr Linley, share holder and manager of the North Pickenham Windfarm, 
spoke against the proposal, and said that the proposed 2 new wind turbines 
were too close and would decrease the wind on the existing turbines 
particularly when coming from the north east. If they were situated further 
away the effect would be less. The potential increase in noise from the 
additional turbines would have to be surveyed but it was considered that 
the amplitude modulation would increase.  
 
Mr Fairlie, Environmental Impact Assessment Consultant for Engena, said 
that an environmental assessment report had been submitted with the 
application which addressed all issues to ensure that the wind turbines 
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provided maximum potential with minimal environmental affects. He pointed 
out that the proposed turbines would be downwind of the existing turbines 
and that the Environmental Health Department had been content there 
were no noise issues. It was anticipated that the two new turbines would 
produce electricity the equivalent of 3% of Breckland’s domestic energy 
needs. 
 
Mrs Ball, Ward Representative, verified that the Parish Council had no 
objections to the proposal when discussed at their meeting but this was not 
well attended. She questioned the need for another 2 turbines and queried 
the temporary nature of the previous application. She felt that the greater 
issue was noise which was difficult to assess until the turbines were 
erected. The Development Services Manager clarified that the application 
was for an operational lifetime period of 25 years. 
 
The applicant responded to Members questions, that the positioning of the 
turbines was based on a number of factors such as the standard spacing 
between turbines already at the site and the need to avoid communication 
links and the plantation which was a protected bat site. The mast was 
required to monitor the wind to determine any drop in production for 
potential insurance claims and to check the turbine achieved the output 
claimed by the manufacturer. He also clarified that part of the consultation 
with Defence Estates was that no more than 2 turbines should be erected 
on the site. 
 
The Development Services Manager confirmed that Norwich Airport had 
still not made a formal reply to the consultation letter but a copy of their 
response to the applicant had been received which stated that they had no 
concerns. With regard to potential interference to television reception from 
the turbines, the windfarm operator could make adjustments but the wind 
turbines would not be installed until 2011 by which time digital TV would be 
available. A planning condition would be imposed to cover this. 
 
Some Members expressed concern that the previous assurance given that 
the wind turbines on this site would be restricted to 8 was not a material 
consideration in terms of this application. The Development Services 
Manager advised that the application should be considered on its own 
merits and since circumstances and policies had changed the Committee 
should determine according to these. In reply to a Members query he said 
that it would be a condition of the approval that the wind turbines be 
removed after 25 years. 
 
RESOLVED that the application be approved as recommended and subject 
to conditions as set out in the report. 
  

91/10 LEXHAM: PROPOSED EDUCATION CENTRE, WEST LEXHAM MANOR 
FOR MR E COLVILLE: REFERENCES: 3PL/2009/1138/F & 
3PL/2009/1139/LB  

 

  

 The Principal Planning Officer (Major Projects) presented the report 
concerning the application for the conversion of former farm buildings into a 
residential education centre which would provide courses in matters such 
as sustainability, low impact living and environmental awareness. The 
proposal would involve the conversion of largely vacant farm buildings into 
teaching areas, studios, workshops, accommodation, exhibition space and 
a shop. 
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Planning issues related to restrictions on economic development in rural 
areas and the need for sustainable development. The proposal could be 
justified on the grounds of re-use and conversion of existing buildings and 
the environmental nature of the courses. The scheme aligned with the aims 
and objectives of planning policies in that it would incorporate many 
sustainable features and preserve the character of the buildings ensuring 
they would be maintained in good condition. 
 
The principal transport routes to the site comprised country lanes and 
single tracks with informal passing bays not suitable for extensive traffic. It 
had been estimated that the proposal would result in 14 additional journeys 
per day or 100 per week. Although an increase on current usage, it would 
be a decrease in terms of the agricultural traffic that used to use the farm. 
The Highways Authority had objected on the grounds that there would be 
too much reliance on cars for transport. However, as the students would 
tend to be involved in organised activities, travel plan measures could be 
put in place to reduce journeys and a minibus service would be provided. 
 
Environmental Agency and Natural England Health had objected on the 
grounds of potential pollution from the inadequate drainage system but 
these objections had been withdrawn since the applicant had included a 
reed bed system and water treatment plant. 
 
Mr Colville, applicant, explained it had been a long term aspiration to 
convert the former farm into a sustainable local amenity which would 
maintain an alternative use of the farm buildings. He had carried out 
extensive consultation with residents in the village and, as a result had 
included space for a community hall and provision of a shop for local use. 
He wanted to create a centre for the community as well as for education. 
The proposal comprised ecological building which would become an 
exemplary development using biodiversity and renewable resources.  
 
Housing would be provided for staff to live on site thus reducing their need 
to commute to work. Local goods and produce would be used where 
possible e.g. using biochips from a local farm for heating rather than oil. 
Regarding the Listed Building, the proposal did not involve removing any 
fabric apart from changing the barn openings. The Historic Buildings Officer 
had been consulted and the plans included landscaping to keep the historic 
farm appearance. The sewage treatment plant would be buried to keep 
buildings looking historic and traditional elements would be used. 
 
Mr Kiddle-Morris, Ward Representative, spoke in support of the application 
as he considered it ticked all the boxes in terms of additional employment 
opportunities, the green agenda and a facility for the local community. He 
also felt it would provide a good example to other small business in the 
area. 
 
In response to questions from Members, Mr Colville explained that as well 
as accommodation for staff and students there would be the provision for 
external recreation. The extensive hardstanding would be removed and 
there would be 20 acres of land accessible to students.  He confirmed that 
there would be very little alteration to the fabric of the buildings to be 
converted and that the large openings to the barn would be glazed to avoid 
using excessive artificial lighting and the existing floor structure would 
remain. The arch which was to be filled was a recent, 1963, addition and 
not of historic significance.  
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Members were of the view that the proposed development would be 
beneficial to both the farm and the community in terms of making good use 
of unused farm buildings, which would ensure their maintenance, and 
would add to the economy and employment in the local area as well as 
providing a local amenity. 
 
RESOLVED that the applications be approved for planning permission and 
Listed Building consent subject to the conditions in the recommendation. 
  

92/10 SCHEDULE OF PLANNING APPLICATIONS   

  

 RESOLVED that the applications be determined as follows: 
 

(a) Item 1: North Pickenham Airfield, North Pickenham Road : 
Installation of 2 wind turbines (125m height), meteorological 
mast, substation and assoc works for Bernard Matthews Green 
Energy North Pickenham Ltd; Reference: 3PL/2009/0881/F 

 
Approved, as recommended, see Minute 90/10 
 

(b) Item 2: West Lexham Manor: Change of use, redundant 
buildings to create education centre (residential) for Mr E 
Colville; Reference: 3PL/2009/1138/F 

 
Approved, as recommended, see Minute 91/10 

 
(c) Item 3: West Lexham Manor: Change of use, redundant 

buildings to create education centre (residential) for Mr E 
Colville: Reference: 3PL/2009/1139/LB 

 
This application was considered at the same time as the above. 
Approved, as recommended, see Minute 91/10 
 

(d) Item 4: Gardeners Cottage, Hall Lane, Riddlesworth: erection of 
6kW wind turbine (retrospective) for Rev D Blackledge: 
Reference: 3PL/2009/1150/F 

 
The Principal Planning Officer (Major Projects) presented the 
report relating to a retrospective application for a 6kW wind 
turbine, 15 metres, high on the applicants land. Planning 
permission had been previously granted in 2005 for a larger 
turbine in a different position on the same site. 
 
Objections had been received from the Parish Council on the 
grounds of noise disturbance, visual impact, health and the 
potential to increase to 2 wind turbines using the previous 
planning permission. Similar points had been raised in other 
letters of objection plus concerns about the visual impact on the 
Listed Buildings in the vicinity. 
 
Environmental Health had assessed the noise levels of the 
turbine and raised no objection to this application but objected to 
the potential of 2 turbines on the grounds of detrimental effect on 
the neighbouring property. The Historic Buildings Officer was of 
the same view that only one turbine should be allowed.  
 
The proposal had been revised and the applicant had agreed to 
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a Section 106 agreement to ensure that only one turbine would 
be installed on the site. 
 
Dr Donmall, objector and resident of the neighbouring property 
spoke against the application on the grounds of noise and visual 
impact. The noise from the wind turbine was intrusive in what 
was normally a very quiet area and the variation in pitch 
according to the wind/speed of the turbine was particularly 
irritating. The turbine was much nearer their property than the 
original approved application to which they had had no 
objections. 
 
Rev Blackledge, the applicant, explained that the previous wind 
turbine had not been erected as the funding had been withdrawn 
although the concrete base had been built. Due to time 
pressures relating to funding and a size restriction a smaller 
wind turbine had been erected in a different place. The position 
was well screened and nearer to adjacent accommodation at the 
Bothys, whose inhabitants had not objected and had benefitted 
from free green energy. Two rows of trees had been planted on 
the boundary to provide screening for the neighbouring property. 
There were other background noises in the locality and most 
locals could not hear the wind turbine and were pleased with its 
presence. 
 
Lady Fisher, Ward Representative, said that the application 
could be taken as setting a precedent for other similar 
installations without planning permission. Although wanting to 
encourage the development of renewable energy, regard should 
be given to protection of the landscape and listed buildings. In 
terms of the setting the wind turbine was visually intrusive in the 
same way as a satellite dish. The sudden noise of the wind 
turbine running could sound like an express train, although she 
had not heard it herself as there was no wind on the day she 
had visited the site. 
 
One Member expressed concern that the officer 
recommendation was for approval bearing in mind the extensive 
time spent on the application for the previous wind turbine which 
also involved the neighbouring school. He was very unhappy 
that the wind turbine had been put up without permission and 
considered that the position, close to residential property, was 
not suitable. 
 
In response to Members’ questions it was clarified that there 
was no guidance as to the distance a wind turbine should be 
from residential property. Members were concerned at the 
different levels of noise disturbance stated and felt they needed 
clarification on this aspect. It was agreed that a site visit was 
needed to assess the impact of the wind turbine. 
 
Decision deferred pending site visit 

 
(e) Item 5: Rosetta Cottage, Hall Road, Beetley: Use of land for 

stationing a caravan (retrospective) for Mr & Mrs J Stocking: 
Reference: 3PL/2010/0182/F 
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The Principal Planning Officer presented the report on the 
application to retain an existing mobile home to provide 
additional accommodation for family and friends for a temporary 
period on a site separate from the applicants’ property. 
 
As the mobile home was not situated in proximity to the 
applicants’ main dwelling or commensurate to the needs of the 
applicant there was a conflict with Policy DC2 related to 
residential annexes to properties. A previous application in 2006 
for a dwelling on the site had been refused and, on appeal, the 
inspector had concluded that the gap where the mobile home 
was situated was part of the character of the area and infill 
would be harmful to the character.  
 
The Parish Council had not objected to the application but 
commented that a restriction should be made on the use by 
friends and family for 5 years only. 
 
Mr Duffield, Ward Representative, speaking on behalf of the 
applicant, informed the committee that this was the first 
application for a caravan made by the applicant. The applicant 
was a foster carer and the bedrooms in his house were used in 
that capacity. He needed the caravan for his own children to 
visit. The caravan had no toilet facilities, foul drainage or 
insulation which ruled out use in the winter months. The 
applicant would be happy to agree permission for the length of 
ownership of the land. Mr Duffield said that there was a similar 
situation in his village where a caravan had been given 
permission to remain for a limited period. 
 
Following questions, Members were advised that the application 
should be considered in the same way as one for a new dwelling 
due to its position. If the caravan had been sited in the 
applicants’ garden it would not need planning permission. 
Members discussed whether a temporary permission of 2 to 5 
years would be appropriate. One Member expressed concern 
that this could set a precedent for other similar applications. 
 
The Solicitor and Standards Consultant advised Members they 
should be mindful that the mobile home was sited on a separate 
plot, as a separate unit and should give regard to whether it 
would be suitable to place a mobile home in the countryside. He 
clarified that the use could be restricted by a S106 agreement. 
 
Members debated whether the situation and use of the mobile 
home was appropriate and considered that it would be better 
situated in the garden of the applicant and agreed that planning 
permission be 
 
Refused as recommended and enforcement action authorised. 
 
Members requested that a period of 4 months be allowed before 
enforcement action was taken. 
 

(f) Item 6: Ailwyn Hall, Berry’s Lane, East Tuddenham: Extension to 
existing residential care home inc. new main entrance & 
enlargement & formalisation of car parking for Ashley Care 
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Group: Reference: 3PL/2010/0227/F 

 
Approved, contrary to officer recommendation, see Minute 
90/10. 

 
(g) Item 7: 143 Hargham Road, Attleborough: Construction of 

double garage for Mrs B A  Goddard: Reference: 
3PL/2010/0376/F 

 
Members considered the information concerning this application. 
 
Approved as recommended. 

 
(h) Item 8: Land at Docking Wood, Leys Lane, Attleborough: 

Change of use to include the stationing of caravans for 6 
residential gypsy pitches, utility/day room building & hard 
standing for Mr A Gaskin: Application Reference: 
3PL/2010/0381 

 
The Principal Planning Officer (Major Projects) explained that 
this application had been considered at the Committee meeting 
of 19 April 2010 but as an appeal had been submitted a decision 
had not been required by Members. At that time the Members 
were minded to approve the application. 
 
The site accorded with planning policy, being within easy reach 
of services and facilities. Although the site was situated in a rural 
area the site would not cause too much disruption to the 
community. The highway issue on Leys Lane would be helped 
by the parking bay proposal. Traffic issues were balanced in that 
although Leys Lane was considered sub-standard, the traffic 
assessment showed that the traffic resulting from the proposal 
would be less than a normal development and would not be 
excessive. 
 
One Member felt that the site was ideal but was concerned that 
there was no control over the potential future increase in traffic 
using the nearby industrial area. Members discussed the 
narrowness of Leys Lane and were very concerned about its 
suitability for additional traffic. It was agreed that planning 
permission was only acceptable subject to the provision of a 
passing bay. 
 
Approved, subject to highway and appropriate conditions. 
 
Notes to the Schedule 
 
 

Item No Speaker 
1 Mrs Ball – Ward Rep 

Mr Fairlie – Engena 
Mr Reager – Bernard Matthews 
Mr D Linley - Objector 

2 & 3 Mr Kiddle-Morris – Ward Rep 
Mr Colville – Applicant 
Mr Bambridge - Agent 

4 Lady Fisher – Ward Rep 
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Dr Donmall – Objector 
Rev Blackledge - Applicant 

5 Mr Duffield – Ward Rep 
Mr Stocking - Applicant 

6 Mr Pettifer – Agent 
Mr Cage – Highway Consultant 

 
 
Written Representations taken into account 
 

Reference No No of representations 
3PL/2009/0881/F 4 
3PL/2209/1138/F 1 
3PL/2009/1150/F 3 

  
93/10 APPLICATIONS DETERMINED BY THE DEPUTY CHIEF EXECUTIVE 

(FOR INFORMATION)  

 

  

 Noted. 
  

 

94/10 ENFORCEMENT ITEMS (FOR INFORMATION)   

  

 The Development Services Manager advised Members that the first appeal, 
concerning an application that had been refused on policy grounds relating 
to the Stone Curlew’s buffer zone, had been dismissed by the inspector. 
 
The item was noted. 
  

 

95/10 APPEALS DECISIONS (FOR INFORMATION)   

  

 Noted. 
  

 

96/10 REPRESENTATION ON OUTSIDE BODIES   

  

 The Solicitor and Standards Officer informed the Committee that the 
Snetterton Circuit Liaison Group had been disbanded. 
 
It was suggested that the other issues at Snetterton should be looked at 
separately and possibly a Member should attend the Attleborough Task 
Force. The Chairman said that the Committee should look at this and 
decide whether another group was needed at a future meeting.  
 
Following discussion it was agreed that the Members of the EPR Liaison 
Group should be re-appointed en-bloc. 
  

 

 
 
The meeting closed at 12.55 pm 
 
 
 

CHAIRMAN 


	Minutes

