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DEFERRED ITEM REPORT 
 
This application was considered by Members at Planning Committee held on 
31st October 2011.  Following a fairly lengthy debate Members resolved to 
approve the application subject to a legal agreement and the imposition of 
appropriate conditions.  The published Minutes clarify that Members: 
 
RESOLVED, that contrary to the recommendation of Officers, the application 
be deferred and the Officers be authorised to approve it, subject to conditions, 
on completion of a legal agreement in relation to routing of HGV movements. 
In relation to conditions, it was stressed that these should include hours of 
work limitation, personal conditions (as offered) and use for storage only, not 
distribution. 
 
The reasons for the decision were: 
 
i) the proposed reduction in the scale of the uses of the buildings; 
ii) the economic arguments put forward; 
iii) the limited potential for re-use of the buildings for agricultural purposes; 
iv) the fact that the buildings were permanent and would remain on site in any 
case; and 
v) the restrictions now offered and included relating to HGV routing, personal 
use, hours of work and a limitation to storage use only differentiated the 
proposals from previous proposals promoted on the same site 
 
Following on from Committee the Council has received a number of 
complaints which raise issues relating to transparency of process.  Roudham 
and Larling Parish Council has expressed concern that during the officers’ 
presentation the first of the two suggested reasons for refusal set out in the 
Committee report was, to use their words, discounted.  They consider that this 
was a significant change in the thrust of the report and, more particularly, the 
presentation which they were not previously made aware of.  They consider 
that, as a Parish Council, they were therefore ‘unable to respond to this 
significant change in the circumstances of the planning application’.  This 
particular point has been similarly raised by others. 
 



Other issues are raised which relate to planning matters.  A number of the 
further representations received challenge the integrity of the decision and 
focus on, inter alia, the planning merits of the application, the minuted 
conditions, and the proposed S106 regarding the routing of HGV’s.  It is my 
clear view that the decision made by Members was a robust one.  The 
additional representations received raise no new planning issues not 
previously considered in either the report itself or during the debate.  It is 
equally my clear view that the suggested conditions and proposed S106 were 
properly debated and considered.  The recorded Minutes accurately reflect 
the decision made by Members. 
 
Finally, both Bridgam and Roudham and Larling Parish Councils have 
requested a site visit at which they wish to be present.  As Members are 
familiar with the site itself both Parish Councils have been advised that a site 
visit is neither necessary nor appropriate in this instance.  It has to be pointed 
out that, in the interests of fairness and transparency, it would be wholly 
inappropriate for Members to attend an accompanied site visit at which the 
applicants themselves were not also represented. 
   
In light of the above I have determined that it is appropriate, in the interests of 
transparency of process, to bring this application back to the Planning 
Committee for further consideration. 
 
The earlier report to Planning Committee is appended to this report.  It is clear 
from this report that officers recommended that the application be refused for 
two reasons, namely (a) failure to demonstrate that the use could not be on 
an allocated site and (b) inappropriate scale.  During the presentation of this 
report to the earlier meeting officers advised Members that the first of these 
reasons was considered to be incapable of substantiation.  This advice was, 
to my view, clear and unambiguous.  It was proffered as a consequence of 
further written information being submitted to the Council by the applicants’ 
agent.  This additional information comprised the following: 
 
Clarification of how the application complied with Policy DC7 of the Breckland 
Core Strategy on the basis of the Planning Inspector's earlier decision and the 
details contained within the report prepared by Reading Agricultural 
Consultants Ltd which sets out why the buildings had become "redundant" as 
a consequence of a change in operations, the reasoning behind these 
operational changes, and why these were beyond the control of the applicant 
(eg changes to the agricultural financial support systems available and market 
conditions). 
 
Officers assessed this information in light of the previous planning and 
enforcement appeals at the site and the information submitted to accompany 
the application.  They concluded that the applicants’ agents had satisfactorily 
demonstrated that the buildings are "redundant".  In such circumstances it is 
clearly appropriate to consider the validity or otherwise of appropriate 
alternative uses in the context of farm diversification.  This reflects the thrust 
of Policy DC7 of Breckland's Core Strategy.  Indeed, the Planning Inspector 
highlighted this in paragraph 72 of his earlier decision when he stated: 



 
"Nevertheless the Council consider the development to be contrary to Policy 
ECO.5 of the Plan in that, they argue, the appellants have failed to provide 
special justification for allowing this proposal outside an allocated area, or 
properly demonstrated that there is a lack of available premises on either 
allocated sites or sites with planning permission.  The Council accepted that 
farm diversification could be a reason that would satisfy criterion (i): however, 
in these cases there was concern as to whether the buildings were genuinely 
redundant for agricultural purposes." 
 
Officers therefore considered that an objection could not be substantiated on 
the basis of the first of the two suggested reasons for refusal set out in their 
report.  This conclusion was quite properly reported verbally to the 
Committee. 
 
It should additionally be noted that the Committee was clearly advised that 
notwithstanding this, there remained a recommendation for refusal based 
upon concerns relating to "inappropriate scale". 
 
I have returned this application to Planning Committee in the interests of 
transparency of process.  This presents the opportunity for third parties to 
consider and comment upon the additional information received between the 
writing of the earlier report and the presentation and determination of this 
application at Planning Committee.  Any further representations received will 
of course be reported. 
 
I must conclude by reminding Members that, at the time of writing this report, 
the Council had not been made aware of any new planning issues being 
raised by third parties other than that relating to the additional information 
received from the applicants’ agents.  My view remains that the earlier 
decision made by Members was a robust one and that they were furnished at 
that time with sufficient information on which to base a decision. 
 
Recommendation 
 
In light of the above, it is recommended that the previous resolution to 
approve the application subject to the imposition of conditions and a legal 
agreement being entered into is re-confirmed. 
 
 
 


