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Summary – This report concerns proposals for a development of 24 flats on land at 
Station Road, Attleborough.  Due to conflicts with local planning policies relating to 
affordable housing, recreation provision and local services, it is recommended that 
permission is refused.   

 
 
1.   INTRODUCTION 
This report concerns an application to extend the time limit on a planning permission 
granted in April 2005 for residential development on land at the Old Farmhouse, 
Station Road, Attleborough.  The development proposed would comprise the 
demolition of an existing vacant dwelling and the erection of 24 flats in a 5 storey 
building.    
 
The application site is located on the south of Attleborough town centre in an area of 
mixed commercial and residential uses.  The site comprises an irregularly shaped 
parcel of land extending to 0.1 hectare, and currently occupied by a vacant 2 storey 
house.  The site, which is located at the entrance to the Maurice Gaymer Industrial 
Estate, is surrounded on three sides by commercial uses, including the Banham 
Poultry processing plant, and to the south by residential properties.     
 
2.  KEY DECISION 
This is not a key decision.   
 
3.  COUNCIL PRIORITIES 
The following Council priorities are relevant to this report: 

• A safe and healthy environment 

• A well planned place to live and work 
 
4.  SITE HISTORY 
Planning permission was granted in April 2005 for the erection of 24 flats.  This 
permission has now expired.   
 
5. CONSULTATIONS 
Attleborough Town Council has objected to the application on the grounds that the 
design would be too futuristic and out of keeping with the surrounding area.   
 
The Highway Authority has raised no objection to the application subject to the re-
imposition of previous planning conditions relating to access and parking.      
 
Norfolk County Council has requested a contribution to local library facilities of 
£1,440. 



 
The Council’s Contaminated Land Officer has requested the submission of a 
contamination desk study.  Should permission be granted, conditions requiring 
further ground investigations are recommended.   
 
The Council’s Environmental Health Officer has offered no comments on the 
proposal.    
 
Representations have been received from two local residents raising concerns about 
the design off the proposals, its impact on local character and residential amenity, 
and traffic problems.  
 
6.  POLICY 
At a national level, policies set out in PPS 3 Housing and PPG 13 Transport are 
particularly relevant.    
 
At a local level, the following policies contained in the Core Strategy & Development 
Control Policies DPD are relevant: Policy DC1 (Amenity), Policy DC2 (Housing), 
Policy DC4 (Affordable Housing), Policy DC11 (Open Space), Policy DC14 (Energy 
Generation and Efficiency), Policy DC16 (Design), Policy CP4 (Infrastructure) and 
Policy DC19 (Parking).   
 
7.  ASSESSMENT 
Guidance issued on the handling of time limit extension applications indicates that 
councils should generally take a positive and constructive approach towards 
proposals, and should focus their attention on development plan policies and other 
material considerations which may have changed significantly since the original grant 
of permission.  Applications should be refused only where changes in the 
development plan or other relevant material considerations indicate that a proposal 
should no longer be treated favourably.    
 
The proposed development has been assessed in the light of this guidance, with 
particular reference to: i) planning policy matters, ii) the impact of the development on 
the appearance of the area, and iii) the relationship with adjacent developments.     
 
Policy 
A number of policy requirements have changed since the original grant of planning 
permission in 2005, principally as a result of the adoption of the Council’s Core 
Strategy & Development Control Policies DPD.  Relevant changes include affordable 
housing (Policy DC4), recreation contributions (Policy DC11) and renewable energy 
(Policy DC14).   
 
Policy DC4 requires 40% of qualifying housing schemes to be provided as affordable 
housing.  At the time of previous 2005 permission, no affordable housing was 
required as the scheme fell below the 25 dwelling threshold applicable at the time.  
No affordable housing is proposed as part of the current application, and accordingly 
the proposal conflicts directly with Policy DC4.  The applicant has indicated that such 
provision would render the scheme unviable, but no evidence, such as a financial 
appraisal, has been submitted to support this contention.  It is not considered that an 
exception to policy would be justified in this instance.   
 
Policy DC11 requires financial contributions to be provided for housing developments 
of less than 25 units to ensure that the recreational needs of residents are 
addressed.  In this instance, a total contribution of £14,080 would be required.  At the 
time of previous 2005 permission, public open space was not required as the scheme 



fell below the 25 dwelling threshold applicable at the time.  The applicant has been 
asked to enter into a section 106 agreement to secure the required recreation 
contribution, but has not done so.  As a result the proposal conflicts directly with 
Policy DC11.     
 
Policy CP4 requires arrangements to be made to ensure that local services and 
community facilities are able to accommodate new development.  In this instance a 
financial contribution is required towards improvement of local library facilities.  A 
similar requirement was imposed on the previous 2005 permission. The applicant 
has been asked to enter into a section 106 agreement to secure the required library 
contribution, but has not done so.  As a result the proposal conflicts directly with 
Policy CP4. 
 
Core Strategy Policy DC14 requires projects like this to make provision for at least 
10% of their energy requirements to be met from renewable sources.  This policy 
was not in force at the time of the previous application.  Although no information has 
been submitted in relation to renewable energy, it is considered that a planning 
condition could be imposed requiring energy efficiency proposals to be agreed in 
order to secure compliance with Policy DC14. 
 
Design 
During consideration of the previous application, the likely impact of the development 
on the appearance of the surrounding was assessed.  It was concluded that the 
proposal would not cause harm to the character of the area.  It is not considered that 
there have been any material changes in circumstances since the original approval 
which would suggest a different conclusion. 

 

The application site occupies a prominent corner position on the main approach to 
the town centre from the south.  A contemporary approach has been adopted for the 
design of the proposed flats, which would include extensive glazed areas, coloured 
rendered panels and canted elevations to the corner block.  Whilst there is no 
domestic visual precedent for this style of building in the locality, the design of the 
proposals would reflect, to an extent, the appearance of commercial developments in 
the locality.  It is considered that the distinctive and eye catching appearance of the 
development would contribute positively to the appearance of the area, which 
otherwise has a generally unremarkable appearance.  The scale of the proposed 
building would not be out of place when seen in the context of the large scale 
commercial buildings adjacent.    
 
Relationship with neighbouring development 
During consideration of the previous application, the likely impact of the development 
on the amenities of local residents was carefully considered.  The impact of existing 
commercial operations, particularly the adjacent poultry processing plant, has also 
been assessed.  The proposals were considered to acceptable in both respects.  It is 
not considered that there have been any material changes in circumstances which 
would suggest a different conclusion. 
 
Whilst the proposal would result in some visual impact and overlooking of existing 
bungalows on the opposite side of Maurice Gaymer Road to the south of the 
application site, it is not considered that these effects would justify refusal of 
permission given the separation distances and the urban context of the site.   
 
The proposed development has been designed to mitigate as far as possible 
potential impacts of noise and smell from adjacent roads and commercial uses.  



Mitigation measures include locating habitable rooms away from sensitive elevations, 
the use of small windows facing the main road and a controlled ventilation system. 
 
Other matters 
Concerns have been raised locally about parking congestion.  The proposed on-site 
parking provision of 15 spaces falls considerably short of the normal parking 
standard of 2 spaces per dwelling.  However, Policy DC19 indicates that car free or 
limited parking developments may be permitted in town centres or in locations close 
to public transport nodes.  The application site is approximately 200 metres from 
Attleborough train station and within walking distance of the town centre.  Given the 
site’s location and the nature of the accommodation proposed, it is considered that a 
reduced parking provision would accord with policy.  The Highway Authority has not 
objected to the application.  Again, it is not considered that there have been any 
material changes in circumstances since the original approval which would suggest a 
different conclusion on this issue. 
 
8. RECOMMENDATION 
That planning permission is refused due to conflicts with Policy DC4, due to the 
absence of affordable housing provision, Policy DC11, due to the failure to provide a 
recreation contribution, and Policy CP4, due to the failure to provide a contribution 
towards local library facilities. 

 

 


