
BRECKLAND COUNCIL 
 

At a Meeting of the 
 

PLANNING COMMITTEE 
 

Held on Monday, 13 February 2012 at 9.30 am in 
Anglia Room, The Conference Suite, Elizabeth House, Dereham 

 
PRESENT  
Mr T R Carter 
Mr C. S. Clark 
Councillor E. Gould (Chairman) 
Mr T.J. Lamb 
Mrs J A North 
Mr W. R. J. Richmond 
 

Mr F.J. Sharpe 
Mrs P.A. Spencer 
Mr M. A. Wassell 
Mr N.C. Wilkin (Vice-Chairman) 
Mr B. Rose (Substitute Member) 
 

 
Also Present  
Mr K.S. Gilbert (Ward 
Representative) 
 

Mr W.H.C. Smith (Ward Representative) 
Mr A P Joel (Ward Representative) 

 
In Attendance  
Paul Jackson - Planning Manager 
Heather Burlingham - Assistant Development Control Officer* 
John Chinnery - Solicitor & Standards Consultant 
Nick Moys - Principal Planning Officer (Major Projects)* 
Mike Brennan - Principal Planning Officer* 
Jane Osborne - Committee Officer 

* Capita Symonds for Breckland Council 
 
 Action By 

11/12 MINUTES   

  

 The Minutes of the meeting held on 16 January 2012 were confirmed as a 
correct record and signed by the Chairman. 
 
With regard to the Agenda, it was noted that Agenda Item 9, Schedule of 
Planning Applications, Item No. 5, should read J D Alston Estates.  Item No. 
10, should read Weeting.  
 

 

12/12 APOLOGIES & SUBSTITUTES   

  

 Apologies for absence had been received from Cllrs Robinson and Bowes.  
Cllr Rose was in attendance as a substitute for Cllr Bowes.  
 

 

13/12 DECLARATION OF INTEREST AND OF REPRESENTATIONS 
RECEIVED  

 

  

 Cllr Sharpe declared a personal and prejudicial interest in Agenda Item 8, 
Deferred Applications, Swaffham, by virtue of being a Trustee of The 
Hammond Educational Charity. 
 
Cllr Childerhouse declared a personal and prejudicial interest in Agenda 
Item 9, Schedule of Planning Applications, Item No. 10, Weeting.  
 

 

14/12 CHAIRMAN'S ANNOUNCEMENTS   

  

 A training session would be held on 8 March 2012 on the Localism Bill, and  
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Members were asked to contact Richard Wills, Training & Development 
Manager if they wished to book a place on either the afternoon or evening 
session.  
 

15/12 REQUESTS TO DEFER APPLICATIONS INCLUDED IN THIS AGENDA   

  

 Scheduled Item No. 7, Roudham/Larling of Agenda No. 9 had been 
deferred prior to the meeting.  
 

 

16/12 LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK (STANDING ITEM)   

  

 Relevant documents with regard to the LDF were available online, as were 
those of the Thetford Area Action Plan’s examination hearings in public, 
which were to commence on 6 March 2012 (contact Charlotte Taylor).  
 

 

17/12 DEFERRED APPLICATIONS   

  

18/12 SWAFFHAM: REDEVELOPMENT OF FORMER SCHOOL TO PROVIDE 
14 DWELLINGS, 18 MARKET PLACE: REFERENCES: 3PL/2010/1365/F 
AND 3PL/2010/1366/LB  

 

  

 Cllr Sharpe declared a personal and prejudicial interest, by virtue of being a 
Trustee of The Hammond Educational Charity, and left the room for the 
item. 
 
For the benefit of the Committee, the Principal Planning Officer (Major 
Projects) re-capped Members on the previous proposal before he advised 
them on what had happened since the application had been deferred.  
Additional information was as detailed in the report, following concerns 
raised previously about design details.  A phased plan gave priority to the 
restoration/conversion of the principal listed buildings, with 18 Market Place 
and the former school buildings immediately to the rear, being converted 
before the erection of the proposed new build houses. The District Valuer 
had confirmed that the development would not be viable in current market 
conditions if any affordable housing or other contributions were required. 
 
In answer to a Councillor’s comment, that a beautiful set of elderly buildings 
would have imposed on them an inconsiderate modern block in the middle 
of them, which he felt to be enormous and disproportionate, Mr Horn, 
Trustee, advised that they wanted to make use of that part of the site to 
enhance the centre of it, and it had been agreed that they would not design 
pastiche type buildings, and that the buildings around it would take 
precedence. 
 
As the proposal was in a town centre location and the area was surrounded 
by a vast difference of buildings, another Councillor felt that now and again 
the blend of new buildings had to be set off, and his minor concerns had 
been addressed. 
 

RESOLVED  that the application be deferred and the Officers 
authorised to approve it subject to a S106 Agreement and 
conditions relating to external materials, hard/soft landscaping, tree 
protection, building conversion details, phasing, access, parking, 
footway improvements, archaeology and contamination, and an 
additional condition with regard to internal building materials. 
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19/12 SCHEDULE OF PLANNING APPLICATIONS   

  

 RESOLVED that the applications be determined as follows : 
 
(a) Item 1 : Watton : Former RAF Radar Site : Residential Development 

– 154 Dwellings : Applicant : Bennett Plc : Reference : 
3PL/2011/0088/D 

 
The Principal Planning Officer (Major Projects) presented the report.  
Concerns locally were with regard to over development of the site, 
and for Members’ benefit he advised of the site history which 
included a financial contribution to recreation.  Gilman’s Drift caused 
local concern, given the desire for the tree lined route to be 
maintained.  The applicants had proposed additional tree planting 
on the southern boundary.  

  
Mr Trimmer, Objector, had been a resident of Lovell Gardens for 20 
years and his property backed on to Gilman’s Drift.  His main 
concern was the retention of the boundary fence line.  He suggested 
as it had already been adopted by the Council, could he have 
confirmation that the boundary would be set back on the west, with 
a wooden fence and not a chain link one.  Gilman’s Drift held lots of 
wildlife and was enjoyed by many local people. 
 
Mr Bell, for the applicants, advised they were aware of the value of 
vegetation and the proposal was to retain it, they had no intention of 
removing or cutting it back in Gilman’s Drift. The legal boundary 
would be more or less in the centre line of the vegetation.  
Vegetation at the new properties would be trimmed back, with the 
other side maintained by the authority.  He was aware that 1/3rd of 
the site sat within Watton and the remainder in Carbrooke. 
 
Mr K Gilbert, Ward Representative, was pleased that a mutual 
agreement had almost been agreed with regard to the development 
of the site, interest in which he had had for the past 15 years.  The 
biggest concern was the fence line at Gilman’s Drift, and he read out 
an email from Edward Parker of Bennetts.  Given that three sets of 
people would be responsible for half the hedge (private ownership, 
residential social landlords and a management company), he urged 
that the boundaries of the side and hedge line were on the far side 
of the hedge from Gilman’s Drift, so it could be handed to Breckland 
and Norfolk County Council could maintain half the hedge and paid 
to maintain the other half.  He questioned if an emergency entrance 
was required given the 154 dwellings.  The Planning Manager saw 
no reason why the Ward Representative could not be consulted on 
with regard to the conditions at a later date. 

  
The Principal Planning Officer (Major Projects) said a balanced view 
had been taken, Gilman’s Drift seemed to be quite well used, and 
the proposal achieved a reasonable balance.  With open space 
areas there should be no need for solid barriers but perhaps chain 
link within the hedge so it was hidden by vegetation.  Following the 
request by a Councillor for a firm condition to be imposed with 
regard to a boundary hedge adjacent to the site, he said they were 
recommending that the hedge and trees be retained and detail 
would be required as to how hedging could be weaved in and out. 
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RESOLVED that the application be approved as recommended, 
subject to additional conditions that the precise boundary 
treatment and alignment of Gilman’s Drift be agreed before 
works commenced, and to retain hedges and trees. 

 
(b) Item 2 : Great Ellingham : The Mill House : Change of Use - Annexe 

To Be Converted To Two Bedroom Holiday Let : Applicant Mrs L 
Elvin : Reference : 3PL/2011/1200/CU 

 
The report was presented by the Principal Planning Officer.  
Objections had been received from the occupants of Great 
Ellingham Mill and No. 2 Church Street.  Objections from the Parish 
Council and neighbours related to the joint use of access and 
additional harm to their amenity by virtue of noise and disturbance 
from the occupiers and additional traffic movements.  Re-
consultation had taken place and the Parish Council had not 
responded.  He advised that a condition would be added to any 
planning permission with regard to the current sceptic tank.  
 
Mr W Smith, Ward Representative, strongly supported the Parish 
Council and occupants of No. 2 Church Street.  There would be a 
significant loss of privacy for the occupant and quiet enjoyment of 
the area.  Their main concern was that, that part of the village was 
heavily used for parking and as a consequence of an extra drive, 
cars would either have to go further down the road to park or block 
the drive.  When the Mill House was purchased there was a 
restrictive covenant on the proposal which stated that it was not to 
be used for a trade or business other than a single private dwelling, 
save for one use of rooms for a granny flat or residential letting.  
Holiday letting was not included in the conveyance nor was use for a 
commercial undertaking.  Residential letting was not the same as a 
holiday let.  He contended that it was not possible to have a holiday 
let if the contract and conveyance stated it was not permitted.  He 
summed up that Members were being asked to change a contract 
freely entered into. 
 
The Solicitor explained that the restrictive covenant was a civil 
matter that did not affect Planning. 
 
No information was available as to the applicant’s intention with 
regard to the period of letting, i.e seasonally or all year round. 
 
The applicant was prepared to see the existing shared driveway 
closed off.  In terms of highway safety, the Highway Authority had 
confirmed that it had no objection to the creation of a new access 
and enlarged parking area to the front of the site, subject to the use 
of appropriately worded conditions. 
 

 Approved, as recommended. 
 
(c) Item 3 : Dereham : Former Library Site : Erection of 12 No. One Bed 

Flats And Communal Area With Associated Parking and 
Landscaping : Applicant : Acorn Building Services Norfolk Ltd : 
Reference : 3PL/2011/1240/F 

 
The Principal Planning Officer (Major Projects) advised that changes 
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had been made to the scheme to address previous concerns.   
 
The Environmental Health Officer had raised concern with regard to 
the use of communal bin storage and preferred individual bins for 
properties.  However, the Committee were advised the site was 
constrained and it was felt inappropriate to have lots of communal 
bins visible from the Queen Mothers Garden. 
 
RESOLVED that the application be deferred and the Officers be 
authorised to approve it as recommended, on completion of the 
legal agreement. 

 
(d) Item 4 : Little Cressingham : Exheat Ltd : Erection of Warehouse To 

Be Used In Conjunction With The Existing Production Facility : 
Applicant : Exheat Ltd : Reference : 3PL/2011/1291/F 

 
The site sat within the stone curlew buffer zone but was enclosed on 
all sides. 
 
Approved, as recommended. 

 
(e) Item 5 : Kenninghall : Guiltcross Dairy : Erection of Cattle Shed As 

Extension To Existing Diary Farm : Applicant : J D Alston Estates : 
Reference : 3PL/2011/1307/F 

 
 Approved, as recommended. 
 
(f) Item 6 : Old Buckenham : Eel Farm : Removal of Condition 8 On 

3PL/2003/1720/F & New Garage & Alterations : Applicant : Mr Ken 
Seaman : Reference : 3PL/2011/1318/F 

 
The application was an amended scheme following the refusal by 
the Committee of one of a similar nature.  The size and scale of the 
extension and garage had been reduced as suggested.  The 
proposed extension would increase the ground floor area of the 
annex by a substantial 45% which was contrary to policies 
(historically 10% was deemed acceptable), and it was believed that 
Eel Farm had reached the total of additional development. 
 
Mr Took, Agent, advised that concerns raised with regard to the size 
of the extensions had been addressed, by a reduction in size to be 
slightly smaller than the garage extension it would replace.  The 
applicant could not understand how it would have an impact on the 
main house.  The extension would be well away from the house.  He 
stressed no other changes were proposed or required to the modest 
proposal.  Restrictions including access would be perfectly 
acceptable.  The proposal for the applicant to downsize was 
essential, he needed to stay in the area, and would help loosen up 
the housing market. 
 
Mr Joel, Ward Representative, supported the application.  When the 
applicant brought Eel Farm in 1998 it was a derelict building, which 
he converted in 2000/1, the barn being converted in 2003.  The 
conversion would be on a smaller footprint and would be in keeping 
with the Grade 2 farm and barn.  He did not see how the design 
would impact on Eel Farm.  All items of concern had been dealt 
with. 
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Refused, as recommended. 

 
(g) Item 7 : Roudham/Larling : Caravan 1 & 2 : 2 Mobile Homes For 

Seasonal Workers (Retrospective) : Applicant : W O & P O Jolly : 
Reference : 3PL/2011/1363/F 

 
Deferred prior to the meeting pending receipt of the response 
from Natural England. 

 
(h) Item 8 : Attleborough : Wood Farm : Erection of Dwelling : Applicant 

: Mr & Mrs D Alston : Reference : 3PL/2011/1392/D 
 

The Principal Planning Officer (Major Projects) presented the report 
and photographs were shown for comparison purposes following 
outline planning permission. The applicant had confirmed he would 
not depart from the previously agreed Code Level 5. 
 
Mr Took, Agent, stated that Code Level 5 was the highest rating 
achievable in the country.  The dwelling, to be used as a show 
house, was of ground breaking design and would show how a family 
house could be constructed.  Whilst the design was contemporary, it 
had been designed for context.  Members would be invited to view 
the property, if approved, as an example of good design. 
 
Mr Alston, Applicant, advised that the dwelling had been designed to 
achieve Code Level 5.  Accurate figures were available with regard 
to the property’s omissions.  Waste heat would be recovered from 
the sewerage plant, with a saving of 4.3 tonnes of CO2.  Properties 
such as the one proposed, would be carbon zero using all 
technologies.  Using wind turbines there would be 14.3 tonnes of 
CO2 saved a year.  It had cost approximately 10% of the build costs 
to incorporate the technologies in the house. 
 
Approved, as recommended. 
 

 (i) Item 9 : North Lopham : Fysons Farm : Installation of A Two Small 
Scale Wind Turbines (14.97m to hub, 5.5m diameter blades) : 
Applicant : Mr William Nunn : Reference : 3PL/2011/1400/F 

 
 Approved, as recommended. 
 
(j) Item 10 : Weeting : Lynn Lodge : Extension of Time Limit on pp 

2008/1591 & 2008/1592/LB – Extension & Alts to Dwelling & New 
Garage : Applicant : Mr R Childerhouse : Reference : 
3TL/2011/0044/TL 

 
Mr R Childerhouse declared a personal and prejudicial interest by 
virtue of being the applicant. 
 
The Principal Planning Officer advised that there had been no 
objections from the Parish Council, Natural England or the Historic 
Buildings Officer.  However the Tree and Countryside Officer had 
objected.  As detailed in the report, the site was located within the 
Stone Curlew Buffer Zone and as such, was necessary to consider 
the proposal against the Habitats Regulations.  An appropriate 
assessment had been undertaken and it was considered that it 
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could not be ascertained that an adverse effect upon the stone 
curlew citation feature of the Breckland SPA would not occur and, 
as such, there was a presumption against granting consent.  Given 
the concern, the application was recommended for refusal. 
 
Mr R Childerhouse, Applicant, advised that the application had been 
submitted in 2009 and was recommended for approval following the 
introduction of the Buffer Zone in 2008, at which time a bird test was 
carried out by the Ecologist, and Natural England deemed at that 
time there to be no impact on stone curlews.  He read out part of the 
minutes of the Development Control meeting held on 16 February 
2009 in regard to the applications (Minute No. 28/09 Items 4 & 5 of 
the Schedule of Planning Applications) in which it stated that “an 
appropriate assessment had been undertaken and Natural England 
had been consulted.  There was a significant road adjacent the site 
and also screening to the edge of the site, therefore development 
was unlikely to have a detrimental impact on the Stone Curlews.”  A 
condition was placed on the approval that no construction work 
should take place during April-September, therefore it gave them 18 
months to carry out the project.  He was therefore at a loss, three 
years later, as to why the appropriate assessment was different.  He 
could not understand why the Tree and Countryside Officer now 
objected when he had not objected three years ago.  Natural 
England had no objection.  He left the room. 
 
The Solicitor explained who made appropriate assessments, and 
reminded Members that they must be satisfied in order to approve 
the application, that it would have no significant effects on the SPA.  
The Planning Manager also drew Members’ attention to the 
Conclusion within the report. 
 
The recommendation for refusal was not supported. 
 
RESOLVED, that contrary to the recommendation of Officers, 
the application be approved subject to conditions. 
 
The reason for the decision by the Committee was that it was not 
considered that circumstances had changed since the previous 
approval, and taking into account Natural England’s opinion, they 
did not think there would be any significant effects on the SPA. 

Notes to Schedule 

Item No. Speaker 
1 Mr K Gilbert – Ward Representative 

Mr G Trimmer – Objector 
Mr A Bell (Bennetts) - Applicant 

2 Mr W Smith – Ward Representative 
3  
4  
5  
6 Mr A Joel – Ward Representative 

Mr P Took - Agent 
7  
8 Mr P Took – Agent 

Mr Alston - Applicant 
9  

10 Mr R Childerhouse - Applicant 
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Written Representations Taken Into Account 
 

Reference No. No. of Representations 
3PL/2011/0088/D 3 
3PL/2011/1200/CU 2 
3PL/2011/1240/F 1 
3PL/2011/1291/F  
3PL/2011/1307/F  
3PL/2011/1318/F  
3PL/2011/1363/F  
3PL/2011/1392/D  
3PL/2011/1400/F  
3TL/2011/0044/TL  

 
 
 
  

20/12 APPLICATIONS DETERMINED BY THE DIRECTOR OF 
COMMISSIONING  

 

  

 Noted.  
 

 

21/12 APPEAL DECISIONS   

  

 Noted.  
 

 

22/12 ENFORCEMENT ITEMS   

  

 These were noted, and Members were updated on an item with regard to 
direct action taken as requested on an item at a previous meeting.  
 

 

23/12 APPLICATIONS DETERMINED BY NORFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL 
(FOR INFORMATION)  

 

  

 Noted.   

 
The meeting closed at 12.05 pm 
 
 
 

CHAIRMAN 


	Minutes

