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LYNG
Land at Cherry Tree Farm
off Blind Lane

Bawdeswell & Cherry Tree Partnership
Bawdeswell Hall Dereham

Engena Limited
The Old Stables Bosmere Hall

Installation of a single wind turbine (max height 77m), access track,
hardstanding, sub-station & works

Full

3PL/2012/1079/F

N

N

Out Settlemnt Bndry

N

ITEM

LOCATION:

APPLICANT:

AGENT:

PROPOSAL:

REF NO:

APPN TYPE:

POLICY:

ALLOCATION:

CONS AREA: TPO:

LB GRADE:

 

 RECOMMENDATION : REFUSAL 

Principle of development
Visual impact upon the character and appearance of the countryside
Residential amenity (noise, shadow flicker, outlook)
Transport and traffic
Aviation
Ecology
Telecommunications

 KEY ISSUES

The application seeks planning permission for the installation of a single wind turbine with access
track, hardstanding, substation and associated works on open agricultural land to the south-west
of Lyng.  The wind turbine model proposed is a 500kW EWT DW 54 which has a hub height of
50m with a blade diameter of 54m resulting in a total height of 77m.  A hardstanding area would
be required in association with construction cranes and this would measure 15m by 35m.  An
access track would also be required.  Both of these parts of the proposal would be constructed
with a crushed stone running surface on top of a stone sub-surface above a geotextile membrane.
 Both would be semi-permeable.  A substation would also be required to house a transformer and
switchgear equipment.  This is a pre-fabricated structure constructed of glass-reinforced plastic
and would measure 5.1m x 3.5m with a height of 2.5m.  The permission would be for a period of
25 years.    

The site forms part of an open agricultural field located approximately 2km to the south-west of

 DESCRIPTION OF DEVELOPMENT

 SITE AND LOCATION

CASE OFFICER: Chris Raine

No Allocation
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Lyng.  Other nearby settlements as North Tuddenham (4 km away to the south-west), Hockering
(2.3km away to the south), Honingham (4.4km away to the south-east), Weston Longville (3.1km
away to the east), Lenwade (3km to the north-east) and Sparham (3.7km to the north).  The site
lies to the north of the Blind Lane carriageway beyond which is a turkey farm.  To the north-west
is the closest residential dwelling, Primrose Green Lodge, approximately 560m away.  The locality
is characterised by predominantly farm land with a range of properties within 1km of the site.

No relevant site history

 RELEVANT SITE HISTORY

 POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

 CONSULTATIONS

PPS22
CP.11
CP.12
DC.01
DC.15
DC.21
NPPF

Renewable Energy Companion Guide Only
Protection and Enhancement of the Landscape
Energy
Protection of Amenity
Renewable Energy
Farm Diversification
With particular regard to Section 10

The following policies of the adopted Breckland Core Strategy and Development Control Policies
and the adopted Site Specific Policies and Proposals Document, including the Proposals Maps,
have been taken into consideration in the determination of this application.  The provisions of the
National Planning Policy Framework have also been taken into account, where appropriate 

LYNG P C -   
Lyng Parish Council considered the above application at a full meeting of the Council held on 9th
January 2013 with 57 members of the public in attendance. Having fully discussed the application
and having received representations, the Council received a clear public mandate and has
resolved by majority vote to oppose the application.
Before presenting the Council's objection, I am requested to draw attention to your Authority's
refusal of an application for a 33 metre high turbine less than one kilometre to the North-East of
the proposal site, at Collen's Green Farm, Lyng. Planning Application 3PL/2012/0092/F refers.
This Council did not oppose the application but two notable objections were made:
a) Defence Infrastructure Organisation, who submitted that the turbine would cause unacceptable
interference to the Air Defence Radar at RAF Trimingham.
b) Norwich International Airport, who submitted that it conflicted with national and international
safeguarding requirements and that it presents a hazard to the safe operation of aircraft in the

No

 EIA REQUIRED
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vicinity of the airport.
The application was refused on the grounds that it did not accord with Paragraph 25 of Planning
Policy Statement 22 or with Breckland Council's Core Strategy Policy DC15.
As the proposed turbine sits at a similar elevation and is essentially twice the height, the Council
assumes that its impact on the above will not be the lesser.
Reference to Planning Policy
There is much reliance upon National Guidelines which themselves, have been subject to much
change during the last 12 months. Presently the Breckland Local Development Framework
incorporates no definitive Planning Policy on the scale, use or siting of wind turbines save for
Policy DC 15 which itself refers to a Wind Turbine Development Landscape Character
Assessment, Evaluation and Guidance document (WTDLCA) produced in 2003. This document
was compiled 7 years ago and was not adopted as part of the Breckland LDF.
Section 14 of the WTDLCA refers to developments in and along river valleys. It states that "The
pastoral character, low density of settlement and low levels of vehicle movement combine to form
an intimate, tranquil landscape". It further suggests that the key characteristics of a river valley
which should be considered against a development proposal for a single wind turbine are in the
main, highly sensitive, particularly in terms of landscape and settlement where a turbine would
certainly dominate.
Without definitive and up to date policy, a grant of permission for a proposal of this scale in this
location will set an entirely unpleasant and perhaps unstoppable precedent for our future.
The Council is aware that European and Scandinavian countries which led the way in the use of
wind turbine as a source of renewable energy are now beginning to abandon the use of existing
land based wind turbines and restricting new projects for both health and economic reasons.
Perhaps future policy will take account of this trend.
Lyng Parish Council Bases of Objection
1) The Application
Whilst the applicant held pre-application discussions with Breckland Council, no approach has
been made to date to neighbours of the site nor to Lyng Parish Council. The latter invited the
applicant to attend the meeting at which the decision to object was taken, but they failed to
respond or attend.
The application does not relate to a specific turbine but simply to type and size. The Council
accepts that for commercial reasons, the grant of permission needs to precede purchase.
However, almost all the supporting information is predicted, estimated, expected or anticipated.
Little, if any, of the data given appears to be drawn from actual operational turbines in similar
locations. It is well documented that the effects of similar turbines differ according to their
locations. Some actual data would have proved most useful to the Council during its deliberation.
The proposed turbine has the capacity (subject to wind availability) to produce almost 3 times the
energy currently used by the applicant and, unlike the majority of turbines locally, it is not
proposed to site it close to the source of use. The Council believes the application to be one of
capitalising on Government subsidy rather than one of green credentials.
Lyng Parish Council questions the necessity of such a large turbine and the use of the proposed
site as a location.
2) Health & Safety
Whilst National Guidelines suggest minimum distances from dwellings, public amenities etc. for
the siting of turbines, to obviate both noise nuisance and shadow flicker, those distances are now
being brought into question.
On-going medical research is beginning to show the emergence of health problems particularly
caused by low frequency infrasound pulses over greater distances than originally thought.
Shadow flicker, the effect of the rotating blades against the backdrop of sunlight, is known to
cause headaches and epileptic fits to those who are susceptible. Shadow flicker should in theory
only affect properties to the north of the application site and then only those within a certain
range. Evidently computer modulation can counter this effect. However, the issue of both noise
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HOCKERING P C -   

disturbance and shadow flicker appears to be sporadic and dependent upon the particular turbine
and its location. Worryingly, and despite manufacturer's predictions, expectations, estimations
and anticipations, these effects cannot truly be quantified until the turbine is operational.
Lyng Parish Council considers that the proposal site is too close to the settlement of Primrose
Green to ensure that health of residents remains unaffected.
3) Environment
The site lies on a plateau in the heart of the Wensum Valley and commands one of the widest
unspoilt panoramic vistas in the locality. The River Wensum is the only European river which is
designated SSSI and SAC along its entire length. One Kilometre to the South West of the
proposal site, lays Hockering Wood SSSI. The wood is known to support many varied species of
wildlife including nesting Common Buzzards. Honey Buzzards have also been known use the
wood as a food source albeit infrequently.
As would be expected, the surrounding area supports a resident population of bats of various
species. The applicant's survey appears to be sketchy at best. Recent studies carried out for
Lyng Church showed both Natterer's and Serotine bats present, in addition to the species
mentioned in the application. Their foraging area and hedge line flyways will certainly take them
into the application site. The applicant admits that there are no measures which can mitigate or
prevent collision with rotating blades and that an unknown number of bats will perish during the
life of the turbine.
The Council has been invited to assist in developing the route and signage for the proposed new
Norfolk County Council promoted Trail called Wensum Way. The Turbine will be in sight for much
of the trail.
Lyng Parish Council considers that the Wensum Valley and Hockering Wood must be protected
from the intrusion of such development at all costs. They are irreplaceable heritage assets.
4) Location
The Council understands that there is clear evidence that District Councils are becoming obliged
to review dwellings for rating purposes where turbine structures are present nearby. In almost all
cases, their rateable value and hence their market value is reduced.
Primrose Green contains at least one Grade II listed building.
Were the proposal to be permitted, the local transport infrastructure is wholly unsuitable for the
type of the traffic which the project will generate.
Lyng Parish Council considers that the proposed turbine is not commensurate with its purpose
nor is it appropriate to its location. It will unduly dominate both its surroundings and the skyline. It
will provide an unnecessary and unwarranted intrusion in the unspoilt rural landscape and will
overshadow both nearby dwellings and the surrounding area.
Conclusion
It is the Council's assessment that for the reasons given above, this proposal does not accord
with Breckland District Council LDF Policy DC 15 or its attendant document (WTDLCA).
Given the significant opposition shown by the public in this parish and the overwhelming objection
by surrounding Parish Councils, it is clearly a sign that "localism" should be upheld in the planning
process.

Objection.
Noise - the application seems to show no mitigation measures for noise issues. This turbine
would be very close to properties and cause undue disruption from both noise and radio
interference.
Further research is needed on both the visual impact and sound impact.
No tree survey. There is no detail of what trees would be removed or replaced. 
The substation will require enormous disruption of the surrounding area and roads.
The application does not provide in-depth details and little consideration seems to have been
given to the impact it will have on residents in the surrounding area. This causes this parish grave



BRECKLAND COUNCIL - PLANNING COMMITTEE - 29-07-2013

DC131_new

ELSING P C -   

concern about the application as a whole.
Hockering Parish Council wish to be assured that the MOD have been advised of the application.
Hockering believes that, as planning permission has already been granted for 2 x 125m wind
turbines just over the parish border in Weston Longville, that the area has sufficient turbines
blighting the countryside around Hockering already.
The place for wind turbines is out at sea.
Vote was 3:1 against.

Elsing Parish Council met on 21st January 2013 and viewed the plans and supporting documents
relating to the above application.  The Council also received representations from members of the
public.  

Having considered the proposal, Members voted by majority decision to object the application.  In
reaching that decision, the Council realises that there is a need to address the issues of fossil
fuels and establish the provision of renewable energy. 

It is the Council's view that any such provision locally should, be commensurate with its
requirement, take advantage of resources available, but be sympathetic to the landscape and
environment.  Wind turbines are known to be low in their efficiency and rely upon an
unpredictable source.  Hydroelectric power is far more reliable and less intrusive.

The Council has considered this application against Breckland Council LDF Policy DC15 and the
2003 assessment document to which it refers, which is clearly outdated. The Council concludes
that the proposal is contrary to Policy DC15 for the following reasons:

The Proposal will unduly dominate Primrose Green but because of its scale, its presence will also
be to the detriment of the surrounding open heritage landscape of the Wensum Valley which
includes the River Wensum SSSI & SAC and Hockering Wood SSSI.  It is considered to be an
unacceptable, unwarranted and overpowering visual intrusion.

The Proposal will have a significant detrimental effect upon the wildlife which reside in and
around the local SSSI sites, in particular several species of bat and birds of prey.

The proposal will have a significant detrimental effect on the amenity, health and well-being of
those who live nearby.  Medical research suggests that the minimum distances from dwellings at
which turbines should be located, are woefully underestimated.

The proposal has no mitigating benefit to those most affected save for the fact that they will use
green energy at the same cost and contribute by taxation to the Government's renewable energy
subsidy scheme

Whilst Elsing Parish should only suffer visual intrusion, it is possible that at times noise will carry
far enough to affect residents and it is also possible that some Elsing residents will suffer signal
disruption caused by the turbine.

In conclusion, the siting of 77 metre wind turbine at Primrose Green would cause unacceptable
loss of amenity to those people who live, work and enjoy the life which this rural agricultural
landscape has to offer. 

The Council is particularly concerned by the precedent which a grant of permission would set
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GREAT WITCHINGHAM PARISH COUNCIL -   

given the reliance upon an outdated strategy for wind turbine capacity in this area and the fact
that was not adopted into LDF policy.  

Sparham Parish Council met on 7th January 2013 and viewed the plans and supporting
documents relating to the above application. The Council also received representations from
members of the public.
Having considered the matter carefully, Members voted by unanimous decision to object the
application. In reaching that decision, the Council realises that there is a need to address the
issues of global warming and establish a nationwide basis for the provision of clean energy.
The proposal site lies on one of the highest points locally and the turbine will inevitably intrude
into the open skyline from many surrounding viewpoints. It also commands one of the widest
unspoilt panoramic views in the county.
The River Wensum is the only European river to be designated as a Site of Special Scientific
Interest and a Special Area of Conservation along its entire length. The Wensum Valley
commands some of most unspoilt scenery in the UK. This Council cannot support the intrusion of
any industrial scale wind turbine in the Wensum valley.
The proposal site lies 1 kilometre North-West of Hockering Wood, an important SSSI site. The
wood and its periphery are a haven for many species of field and woodland wildlife and by the
applicant's own admission, wind turbines are known to present a risk of collision to various
species of bat leading to an unknown number of fatalities among protected species. At least two
species of bat are present in Lyng which the applicant's survey did not record.
The locality already has planning permission for a 50 acre solar panel farm and two 125 metre
wind turbines. The latter being granted at appeal, one of the bases for which was that they stand
alone in the surrounding area.
Whilst no resident of Sparham Parish is directly affected by the noise and shadow flicker issues
which may arise, the Council does have concerns over the health problems which this may cause
and the loss of amenity for those people living nearby. Noise is known to carry for some 2
kilometres from the turbine. The application infers that no dwelling is close enough to suffer
shadow flicker.
Much of the information provided is based upon projections, estimates and theoretical
calculations for a ¿type¿ of turbine. The Council would have preferred to see real figures based
upon actual results from a cross section of "in service" turbines from a variety of locations.
There is a need for an up to date green energy policy which reflects the current knowledge of
efficiency and environmental suitability.
Conclusion
Sparham Parish Council believes this proposal to be the wrong structure in the wrong place and
therefore contrary to Breckland LDF Policy DC15 and commends Breckland Planning Committee
to refuse the application.

Great Witchingham Parish Council met on 24th January 2013 and viewed the plans and
supporting documents relating to the above application.  

Having considered the proposal, Members voted by majority decision to object the application.  In
reaching that decision, the Council realises that there is a need to establish the provision of
renewable energy

The Council has considered this application against Breckland Council LDF Policy DC15 and
concludes that the proposal is contrary to that policy for the following reasons:

The Proposal will unduly dominate Primrose Green but because of its scale, its presence will also
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NORFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL HIGHWAYS    
Object.
The application is not supported by sufficient information to demonstrate that the development
will not be detrimental to highway safety or the satisfactory functioning of the local highway
network.
The proposed construction traffic by reason of its width, height and axle weight cannot negotiate

NORTH TUDDENHAM PC -   

be to the detriment of the surrounding open heritage landscape of the Wensum Valley which
includes the River Wensum SSSI & SAC and Hockering Wood SSSI.  The Proposal will have a
significant detrimental effect upon the wildlife which resides in and around those local SSSI sites.
The proposal will also have a significant detrimental effect on the amenity, health and well-being
of those who live nearby. 

The Parish Council is concerned that not enough research has been undertaken to examine the
effects of low frequency infrasound waves emitted by large turbines.

The Parish Council is not convinced by the sustainability arguments in support of the use of wind
energy and remains sceptical that there is any cost benefit beyond the 25 life of a turbine.

Whilst Great Witchingham Parish should only suffer visual intrusion, the Council is particularly
concerned by the precedent which a grant of permission would set given the reliance upon an
outdated strategy for wind turbine capacity in this area and the fact that was not adopted into LDF
policy.  

The Council notes and supports the objections made by Norwich Airport and the Ministry of
Defence.

- The wind turbine will be visually intrusive in a pleasant rural area.  Due to the height and position
of the proposed turbine it will be visible from a great distance.  

- There is an industrial area further away, which already hosts two wind turbines, would it not be
sensible to site the proposed turbine on the existing industrial area,  rather than intrude into the
countryside?

- There will inevitably be an environmental effect on the nearby SSSI., Hockering Wood, which is
the only wood of its¿ type in the country- a mixture of lime and oak trees. This wood is host to
numerous species of wildlife, including bats and owls. It is known that bats are drawn to Wind
Turbines and may be killed by the blades.

- The entire area is host to Great Crested newts, a protected species. Can the applicant confirm
that there are no newts on the proposed site and that none will be disturbed either whilst
development takes place or at a later date?

- The roads leading to the site are not suitable for heavy traffic, either whilst the site is being
developed or later if maintenance is necessary.

- There has been no contact, or consultation, with the surrounding parishes, although the
development is on their boundaries and will affect them.
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MINISTRY OF DEFENCE (WIND TURBINES)    

CIVIL AVIATION AUTHORITY    

SAFEGUARDING CO-ORDINATOR NORWICH INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT    

NATIONAL AIR TRAFFIC SERVICES    

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH OFFICERS    

TREE & COUNTRYSIDE CONSULTANT    

CLERK TO WESTON LONGVILLE PARISH COUNCIL    

the local highway network even allowing for works that may be able to take place within the
highway boundaries.  Accordingly construction traffic will endanger the satisfactory functioning of
the local highway network.

Object.
The turbine will be 30.81 km from, detectable by, and will cause unacceptable interference to the
AD radar at RAF Trimmingham.  Trials carried out in 2005 concluded that wind turbines can have
detrimental effects on the operation of radar which include the desensitisation of radar in the
vicinity of the turbines, and the creation of "false" aircraft returns.  The probability of the radar
detecting aircraft flying over or in the vicinity of the turbines would be reduced, and the RAF
would be unable to provide a full air surveillance service in the area of the proposed wind farm.   
If the developer is able to overcome the issues stated above, the MOD will request that all
turbines be fitted with 25 candela omni-directional red lighting or infrared lighting with an
optimised flash pattern of 60 flashes per minute of 200ms to 500ms duration at the highest
practicable point. 

No objection.

Object.
We find that it conflicts with national and international safeguarding requirements and that it
presents a hazard to the safe operation of aircraft in the vicinity of Norwich International Airport. 
The Civil Aviations Authority's publication CAP 393 "Air Navigation: The Order and Regulations"
places at Article 211(5), an obligation on the aerodrome licensee to take all reasonable steps to
secure the safety of aircraft operating in the vicinity of an aerodrome.  We therefore object to the
grant of Planning Permission for the title development.  

No objection.

Background noise survey and investigation in respect of shadow flicker required

Requests scheme for offset biodiversity enhancements and further information in respect of
cumulative impact on the landscape



BRECKLAND COUNCIL - PLANNING COMMITTEE - 29-07-2013

DC131_new

BROADLAND DISTRICT COUNCIL    

Object. 
1.  Visual intrusion/impact on landscape
This proposal would create an unacceptable concentration of intrusive industrial scale
renewables within a small rural area. This area is now potentially subject to a 50 acre solar farm
and two 410 foot (125m) wind turbines, The proposed 250 foot (77m) wind turbine would visually
dominate an extremely large area of flat, open landscape, rich in rural solitude, and would impact
upon, and be in conflict with, the "open sky" character of the area.  Its presence would be an
unacceptable expansion of the local rural area affected by such giant industrial installations.
2.  Noise and Shadow Flicker
Local residents and those enjoying this countryside could well be affected by noise and shadow
flicker which would be apparent over a very large area, there being very little in the way of
vegetation to ameliorate these effects.
3. Loss of amenity (enjoyment of rural landscape)
Development should only be permitted where it is not detrimental to the character, scenic quality
or visual benefit of the area. It is important to protect and enhance the character and appearance
of the countryside for its own sake. The presence of this turbine, a large industrial structure,
would be quite counter to this.
4. Air Safety
There are considerable concerns that the proposal would impact upon aviation safety resulting
from radar interference caused by the wind turbine. Recent decisions in respect of smaller
turbines in this area by the Ministry of Defence and Norwich International Airport show that radar
interference would be unacceptable both in terms of impact on the national air defence capability
and fight safety into Norwich Airport
5. Cumulative effects and the potential for more turbines
Approval of this application could set a dangerous precedent for this rural area becoming
progressively industrialised given that already planning permission has been granted within this 2
km wide area for two giant wind turbines and a 50 acre solar farm. In allowing Bernard Matthew's
appeal against the decision of Broadland District Council for the two 125m wind turbines near
Weston Longville the Inspector pointed out that the fact that there were just two of them was an
important factor in his decision. Any addition to this number in this area would therefore seem to
be unacceptable to the Planning Inspectorate as well as local residents.
6. Loss of residential amenity and the effect on house prices
It has been recognised by the valuation office agency (which sets the council tax valuations for
properties) that proximity to a wind turbine may have such a detrimental effect on residential
amenity that it results in a significant loss of a property's value. Although the Parish Council
accepts (albeit seemingly that it is quite counter to the concept of natural justice) that loss of
property value is not a material planning consideration, it is considered that the proposal will
adversely affect the outlook and residential amenities of nearby properties and that this is a
planning consideration.  It is understood that no assessment of the impact on residential amenity
has been made in this application.
7. Ecology
The Parish Council is concerned about the potential ecological impact to bird and bat populations
In summary Weston Longville Parish Council objects to this application and considers that the
small contribution the turbine is likely to make to the national renewables target is insignificant
when set against the adverse impact it will have in this area.

No objections
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Objections have been received.  A summary of which is as follows:

Principle of localism should be followed;  set a precedent for others within the locality;  too tall;
just an opportunity to make money;  too close to residential dwellings which would lead to health
concerns including (shadow flicker, vibration, noise, loss of view/outlook, headaches, cognitive
and psychological impairment, sleep deprivation);  devaluation of property;  detrimental to local
wildlife including protected species;  traffic concerns relating to construction traffic;  detrimental to
the character and appearance of the rural landscape;  significant levels of local objection (95% at
parish meeting);  objections from Norwich Airport and MOD;  detrimental to the setting of grade 1
listed buildings Elsing Hall and St Mary Church;  detrimental to the Wensum Valley which is a
SSSI and SAC;  detrimental to Hockering Woods;  detrimental to telephone, broadband and
television reception;  detrimental to tourism;  detrimental to users of adjacent footways and
bridleways;  no dialogue with the community;  cumulative impact with the two turbines approved
at Weston Airfield;  no community benefit to the scheme;  it will lead to population imbalance;
detrimental to livestock health;  safety concerns regarding wind turbines and the landowner
should build them close to where he lives.

Letters of support for the scheme have also been received.

 REPRESENTATIONS

* The application is referred to the Planning Committee as it is considered to be locally sensitive.

Principle of Development
* On a national level, section 10 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is entitled

 ASSESSMENT NOTES

ENVIRONMENT AGENCY    

NATURAL ENGLAND    

MR W P BORRETT    

No objection subject to an informative.

No objection.

I write to support the position taken by Lyng Parish Council in the above planning application (as
outlined in the document attached to this email).  I endorse all the arguments and objections put
forward and wish for my objection to be shared with the Members of the planning committee
when the application is heard.

ENGLISH HERITAGE -  No Comments Received 

HISTORIC ENVIRONMENT OFFICER -  No Comments Received 

NORFOLK WILDLIFE TRUST -  No Comments Received 

R S P B -  No Comments Received 
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"Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change" and confirms general
support for renewable energy proposals subject to their being no significant harm being caused
by the proposal.  Furthermore, the companion guide to PPS22: Renewable Energy continues to
be applicable, and highlights some of the relevant issues associated with determining planning
applications for renewable energy schemes such as wind turbines.  
* At local level, Policy DC15 Renewable Energy re-iterates support, in principle, for renewable
energy proposals subject to their being no significant harm being caused by the scheme.  A
number of other local policies are considered relevant namely CP11, CP12, DC1 and DC21. 
* In addition, the Council also jointly commissioned a Landscape Assessment, Evaluation and
Guidance Report with Kings Lynn and West Norfolk Council for Wind Turbine Development to
determine the ability, or otherwise, of different types of landscape to accept wind turbine
development.
* Whilst accepting the broad principle of renewable energy schemes, it is necessary to assess the
particular impacts envisaged by this development, and an assessment of the relevant issues is as
follows:

Visual Impact upon the character and appearance of the countryside
* In landscape terms the site is classified as "Settled Tributary Farmland" in the co-commissioned
landscape assessment document.  This type of landscape is considered to have a high capacity
for being capable of accommodating a single turbine.  However, in this instance, it is important to
acknowledge the existence of planning permission for two wind turbines at the nearby Weston
airfield, and whether the current proposal and these consented two would be seen as a "small
group" of turbines.  It is considered essential to establish whether this is the case, and
consequently, the agent has been asked to provide some visual documentation to demonstrate
the likely relationship.  At the time of writing, such information has not been received.  
* On this basis it is considered that the applicant has failed to adequately demonstrate that the
scheme would not be harmful to the character and appearance of the landscape.  It should be
noted that the aforementioned co-commissioned landscape assessment concludes that a "settled
tributary farmland" landscape has only a moderate capacity to absorb small groups of wind
turbines.

Impact upon residential amenity
* Noise - The applicant has provided information in relation to the noise implications of the
scheme.  The Council's Environmental Health Officer has assessed this and concluded the need
for a background noise survey to be undertaken so as to fully understand the implications for
local residents.  This has been requested from the agent, but at the time of writing has not yet
been received.  On this basis it is considered that the application has failed to adequately
demonstrate that the scheme would not be harmful to the amenities of local residents by virtue of
excess noise disturbance.
* Shadow flicker - The submitted planning application documentation and environmental report
suggests that shadow flicker will not occur as the turbine does not conflict with the criteria for
establishing whether flicker will occur as set out in the National Policy Statement for Renewable
Energy Infrastructure.  Whilst acknowledging this, the Environmental Health Officer has
suggested that due to their being two residential dwellings (Primrose Lodge and Cherry Tree
Farm) just beyond one of the relevant assessment criteria, an investigation report showing the
potential impact on the two aforementioned properties should be undertaken.  To date this has
not been received.  
* On this basis it is considered that the applicant has failed to demonstrate that harm will not be
caused to neighbour residents by virtue of shadow flicker.
* Outlook - It is considered that the turbines are sufficiently distanced from  any local residents so
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as to not significantly compromise outlook.

Transport and Traffic
* The Highway Authority (Norfolk County Council) have been consulted and they have concluded
that there is a need for further information to be submitted to demonstrate that the development
will not be detrimental to highway safety or the satisfactory functioning of the local highway
network and provide evidence to prove that the proposed construction traffic by reason of its
width, height and axle weight can negotiate the local highway network allowing for works that may
be able to take place within the highway boundaries.  
This has been requested from the agent, but at the time of writing has not been received.  
* On this basis it is considered that the application has failed to adequately prove that the
proposal would not be detrimental to highway safety.    

Aviation
* In terms of civil aviation, Norwich Airport has been consulted and confirmed that they object on
the grounds of the proposal conflicting with national and international safeguarding requirements
and that it presents a hazard to the safe operation of aircraft in the vicinity of Norwich
International Airport. 
The Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) and National Air Traffic Services (NATS) have confirmed that
they have no objections.
* In terms of military aviation, the Ministry of Defence (MOD) has confirmed that the turbine will
be 30.81 km from, detectable by, and will cause unacceptable interference to the AD radar at
RAF Trimmingham.  Trials carried out in 2005 concluded that wind turbines can have detrimental
effects on the operation of radar which include the desensitisation of radar in the vicinity of the
turbines, and the creation of "false" aircraft returns.  The probability of the radar detecting aircraft
flying over or in the vicinity of the turbines would be reduced, and the RAF would be unable to
provide a full air surveillance service in the area of the proposed wind farm.
* It is considered that on the basis of the concerns expressed by both Norwich International
Airport and the MOD the scheme would unacceptably conflict with aviation safety.   

Ecology
* The submitted planning application documentation and environmental report concludes that no
significant harm to valued ecological interest would occur.  Whilst this is accepted by Natural
England and the Council's Tree and Countryside Consultant, it is evident that the application
makes no specific provision for ecological enhancements.  It is considered that these should be
forthcoming.  It is considered reasonable that, if the application were to be approved, they could
be secured through a suitably worded planning condition.  

Telecommunications
* The applicant has undertaken significant discussions with the various telecommunication
providers and no objections have been received.
* In terms of terrestrial television interference, the application acknowledges that interference
could occur to some homes, and in light of this, mitigation measures are suggested.  It is
considered that this is an acceptable solution and could be secured through a suitably worded
planning condition.
* It is considered that no significant harm would occur to telecommunications.

Other issues
* In response to concerns raised by third parties set out above, the following points should be
stressed:
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Refusal of Planning Permission

9900
9900
9900
9900

Lack of information re noise
Lack of information re visual impact upon rural landscape
Lack of information re highway safety
Detrimental to air traffic safety

 RECOMMENDATION

 REASON(S) FOR REFUSAL

* The fact that the turbines are heavily reliant on government subsidy, just an opportunity to make
money, significant levels of local objection (95% at parish meeting), no dialogue with the
community, no community benefit to the scheme, 
it will lead to population imbalance, safety concerns regarding wind turbines and the landowner
should build them close to where he lives are not considered to be planning reasons for refusing
an application.
* Equally, the effect on house prices and the undesirability of living in an area with turbines are
not planning matters per se, however, residential amenity is.  It is considered that this has been
fully assessed above.
* Concern at the impact on livestock health has not been raised as a concern by the
Environmental Health Officer and as such is not considered to be a reason for refusal. 
* Concern at the proposal being detrimental to tourism has been raised.  It is considered that
there is no tangible evidence to suggest that this would inevitably happen as a consequence of
the proposed development and therefore is not considered to be a reason for refusal. 
* Concern has been expressed that it will set a precedent for others within the locality.  It should
be stressed that all applications are assessed on their merits and should one turbine be approved
it does not necessarily mean that all subsequent applications would be approved.
* In support of the scheme, reference has been made to farm diversification; whilst there is
general support for farm diversification this must not be exercised at the expense of other issue
such as those referred to above.  Therefore this does not outweigh the concerns outlined above.
 
Conclusion
* It is evident that there are concerns relating to the scheme in terms of neighbour amenity,
highway safety, visual impact upon the rural landscape and aviation safety matters as outlined
above, and as such the scheme is recommended for refusal.
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2

WEETING
Land to East of The Beeches
Lynn Road

Childerhouse Lodge Farms
c/o Agent 

Mr Ian Whettingsteel
E J W Planning Limited Lincoln Barn

24 residential dwellings (Outline application)  

Outline

3PL/2013/0258/O

N

N

Out Settlemnt Bndry

N

ITEM

LOCATION:

APPLICANT:

AGENT:

PROPOSAL:

REF NO:

APPN TYPE:

POLICY:

ALLOCATION:

CONS AREA: TPO:

LB GRADE:

 

 RECOMMENDATION : APPROVAL

Impact upon the Breckland SPA
Compliance with housing policy
Impact upon the character and appearance of the locality
Impact on neighbour amenity
Highway safety
Archaeology

 KEY ISSUES

The application seeks outline planning permission for a second phase of residential development
on land to the north of Cromwell Road in Weeting.  Matters of access and layout are sought for
approval, all other matters including appearance, scale and landscaping will be considered as part
of a separate Reserved Matters application.

Planning permission was granted at Appeal under planning reference 3PL/2011/1102/F for the
erection of no.35 dwellings, a new access, no.24 allotments, a community woodland and public
open space.  The Appeal Decision reference APP/F2605/A/12/2172205/NWF is attached as
Appendix 1 to this report for ease of reference.

This application seeks permission for a second phase of residential development to the
application granted at Appeal.  

The proposal comprises the erection of additional no. 21 dwellings, and the relocation of no.3
approved dwellings within the site boundary of the first phase of residential development.  The
proposal also includes new parish allotments, an extension of the community woodland to the
east of the application site and the footpath that was approved as part of the first phase of

 DESCRIPTION OF DEVELOPMENT

CASE OFFICER: Jemima Dean

No Allocation
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development.

The mix of units would be as follows: no. 2 x 2 bed dwellings, no. 16 x 3 bed dwellings, no. 2 x 4
bed dwellings, and no. 1 x 5 bed dwelling.

The application proposes the second phase of residential development to be located on land
allocated for allotments under Phase I, it is now proposed to locate 1.5 hectares of allotment land
immediately to the north of the proposed Phase II housing.

Vehicular and pedestrian access to the application site would be by means of a new priority T-
junction on Cromwell Road via the first phase of residential development.  This access was
previously approved as part of Phase I. The proposed relocation of the no. 3 dwellings already
approved would allow the continuation of the access through the existing development to the
application site.  Vehicular and pedestrian access to the proposed allotments would be via Phase
I and Phase II housing, from the north east of the application site.

The application site comprises 2.4 hectare of agricultural land located on the north western edge
of the village of Weeting (classified as a local service centre).  The site falls beyond the
Settlement Boundary.  The site is accessed via a private drive which adjoins the Brandon Road to
the west.  The private drive also serves number of residential dwellings and agricultural buildings
which lie to the west of the application site.  Immediately to the south of the site is land the subject
of Phase I residential development for no. 35 dwellings allowed at appeal 16 August 2012.  To the
east is a belt of trees beyond which are the private gardens of a number of residential properties.
Immediately to the north of the proposed built development is a line of mature trees, beyond
which further agricultural land.  The proposed location for the new allotment land would be to the
north of the tree line.

The application site is in the vicinity of Breckland Farmland Site of Special Scientific Interest
(SSSI) and Breckland Forest SSSI.  These SSSIs form part of Breckland Special Protection Area
(SPA).  The application site is also in the vicinity of Weeting Heath SSSI which is part of
Breckland SPA and Breckland Special Area of Conservation (SAC), and is also designated as
Weeting Heath National Nature Reserve (NNR).  The site lies within 1500 metres of SPA
supporting or capable of supporting stone curlew.

The site is generally flat and level.

 SITE AND LOCATION

Application ref: 3PL/2011/1102/F for the development of 35 dwellings, a new access, 24
allotments, community woodland and open space was refused by Breckland District Council 3
February 2012.

 RELEVANT SITE HISTORY

Yes

 EIA REQUIRED
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An Inquiry, appeal ref: APP/F2605/A/12/2172205 was held 19-21 June 2012 against the decision
to refuse planning permission by Breckland District Council.  The development was allowed 16
August 2013 for the erection of 35 dwellings, a new access, 24 allotments, community woodland
and open space.

 POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

ENVIRONMENT AGENCY    

RAMBLERS ASSOCIATION:  NORFOLK AREA    

No objection subject to conditions.

We note that the applicant states that the existing informal footpath to the rear of the properties in
Cromwell Close is to be retained and improved to provide pedestrian and cycle access to the
village centre.  We welcome the principle behind this, though have doubts about the use of the
path for cycling as well as walking, given the application for this path to be designated as a public
footpath (which would preclude cyclists use).  The application is the subject of a letter from Jackie
Brooks, NCC Definitive Map Officer, on 6 March 2013, reference JB/40437/HP493/1, should
reference be needed.  We would wish to ensure that this potential designation is not prejudiced
by the current application, and that approval should require the protection of the path as if it was
so designated.

 CONSULTATIONS

SS1
CP.01
CP.10
CP.14
DC.01
DC.02
DC.04
DC.11
DC.12
DC.13
DC.14
DC.16
DC.19
NPPF

Spatial Strategy
Housing
Natural Environment
Sustainable Rural Communities
Protection of Amenity
Principles of New Housing
Affordable Housing Principles
Open Space
Trees and Landscape
Flood Risk
Energy Efficiency
Design
Parking Provision
With particular regard to paragraphs 14, 46, 49, 50, 118 and 119

The following policies of the adopted Breckland Core Strategy and Development Control Policies
and the adopted Site Specific Policies and Proposals Document, including the Proposals Maps,
have been taken into consideration in the determination of this application.  The provisions of the
National Planning Policy Framework have also been taken into account, where appropriate 

WEETING P C -   
Parish comments to be reported on addendum sheet
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NATURAL ENGLAND    
12 July 2013

Under Article 22(3) -additional environmental information to form part of Environmental Statement
Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 11 June 2013, which was received by
Natural England on the same date. 
Natural England is a non-departmental public body.  Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the
natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future
generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development.  
Natural England considers that the information provided by Wild Frontier Ecology in their letter of
5 June 2013 has satisfactorily resolved our concerns with the in combination effects relating to
the co-location of the mitigation for the two phases of the housing development and a proposed
solar farm.   We note that the solar farm is no longer proposed for the site that has been agreed
to provide mitigation for the residential development.  We consider that the solar farm will require
its own Habitats Regulations Assessment to be carried out at the time of submission of the
planning application which will include an alone or in combination assessment.
We consider that the mitigation that has been proposed for the two phases of the housing
development is satisfactory in principle and this needs to be made a requirement of the grant of
permission.  If there is an intention to have further phases of development in this location, then
they should also be considered in combination.
Breckland Council is the competent authority for this application and will have to carry out its own
in combination assessment.  We advise that any other submitted plans or proposals or consented
but not yet started applications that the local authority are aware of that may have an impact on
the ability of the SPA to support stone curlews in this area are in included in the in combination
assessment. 

10 July 2013

Thank you for your letter dated 10 June which was received by Natural England on 13 June
2013.   Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure
that the natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and
future generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development.  
 
To respond to the further issues raised on your letter, I have the following comments to make,
using your paragraph references : 
1.3  In planning terminology, I accept your assertion that 24 houses is classed as major
development requiring allocation in forward plans.  From our perspective, by small increase in
housing density, we were referring in a non-technical way to the overall change to the built area
for the settlement of Weeting; the proposal for 24 houses covers about 1 ha and Weeting village
is about 55ha.  This proposal thus represents an increase of less than 2% in the housing area.
Similarly, there may be a planning definition for infill but we were using it to mean development 
that does not significantly extend the built envelope. 

2.0  We have advised that a five year snapshot of data is used to be consistent with other
appropriate assessments.  However, I will check with our senior ornithologist as to whether we
would require mitigation for nesting attempts since 1995 and our answer will be with you by 24
July at the latest.

2.1  I have taken my wording from p28 of Footprint Ecology 2008 report which states that there is
some avoidance of housing, with a positive relationship between nest density and distance from
settlements up to 1.5km, however this relationship is not clear.  This may be due to variability in
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precise habitat type and quality observed between different fragments of SSSI and semi-natural
grassland.   

2.2  You consider that you have no reason to believe that the nesting success of birds on
Weeting Heath is immune to development to north of Weeting.  We also consider that the
existing  settlement of Weeting is likely to be having an avoidance effect on nesting stone curlew
on  Weeting Heath.  The question to us is whether the proposal will significantly increase this
avoidance effect and we have concluded that it is unlikely to.  

I realise that there is no map-based tool for evaluating this at the moment and we came to our
opinion using our professional judgement.  However, a consideration of the hypothetical grid
model  developed by Footprint Ecology in their latest study (2013) of the relationship between
buildings  and stone curlew distribution may be helpful in providing a framework for a testable
approach.  Scenario 8 shows that a development of 20ha adjacent to the grid gives a 87%
decline in total nests. Since Weeting is over twice this size, we might conclude that there is
already a major depression factor arising from this settlement.  The FE report concludes that
where there is existing  development close to suitable stone curlew habitat, or high levels of
development already, then  further development has relatively little impact (see Implications
section of Summary).

If the proposal was for a similar amount of housing in an area without any existing housing, then
based on the hypothetical grid model (e.g. scenario 2 - 36% decline) we agree that it would be
likely to have a significant effect.  
3.1  We have considered the impact of the proposal both in isolation and in combination as this is
a requirement of the Conservation of Habitats & Species Regulations 2010 (the Habitats
Regulations).   Regulation 61 states that:

61.(1) A competent authority, before deciding to undertake, or give any consent, permission or
other authorisation for, a plan or project which  
 
(a) is likely to have a significant effect on a European site or a European offshore marine  site
(either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), and  
(b) is not directly connected with or necessary to the management of that site,   

must make an appropriate assessment of the implications for that site in view of that sites
conservation objectives.  
 
For European and internationally designated sites, we consider whether a particular proposal will
have an effect taken in isolation, and then if there is not considered to be an effect, we consider
whether the proposal could have an effect in combination with other plans or projects, in order to
advise you.
   
In this case, my letter to Jemima Dean in connection with the outline application (dated 25 April
2013, ref 83424) advised that the in combination aspects of this proposal needed further
information and clarification in order to produce a complete appropriate assessment.  We are
now  in receipt of further information from you and we intend to respond to this by 16th  July if
this is  acceptable to you.  Please accept my apologies for the delay in responding to this
consultation and I hope the delay has not inconvenienced you.

3.2  We agree that the distance to the AUR is small.  However, the closure of the permissive path
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towards the SPA is about providing more attractive alternative options for walkers.  This
technique  has been used in other developments, particularly in relation to coastal SPAs.   

4.0  The existing settlement is likely to be having an avoidance effect on nesting stone curlew.
We  consider that the 24 houses, would not significantly increase the avoidance effect due to
residential  development, or the number of predators or pedestrians experienced by the SPA.
However, the  adjacent arable land may be used for foraging by stone curlew.  This behaviour is
nocturnal and we consider that there is unlikely to be a significant increase in the number of
pedestrians that might disturb the birds arising from the development during the night. We have
been informed that the arable land (and the nature reserve) is keepered and any cats would be
controlled.

I hope this has explained our position and will help you with your appropriate assessment. I will
follow up this letter with a call to check that I have addressed your questions as practically as
possible.  

25 April 2013

Objection - further information required 
 
Natural England advises your authority that the proposal, if undertaken in strict accordance with
the details submitted, taken alone is not likely to have a significant effect on the interest features
for which Breckland SPA and Breckland SAC has been classified.  However, Natural England
advises that your Authority undertakes an Appropriate Assessment to assess the implications of
this proposal in combination with other plans and proposals on the sites conservation objectives.

Natural England notes the report which has been submitted in support of this outline application
entitled Proposed Phase 2 housing development at Cromwell Road, Weeting:  Ecological
Appraisal of Proposed Development & Supporting Evidence for Appropriate Assessment relating
to Breckland Special Protection Area (Wild Frontier Ecology, January 2013).  We have the
following comments to make in connection with this report. 
 
Natural England considers that the outline application, taken alone, is not likely to have a
significant adverse effect on the interest features of Breckland SPA.  However, we have some
comments to make in connection with the assessment of in combination effects and the
mitigation proposed for stone curlew outwith the SPA.  We would also advise that the
methodology used to calculate the impact on nesting stone curlew contains some inaccurate
assumptions and we are willing to provide advice directly to Wild Frontier Ecology on our
preferred approach.  These aspects are discussed in more detail below. 
 
i)  In combination effects 
 
We are aware of a proposal for a solar park that has recently been submitted for a screening
opinion (application ref: 3SR/2013/0005/SCR) on land immediately adjacent to this application.
One of the locations for the solar park is the area that we understand had been agreed to provide
mitigation for the first phase of residential development at this site (application ref:
PL/2011/1102/F).  Although we appreciate that the solar park proposal was not in the public
domain at the time the report for the application in question was prepared, the in combination
assessment needs to be revised to take into account the likely effects of the solar park,
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NORFOLK WILDLIFE TRUST    

particularly the implications for mitigation proposals in connection with the residential
development.  If there is an intention to have further phases of development in this location, then
they should also be considered in combination.  We advise that any other submitted plans or
proposals or consented but not yet started applications that the local authority are aware of that
may have an impact on the ability of the SPA to support stone curlews in this area are in included
in the in combination assessment.  

ii)  Mitigation
 
We note the intention to provide suitable screening around the allotments and we would request
clarification that a 2ha nest plot will be provided in addition to the mitigation already agreed for
the first phase of this development.  As mentioned above, note our concern with the use of the
same location for a solar park and for mitigation of this phased residential application.   
 
iii)  Method of calculation of impact 
 
We note the method used to calculate non-specific proximity impacts on nesting stone curlew in
the Wild Frontier Ecology report and we agree that the Footprint Ecology model is not directly
comparable as the nearest stone curlew nests within the SPA are found on the semi-natural
habitats of Weeting Heath rather than arable land.  However, the application of a 3% depression
factor (as used in the Footprint Ecology report) would not appear to us to be appropriate.  We are
willing to discuss this with Wild Frontier ecologists separately.  In this case, however, we agree
with the findings of the Wild Frontier Ecology report that there is unlikely to be an impact on the
SPA from non-specific proximity impacts of this development taken in isolation.

11-07-2013
We note that Wild Frontier Ecology has responded to the original consultation responses and that
subsequent to this RSPB have maintained their objection. Having considered the arguments, we
maintain our support of the view of RSPB that the Footprint Ecology report is relevant to stone
curlew nesting and disturbance on semi-natural land and that there is likely to be a significant
adverse impact on the Breckland SPA.

22-05-2013
We support the views of NE and RSPB that an Appropriate Assessment (AA) is undertaken with
respect to include cumulative and in-combination effects and that further information will be
required in order to undertake the AA. 

We note that there is a difference of opinion as to the validity of using the Footprint Ecology (FE)
method to assess impacts on stone curlew for this development and that NE have concluded that
they would be happy with an alternative approach.  It is not clear to us, what this alternative
method of assessment of impacts would be and unless the validity of an alternative approach is
clearly demonstrated, it is our view that assessment should continue to be based on the FE
methodology. As a result, we support the views of RSPB that impacts should be assessed using
the Footprint Ecology method.
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CRIME PREVENTION/ARCHITECTURAL LIAISON OFFICER    

NORFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL HIGHWAYS    

NORFOLK LANDSCAPE ARCHAEOLOGY    

ANGLIAN WATER SERVICE    

R S P B    

Do not wish to formally object to the proposals at this time.  Should the proposals gain planning
approval, request an informative be placed upon said approval.

15 July 2013
No objection subject to conditions.

30 May 2013
The Highway Authority would wish to see a revised site layout taking into consideration the a
number of points before recommending the conditions that would be appropriate to a grant of
permission.

No objection subject to conditions attached to any planning permission requesting an
archaeological written scheme of investigation to be submitted to and approved by the local
planning authority in writing.

Records show that there are no assets owned by Anglian Water or those subject to an adoption
agreement within the development site boundary.  Foul drainage from this development is in the
catchment of Weeting STW that at present has available capacity for these flows.  Sewerage
system at present has available capacity for these flows. If the developer wishes to connect to
our sewerage network they should serve notice under Section 106 of the Water industry Act
1991.  We will then advise them of the most suitable point of connection.  We request that the
agreed surface water strategy/flood risk strategy is conditioned in the planning approval.

Comments 17 July 2013 

We consider that the arguments we present apply equally to both the previous and the present
housing applications and do not consider that either development has been able to prove
satisfactorily that an adverse effect on the Breckland SPA would be avoided. Regrettably we
were unable to attend the appeal for the previous planning application and so it was not possible
to challenge the arguments advanced by the appellants consultant. However, our concerns about
the adequacy of the environmental information and the measures proposed to overcome impacts
persist. I have attached our written proof of evidence for the previous appeal for information.
 
The fundamental points we have been making in both these cases is that there is a requirement
under the Habitats Regulations for the applicant to demonstrate that an adverse effect on the
Breckland SPA can be avoided, that the decision needs to be made on solid scientific evidence,
and that where the evidence is unclear, then a precautionary approach should be taken to ensure
damage is avoided. In both cases, we consider that there has been insufficient information
supplied to support the claim that an adverse effect would be avoided, and there are frequent
flaws in the ecological assessment which consequently contradict the established evidence base
produced by Footprint Ecology in their report which informed the HRA of Brecklands Core
Strategy.
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The existing science has demonstrated a cumulative negative effect on stone curlew nesting
density in the SPA from increases in built development within 1500m, but it has not been able to
identify the casual mechanisms that drive this effect. We could speculate to some degree as to
what some of these mechanisms may be (e.g. noise, night-time lighting, increases in predators,
increases in pedestrian access to nesting habitat) but it is not yet known what the full range of
mechanisms are. Without knowing the causal mechanism it is extremely difficult to identify the
necessary mitigation measures with the level of confidence required by the Habitats Regulations. 
 
There are a series of steps set out in the Habitats Regulations to be considered by the competent
authority, in this case Breckland District Council, in determining if consent should be granted,
noting in doing so the precautionary principle enshrined in the Habitats Regulations:

Step 1: Under regulation 61(1)(b) consider whether the proposal is directly connected with or
necessary to the management of the SPA. The current housing scheme does not meet these
requirements.
Step 2: Under regulation 61(1)(a) consider, on a precautionary basis, whether the proposal is
likely to have a significant effect on the SPA, either alone or in combination with other plans or
projects (the Significance Test). On the basis of the scientific evidence prepared as part of the
evidence base for the Core Strategy it is clear that this proposal will have a likely significant
effect.
Step 3: Under regulation 61(1), make an appropriate assessment of the implications for the SPA
in view of its conservation objectives. Regulation 61(2) empowers the competent authority (the
Council) to require an applicant to provide information for the purposes of the appropriate
assessment. 
Step 4: Pursuant to regulation 61(5) and (6), consider whether it can be ascertained that the
proposal will not, alone or in combination with other plans or projects, adversely affect the
integrity of the SPA, having regard to the manner in which it is proposed to be carried out, and
any conditions or restrictions subject to which that authorisation might be given (the Integrity
Test). As it is not possible to identify the source of the effects it is not possible to mitigate it, and
therefore not possible to avoid an adverse effect on the integrity of the SPA.
Step 5: In light of the conclusions of the assessment and in accordance with regulation 61(5) and
(6), the competent authority shall agree to the proposal only after having ascertained that it will
not adversely affect the integrity of the SPA, alone or in combination with other plans or projects.
For the reasons given above, we do not consider that, on the evidence provided by the
applicants, that Breckland District Council can conclude no adverse effect on the integrity of the
SPA and consent this scheme.
 
Therefore, if consent is still sought despite the requirement to refuse consent under the above
tests, then consideration turns to the possibility of avoidance and compensation. Recent DEFRA
guidance on application of the Habitats and Birds Directives (attached) in this situation notes the
following tests before consent could be granted (wording summarised for each test, with our
comments following in bold): 
 
Test 1  Is there a feasible alternative? The competent authority decides whether there is an
alternative solution to the proposed plan or project that would avoid an Adverse Effect on the
Integrity of a European site. If an alternative exists, then authorisation must not be granted. The
Breckland Site Allocation DPD shows that there are many alternative sites for housing
development in the district that would avoid the adverse effect simply by virtue of their being
more than 1500m from the SPA. Therefore authorisation must not be granted.  
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Test 2  Do Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public Interest (IROPI) exist? The competent
authority decides whether there are imperative reasons of overriding public interest grounds for a
plan or project to proceed despite the adverse effect on the integrity of the European site. If no
IROPI exists, then authorisation must not be granted. This proposal is not of sufficient public
interest to justify been classed as having IROPI. Therefore authorisation must not be granted.
Test 3  Can adequate compensation be guaranteed? Is the competent authority satisfied that the
applicant can and will undertake suitable compensation measures to ensure the overall
coherence of the network of European sites? This remaining test can only be applied where the
preceding tests have been met. Any proposal to provide stone curlew nest plots off-site, as made
in these applications, should properly be regarded as compensation under the Regulations as
they do not prevent the predicted impacts of the proposal being experienced on the Breckland
SPA
 
Therefore for both the present and the previous housing applications at Cromwell Close, we can
only conclude that there would be an adverse effect on the SPA, that mitigation is not possible
and that there are no grounds for derogation. The legislation exists to safeguard our most
important sites for wildlife, and as the tests cannot be met, we have objected to this proposal and
strongly recommend that to comply with the Regulations that consent should be refused.
 
I trust that this has explained our position in sufficient detail. If you have any further queries on
any of the above points, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Comments 4 July 2013

Thank you for consulting the RSPB on the additional information provided for this application. We
have considered the information supplied and wish to maintain our objection to this proposal due
to the adverse effect that would result on the Breckland Special Protection Area (SPA).

The information presented in the letter from Wild Frontier Ecology (WFE)1 does not satisfactorily
address the fundamental concerns about this application we raised in our original response. It
has not addressed our concerns regarding planning policy, the impacts of development on the
stone curlew nesting potential in the Breckland SPA or our concerns regarding the Habitats
Regulations. We have the following comments to make on the further information provided.

Application of Footprint Ecology research to non-arable land  -  Whilst it is correct to note that the
Footprint Ecology (FE) study found that the relationship between nest density and distance from
settlements was not clear for semi-natural habitat, the conclusion drawn by WFE that it should
not be applied to semi-natural is incorrect. As the FE report makes clear, the population density
of stone curlews on semi-natural grassland is known to be highly variable among sites because
of the well-documented effects of factors such as vegetation structure, grazing and human
disturbance.

These factors do not affect spatial variation in long-term mean densities of stone curlews on
arable land to the same extent because the vegetation structure of crops is relatively uniform,
when averaged over a crop rotation, and human disturbance (principally by walkers) is low and
less variable on arable land than in semi-natural habitat.

For these reasons it is only to be expected that observed variation in population density with
respect to distance from buildings and roads would be much more variable for semi-natural
habitat than arable farmland. Indeed, the prediction is that population density on semi-natural
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habitat should tend to be low close to buildings, but should be highly variable (both low and high)
far from buildings. This is what the FE study found. Hence, any implication that proximity to
buildings affects stone curlews on arable land but not those on semi-natural habitat is erroneous
and without foundation.

Predation -  The WFE letter responds to our concerns over the potential impacts of predators on
nesting stone curlew. It suggests that due to the lack of evidence of cats at Weeting Heath SSSI/
NNR and the intervening distance to the proposal, that there would not be any significant
increase in predation by pets or other predators such as foxes and rats.

It is unclear from the evidence provided by WFE at what distance cats will normally range from
sub-urban settlements, so it is speculation to suggest that Weeting Heath, at 850m from the
proposal, is sufficiently far away to be outside their normal range.  Fear of predation associated
with new development may also be a factor, regardless of actual presence of predator species.
Additionally, in concentrating on Weeting Heath the assessment ignores other parts of the SPA,
closer to the proposal. The Breckland Farmland SSSI which lies between the proposal and
Weeting Heath, is approximately 200m from the proposal at its nearest point and should also
have been considered in the assessment.

Other potential impacts -  As discussed in our initial response to this application, it has not yet
been possible to describe the full range of mechanisms which give rise to the negative effect of
built development on stone-curlew nesting. Therefore, even if the potential impacts of predators
on stone-curlews were able to be addressed, it would not mean that impacts from this proposal
could be satisfactorily mitigated.

Conclusion  -  It remains our position that there will be a likely significant effect on the Breckland
SPA and that there is insufficient information to allow Breckland Council as Competent Authority
to satisfactorily carry out an Appropriate Assessment. We therefore strongly recommend that in
order to avoid an adverse effect on the Breckland SPA that this proposal is refused permission.

Comments 30 April 2013

We object to this proposal due to the adverse effect that would result on the sensitive wildlife of
the nearby Breckland Special Protection Area (SPA).  The  proposal  is  unsupported  by
planning  policy,  has  not  satisfactorily  evaluated  the  impacts of development on stone-curlew
nesting potential and fails to meet the tests of the Habitats  Regulations.  Therefore  we  strongly
recommend  that  this  proposal  is  refused  permission.  Our comments are given in more detail
below. 
 
Planning policy - It is clear that this proposal is contrary to existing planning policy, both at a
national and local level.

National  Planning  Policy  Framework  (NPPF) - the  proposal  is  contrary  to  a  number  of
provisions of the NPPF. Paragraph 12, states that proposed development which conflicts with the
Local Plan should be refused unless other material considerations indicate otherwise. It also
states in paragraph 118 that development likely to have an adverse effect on a Site of Special
Scientific  Interest,  either  individually  or  in  combination  with  other  developments, should not
normally be permitted. 

Core  Strategy  Policy  CP10 - this  policy  states  that  permission  may  be  granted  for
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development provided it is demonstrated by an Appropriate Assessment (AA) the development
will not adversely affect the integrity of the SPA. As we demonstrate below, there is not sufficient
evidence  provided  with  the  application  to  allow  the  Council  to  carry  out  an  AA and to
conclude that it would not adversely affect the integrity of the SPA. 

Site Specific Policies & Proposals DPD - no allocations for housing in Weeting were included in
this plan, whereas many other suitable sites for housing in the district were identified where this
damage to the SPA could be easily avoided. 
 
Ecological Assessment - We have serious concerns at the quality of the ecological assessment,
which attempts to avoid using the  established  research  on  development  impacts  on  the
Breckland  SPA, and  proposes an alternative method, the suitability of which has not been
verified. We note the attempt to discard the Footprint  Ecology  (FE)  method  of  assessing
proximity  impacts  of  development  on  stone-curlew nesting.  The  Footprint  Ecology  method
is  entirely  suitable  and  the  arguments  presented  by  the applicant are not valid for the
following reasons: 

The argument that the FE analysis was done on arable nests and does not apply to semi-natural
land is unfounded. The restriction of analysis to arable is properly explained in the FE study,
which gives no reason why the findings should not be applied to non-arable land.  The argument
that the model of the Thetford development does not apply because it included the effect of a
trunk road is not correct. The Thetford analysis looked at the effects of the road and the housing
separately.  

The report also lists some potential mechanisms for the effect, but disregards the effects of
predators and pets as disturbance agents without sufficient explanation.  The  rationale  for  the
AA  method  proposed  by  Natural  England  (NE)  in their  pre-application  advice is  not  fully
explained.  We have  contacted  NE  to  explore  this further but have not received a reply to
date. 
 
Therefore we recommend that the impacts should be assessed using the FE method and be
required by the Council for their AA. 
 
We also have concerns over the extent of the cumulative and in-combination assessment carried
out, which appears to restrict itself to a limited number of proposals in the immediate vicinity of
Weeting, rather than the wider Breckland SPA, which we recommended in our scoping response.

Habitats Regulations
Under  the  Habitats  Regulations,  as  a  likely  significant  effect  on  the  Breckland  SPA  has
been identified, an AA is required. Since it is not possible to conclude that an adverse effect on
the SPA  would  be  avoided,  further  consideration  of  alternative  solutions,  public  interest
and  compensation  measures are required before consent should be made. This has not been
addressed satisfactorily in the application, for the following reasons:

The  stone-curlew  nest  plot  proposed  within  the  SPA  should  be  properly  described  as
compensation. As it has not yet been possible to describe the full range of mechanisms which
give rise to the negative effect of built development on stone-curlew nesting, it follows that it is
not possible to mitigate for effects that are unknown. Therefore provision of nest plots within the
SPA would be compensation, which would only be applicable if the applicant was able to
demonstrate that alternative locations had been properly ruled out and that the project is of over-
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TREE & COUNTRYSIDE CONSULTANT    

HOUSING ENABLING OFFICER    

riding public interest.  

Many alternative locations for this housing exist within the district that would not result in an
adverse effect but have not been explored further in this application. 

This proposal is not of sufficient public interest to justify the damage to the SPA. 

As  these  tests  have  clearly  not  been  met,  we  can  only  conclude  that  an  adverse  effect
on  the Breckland SPA would be unavoidable and therefore in order to comply with the Habitats
Regulations  permission should be refused.

An appropriate assessment undertaken with the finding and conclusion below:

Findings of this Assessment
The proposal to build an additional 21 dwellings north of Weeting must be assessed in
combination with other relevant plans or projects. To this end, another contiguous project to build
35 dwellings (3PL/2011/1102/F) for which consent has been given but which has not been
commenced is considered. 
This assessment of the possible effects of application 3PL/2013/0258/O on the proximate
Breckland Special Protection Area has taken account of the views of Wild Frontier Ecology Ltd,
Norfolk Wildlife Trust, Footprint Ecology Ltd, the Royal Society for the Protection of Birds and the
government's agency Natural England. However, on examination of the collective responses, no
consensus view has been reached.
Notwithstanding the approach taken by Natural England, it has not been satisfactorily
demonstrated that the proposal would not to have an adverse effect on the adjacent Breckland
Special Protection Area where the legal test is that "no reasonable scientific doubt remains as to
the absence of such (adverse) effects". 

Conclusion
On the basis that it has not been satisfactorily demonstrated that the proposal would not have an
adverse effect on the Breckland SPA, it is concluded that to give consent to the application would
be contrary to the Habitats Regulations and to the Council's adopted Policy CP10.
In the absence of a clearer understanding of the causal mechanisms underlying the observed
depression of stone curlew nesting density by built development, mitigation cannot be
implemented with assurance and avoidance of adverse effects should be the preferred strategy.

If the principle of development is accepted on this site then the application shall be required to
provide 8no. affordable dwellings to meet the needs of the local area. There is a need for
affordable housing in Weeting and the surrounding area, as well as across the whole of the
Breckland District. When taken into consideration with the dwelling sizes and types being
delivered as part of the approved application to the south of this site, we would like to see the
provision of some smaller accomodation in this application, especially some 1-bed
accommodation which is not currently proposed. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING    

We will expect the applicant to provide information as to how the affordable rented dwellings shall
be provided whether this is through a Registered Provider or another alternative method. We will
also expect to see a schedule of the affordable dwellings and the size and tenure of these
dwellings.

The affordable dwellings must be built to at least the Homes and Communities Agency's HQi
design standards and be provided free from public subsidy.

This application together with the phase 1 application represents a significant level of growth
within a village which received no housing allocation through the adopted Core Strategy. The
planning statement included within the application refers to the lack of a five year housing land
supply within the District. The lack of a five year housing land supply within the District is
acknowledged, and as such the requirements of paragraphs 47 and 49 of the National Planning
Policy Framework (NPPF) need to be considered. Paragraph 49 states that where an authority
does have an up to date five year supply, the relevant local policies for the supply of housing
should not be considered up-to-date. Paragraph 47 of the NPPF provides the requirements for
sites to be considered applicable for the five year supply. I would particularly draw attention
towards footnotes 11 and 12 to this paragraph. To be considered deliverable "sites should be
available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic
prospect that housing will be delivered on the site within five years and in particular that the
development of the site is viable."  It is queried therefore whether an outline application is the
best representation of a site which is likely to be delivered within a five year timescale. For
developments normally granted on the basis of a lack of a five year housing supply, it would be
expected that these would be full applications to show good delivery prospects.

The site is located within close proximity to the Breckland SPA, and entirely inside the 1500m
buffer zone, as defined through Policy CP10 Natural Environment of the Core Strategy. As such,
the application would require an appropriate assessment to consider potential impacts on the
special interest features of the SPA. I would refer you to the Tree and Countryside Officer in this
regard. This application does however include an extension to the site area considered under the
phase 1 application. With the allotments now located further to the north than the initial phase 1
site, this represents an extension into the countryside. It is worth noting the comments from the
Planning Inspector on the phase 1 appeal, which stated that his conclusions in relation to the
SPA that "this conclusion is not of general applicability; it is specific to this site and this proposal."

Notwithstanding the above comments, if the authority is minded to consider this application
favourably the following policies are also relevant to this application and should be taken into
consideration. 

The application seeks outline approval for access and layout. It is important to note at this stage
that the planning application statement refers to the 24 dwellings being solely market housing.
The tenure mix of the site is likely to impact the layout of the scheme.  Policy DC4 Affordable
Housing Principles within the Core Strategy requires 40% of dwellings on sites of 5 or more to be
affordable. As such, to meet this requirement it would be expected that 10 of the dwellings
proposed would be affordable. I can see no accompanying viability evidence with this application
to suggest why this isn't the case. Furthermore, if the application does not include affordable
housing, a viability assessment by either the District Valuer or other suitably qualified person,
would be expected to be carried out. Therefore the application is currently contrary to the
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Three objections received in response to the application relate to additional traffic; impact on the
B1106 junction; light pollution; impact on SSSI and stone curlew; noise; pollution; diminution of
tranquillity.

 REPRESENTATIONS

*  The application is referred to the Planning Committee as it is a major application.

Principle of development
*  The application site is not assumed to be suitable for residential development although the
application comprises an extension to the site previously granted at Appeal.  It does however
represent an extension into the countryside. The application site falls outside the defined
Settlement Boundary for Weeting and whilst account is taken of the current housing land supply
shortfall in the District the impact of the proposed development on the integrity of the SPA, in
particular the stone curlew, must be considered in assessing the application.

Planning Policy 

 ASSESSMENT NOTES

CONTAMINATED LAND OFFICER    

requirements of Policy DC4. 

Throughout the application, this site is clearly referred to as phase 2, an extension to the
previously approved application. This is particularly shown through the amendment/redesign of
three of the dwellings granted within phase 1. In total the two phases of development on the
single site, which is all in the same ownership, will see the creation of 56 new dwellings. Policy
DC11 of the Core Strategy requires a minimum of two Local Areas of Play to be provided on-site
for developments of over 50 dwellings. Whilst it is acknowledged that this site includes new
allotment provision this does not in itself override the requirements of Policy DC11. The
continued piecemeal development of land in a single ownership, at levels just below the threshold
for on-site children's play provision should not be used as a reasoning to fail to meet the
requirements of Policy DC11. The application clearly forms a contiguous site with the
development approved under 3PL/2011/1102/F and as such I would expect to see a minimum of
two Local Areas of Play included within the development.

The application would be expected to provide 10% of its energy requirements from a renewable
source in accordance with Policy DC14 Energy Generation and Efficiency of the Core Strategy. If
the authority is minded to grant approval for this application, it would be expected that the
requirements of Policy DC14 should be conditioned.

No objection subject to conditions.

ECONOMIC AND STRATEGY OFFICER -  No Comments Received 

NATIONAL PLANNING CASEWORK UNIT -  No Comments Received 
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*  The proposed housing lies outside the Settlement Boundary for Weeting and accordingly the
proposal would conflict with Core Strategy Policies DC2 and CP14.
*  Weeting is identified as a Local Service Centre in Policy CP1 in the adopted Core Strategy,
albeit with no positive allocation for growth.  The Council¿s position at the Core Strategy
Examination was one of acknowledging that in all respects other than the environment, Weeting
was a suitable location for additional development.  The Core Strategy Inspector accepted the
Council¿s position for the Core Strategy and acknowledged that under Policy CP10 further
evidence may enable development to take place in Weeting without causing an unacceptable
adverse effect on the proximate European habitats.   The Council has consistently maintained
that the 1500m buffers contained within Policy CP10 are constraint zones, although recognising
that the bar to adequately demonstrate that there will be no significant effect is high, given the
uncertainty surrounding the potential causal mechanism which results in Stone Curlews avoiding
to nest close to development.  
*  The Breckland Farmland SSSI component of the Breckland SPA which hosts or is capable of
hosting Stone Curlew extends over significant areas in the south-west of Breckland.  The
associated 1500m buffers from the SPA affect the development strategy (i.e. locations for
allocating land for development) for Breckland in three locations ¿ Thetford, Watton and Weeting.
 The very rural and isolated nature of the Brecks, with its scattered smaller settlements, means
that a combination of environmental, character and sustainability policies will strongly manage
development in these locations.  In respect of Watton, the settlement extends over a considerable
linear distance, enabling allocations to be made closer to the town centre and services and away
from the SPA at its western boundary.   
*  At Thetford and Weeting the issue of the proximity of the SPA is more critical in influencing the
principle of development.  The peripheries of both settlements are largely subsumed within the
1500m buffer from areas of SPA hosting or capable of hosting Stone Curlew.   In Thetford, it has
successfully been demonstrated that a strategic allocation can safely be made to the north/north-
east of the town without entering into the 1500m buffer and this remains the policy position.   In
Weeting no such alternative opportunities arise and consequently any proposal to extend the
settlement will involve land to which the 1500m constraint zone in Policy CP10 applies.  In
Weeting the SPA is close to the settlement and in the case of this application some 260 metres
distant.  Consequently, an Appropriate Assessment is required to determine the impact of the
development. 
*  The Appropriate Assessment must consider the individual specifics of the site and its
relationship to the SPA   Policy CP10 requires the Appropriate Assessment to be undertaken on a
case by case basis.  It is therefore important to acknowledge that the conclusions of an
Appropriate Assessment on one site cannot be readily transferred to another site within or close
to the same SPA.  The individual characteristics of this site in Weeting which are relevant in the
application of Policy CP10 are as follows:
(1) The Inspectors decision and Appropriate Assessment in relation to Phase 1
(3PL/2011/1102/F) which concluded no adverse effect 
(2) The direct relationship of the site to the existing settlement, the adjoining permitted site and
existing farm buildings (including an additional Dutch Barn which has a Prior Notification Approval
under 3AG/2012/0034/AG) 
(3) The package of mitigation measures proposed by the applicant and endorsed by Natural
England to mitigate nesting attempts outside of the SPA. 
(4) The scale of development in relation to the role of Weeting in the adopted Spatial Strategy 
(5) The advice from Natural England confirming that alone and in combination (with Phase 1) the
development will not have a significant adverse effect on the ability of the SPA to host Stone
Curlew. 
(6) The absence of nesting attempts on the adjoining arable farmland SPA (although additional
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information from Natural England is awaited on this point) 
*  The evidence behind the Core Strategy and Policy CP10 is primarily informed by the 2008
Footprint Ecology Report and this evidence has been referred to by all parties.   Additional
evidence has been sought since the 2008 Footprint Ecology report, in part to address the 2009
Core Strategy Inspectors concern about the need for additional evidence to enable a less
restrictive approach to development in and around the SPA.  In 2012 the Council commissioned
Footprint Ecology to update their 2008 work with the latest additional nesting data and a more
refined analysis by settlement size and development type.  The hypothetical conclusions from the
2013 Report indicate there is a strong correlation between size of settlement and size of
avoidance.  At the time of writing this report, Breckland Council has not formally accepted the
2013 Footprint Ecology Report which is due to be reported at the end of July.  The 2013 work has
been approved by Natural England and as robust scientific research it will be for the Council to
accept it or not (i.e. the contents cannot be changed).  It has been referred to by Natural England
in their correspondence of 12 July 2013 and by the Tree and Countryside Consultant in his
assessment.  It is therefore germane to this Committee, although Members may wish further
explanation.     
*  In terms of Planning Policy the assessment of this application will rest on the individual factors
relating to the site listed above.  As required by Policy CP10 the appropriate assessment for this
proposal will be undertaken on a case by case basis, the conclusions of which will not be
applicable to other sites. 
*  Not withstanding the conflict with local planning policy with regards to Policy DC2 and CP14 the
proposal must also be assessed against national planning policy for housing.  The NPPF states
that where a five year housing supply cannot be demonstrated, local planning policies for the
supply of housing should not be considered to be up-to-date.
*  The Council does not have an up-to-date five-year housing supply identified and in such
circumstance the NPPF would normally advise that planning permission should be granted.
However in this case the presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply.  The
nature of the proposed development in this sensitive location requires an appropriate assessment
(AA) is carried out to consider the potential impacts on the special interest features of the SPA.
The NPPF at paragraph 119 makes it clear that the presumption in favour of sustainable
development does not apply where development requiring AA under the Birds or Habitat
Directives is being considered. 
*  The NPPF affirms that proposed development on land within or outside a Site of Specific
Scientific Interest (SSSI) (either individually or in combination with other developments) should
not normally be permitted, where an adverse effect on a SSSI is likely.  An exception should only
be made where the benefits of the development, at this site, clearly outweigh the impacts that it is
likely to have.
*  The site is considered to be suitable for housing in some respects, being well related to existing
development and within easy reach of local services and facilities.  The development would not
excessively compromise the rural setting of the village, as the layout of the development would be
consistent with approved Phase I development and the general character of the area.  Mitigation
in respect of screening of allotments would also provide a further buffer to residential
development. 
*  Given the case for the development relies to an extent on the need to address the current
housing land shortfall, it must be considered when the development is likely to be delivered.  The
applicant has indicated that should permission be granted, the intention would be to commence
development within 12 months of the grant of planning permission, although the fact that the
application is for outline only does not offer assurances that the applicant would wish to proceed
in as timely manner as possible.  However there are no site specific constraints that would
prevent a start on the development in the short term.
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*  The proposed development incorporates an area of woodland to provide an extension to the
community woodland and an extension to the footpath approved under the first phase of
residential development.  This would continue northward to the east of the application site.  It is
proposed that the second phase of residential development would provide an additional 0.8
hectares of land set aside for allotments.  Apart from this Phase II proposes no additional open
space to that included as part of the first phase.  

Development viability
*  A viability report has been submitted in respect of affordable housing.  There is no evidence of
site bound constraints in respect of the site, however the applicant contends that due to current
market conditions, the provision of 40% affordable housing on either Phase I or Phase II would
make the project unviable, that to make Phase I viable only 10 units could be affordable and for
both phases a total of 12 units (21%).  Under these circumstances the applicant or developer
would normally be expected to meet the costs of an independent assessment by the District
Valuer.  In this instance the applicant is not willing to meet the costs.  Although in the first
instance the figures provided within the report would seem reasonable, further advice on this
matter is being sought and the figures are currently being considered by the Homes and
Communities Agency (HCA).  The outcome of which will be reported to the planning Committee.  

Local Character
*  Consideration has been given to the likely impact on the character and appearance of the
surrounding area.  Whilst the development would extend the built up area of the village into the
open countryside, it would result in limited visual intrusion.  The site is bounded to the east by a
woodland belt beyond which lies existing residential development.  To the south the site is
bounded by the Phase I application site, recently approved for residential development at Appeal.
 A small number of farms buildings are to the west of the application site and to the north a line of
mature trees.
*  Views of the development from Brandon Road to the west of the site would, to some extent, be
screened by trees.  Aside from this views would generally be limited to the immediate environs of
the site, and in this context the development can reasonably be viewed as a natural extension to
this part of the village.   In terms of more localised impact the development would result in a
change to the appearance of the immediately surrounding area in that arable land would be
replaced by built development, however the allotments would eventually be screened by
proposed hedge planting which would soften the edge of the built development and integrate it
with the surroundings. 

Residential amenity
*  Given the sites separation from the development to the east by the existing tree belt and other
neighbouring land use, it is not considered that the development proposed would impact on the
amenities of neighbours to any significant extent.  The dwellings have been orientated to avoid
direct overlooking of one another and overlooking of properties approved under Phase I. 

Transport
*  It is considered that satisfactory access to the proposed development can be achieved.  In
response to the application Norfolk County Council as Highway Authority requested further
information to be submitted.  Revised plans incorporating the requested highway amendments
have been received and the Highway Authority has recommended conditions are attached to any
approval notice.  
*  The impact of the proposed development on traffic conditions over the wider area has been
considered.  The transport statement submitted as part of the application concludes that the
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resultant traffic generated by the scheme would have negligible impact.  The Highway Authority
has raised no objection in this regard.

Impact on European Sites
*  The application site lies within 1,500 metres of the Breckland SPA accommodating the stone
curlew special interest feature and, as such, the Habitat Regulations and Policy CP10 of the
Adopted Core Strategy are directly relevant.  
*  An appropriate assessment (AA) must be undertaken by the Competent authority, in this case
the local planning authority, of all proposals for development likely to have a significant effect on
the Breckland Special Protection Area (SPA).  In this situation only development which would not
adversely affect the integrity of the SPA will be permitted. 
*  The application site is approximately 800 metres from land designated as Breckland SPA,
supporting or capable of supporting stone curlews.  The proposal is partly screened to the south
west by existing farm buildings between the proposal and some of the SPA; to the immediate
west of the site the proposed development would be unscreened.  The AA does not find that
there is a likely significant effect on the woodlark or nightjar and there are no issues present with
regard to the Special Area of Conservation (SAC).  In assessing this application the potential
significant adverse effect on the SPA must be addressed.  The proposal would result in a
considerable increase in the built footprint and the proposal involves a change of use from arable
farmland and a significant intensification of human activity.
*  If it can be shown that proposals to mitigate the effects of development would avoid or
overcome an adverse impact then planning permission may be granted provided the Local
Planning Authority is satisfied those proposals will be implemented.  Screen planting to the north
of the allotment land, and two stone curlew nest plots are proposed within the SPA, to offset for
the loss of foraging within the application site. 
*  Natural England initially raised an objection to the proposed development requesting further
information in respect of in-combination effects and mitigation be submitted.  They advised that
the proposal, if undertaken in strict accordance with the details submitted, taken alone, is not
likely to have a significant effect on the interest features for which Breckland SPA and Breckland
Special Area of Conservation (SAC) has been classified.  Further explanation of their response
was requested by the Council.  This was received 10 July 2013.  The additional information in
respect of mitigation and in-combination effect was requested under Regulation 22 and Schedule
4 of the Town & Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011 and
received 7 June 2013.  It is Natural Englands opinion that the mitigation for the two phases is
acceptable in principle, the stand-alone and in-combination effect of both phases is acceptable
and the latest information has allayed their concerns.  They go further to affirm Breckland Council
is the competent authority for this application which will have to carry out its own in-combination
assessment.  
*  RSPB object to the proposal due to the adverse effect that would result on the sensitive wildlife
of the nearby Breckland SPA.  They consider the proposal is unsupported by planning policy, has
not satisfactorily evaluated the impact of development on stone curlew nesting potential and fails
to meet the tests of the Habitats Regulations.  They strongly recommend that the application is
refused permission and consider that the proposal is not of sufficient public interest to justify the
damage to the SPA.  In response to the additional information the RSPB maintain their objection
and consider that the information presented does not satisfactorily address the fundamental
concerns they raised in their original response, neither has it addressed their concerns regarding
planning policy, the impacts of development on the stone curlew nesting potential in the
Breckland SPA or their concerns regarding the Habitats Regulations.
*  Norfolk Wildlife Trust also object to the application and support the views of the RSPB that the
Footprint Ecology report is relevant to stone curlew nesting and disturbance on semi-natural land
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and that there is likely to be a significant adverse impact on the Breckland SPA.
*  The Tree and Countryside Consultant has undertaken an AA.  His conclusion is that the
proposal must be assessed in combination with other relevant plans or projects, in particular
Phase I.  His assessment of the possible effects of Phase II application on the Breckland SPA
has taken account of the views of Wild Frontier Ecology Ltd, Norfolk Wildlife Trust, Footprint
Ecology Ltd, the Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) and the government's agency
Natural England. He notes that on examination of the collective responses, no consensus view
has been reached.  Notwithstanding the approach taken by Natural England, it has not been
satisfactorily demonstrated that the proposal would not to have an adverse effect on the adjacent
Breckland SPA, where the legal test is that no reasonable scientific doubt remains as to the
absence of such (adverse) effects.  The assessment concludes that it has not been satisfactorily
demonstrated that the proposal would not have an adverse effect on the Breckland SPA.  In the
absence of a clearer understanding of the causal mechanisms underlying the observed
depression of stone curlew nesting density by built development, mitigation cannot be
implemented with assurance and avoidance of adverse effects this should be the preferred
strategy.

Other matters
*  There is potential that further heritage assets with archaeological interest exist within the
application site.  Norfolk Landscape Archaeology has requested that if planning permission is
granted conditions should be appended to any planning permission.  The Policy requirement of
public open space would be addressed via S106 Agreement. The agreed open space
contribution; community woodland; affordable housing contribution; and allotment allocation
would be secured via S106 agreement.  A new S106 Agreement would be drawn up with
obligations of Phase I and Phase II being imposed on the same agreement; further details in
relation to open space provision will be reported at the Committee via the addendum sheet.  

Conclusion
*  In some respects the application site is considered to be suitable for residential development.
Although the site is outside of the Settlement Boundary, it would relate well to existing
development and would make a positive contribution to the delivery of housing in the village.
Given the current shortfall of housing land the NPPF would normally advise that planning
permission should be granted.  
*  However, the NPPF makes it clear that the presumption in favour of sustainable development
does not apply where development requiring AA under the Birds or Habitat Directives is being
considered.  The NPPF states that proposed development on land within or outside a SSSI
should not normally be permitted, where an adverse effect on a SSSI is likely.
*  Notably RSPB, Norfolk Wildlife Trust and the Councils outsourced Tree and Countryside
Consultant have identified concerns on ruling out significant effects on the integrity of the SPA,
the proposal must be considered in the light of the previous Appeal Decision,  the proposed
development would help to address the housing deficit within the District and this must be given
some considerable weight.  As part of the proposal an additional area of public woodland would
be provided along with an extension to the permissive footpath which would be of benefit to
Weeting. The proposed development would be in a sustainable location despite being outside the
settlement boundary of Weeting, it would have no adverse effect on the character and
appearance of Cromwell Road, result in limited visual intrusion and in terms of residential amenity
it is not considered that the development proposed would impact to any significant extent.
*  In respect of the Councils lack of housing supply, the Inspector concluded in relation to Phase I
that although there is no positive presumption in favour of the development proposal, it would
make a positive contribution to remedying the housing shortfalls in the District, and this is a point
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in its favour to be balanced against any other negative characteristics.  The fundamental issue
raised again by this Phase II application proposed however, relates to environmental issues.
*  The recent Appeal Decision (Appendix 1) on the Phase I development represents a material
consideration in assessing future applications, as was discussed at the Planning Committee on 1
October 2012 (Agenda Item 14).  Whilst the Inspector concluded that the effects of the proposal
on the Breckland SPA would not adversely affect its integrity, this proposal for an additional 21
dwellings must be considered in its own right, and in combination with other development
proposals.  The Inspector makes it clear at paragraph 39 that his conclusion is not of general
applicability.
*  The current application is subject to AA and the assessment concludes it has not been
satisfactorily demonstrated that the proposal would not have an adverse effect on the Breckland
SPA.    This situation would normally stipulate refusal since it would conflict with planning policy
and Habitat Regulations.  As with the Phase I application there is no consensus to the conclusion
that should be reached. Natural England is of the opinion that the proposal is not likely to have a
significant effect on the interest features for which Breckland SPA been classified, and further to
this that the mitigation proposed for the two phases of the housing development would be
satisfactory in principle.
*  The Inspector makes it clear in the Appeal Decision that Natural England are the Secretary of
States scientific adviser on the subject of biodiversity and its evidence should only be rejected
where there is clear scientific evidence which contradicts it (ref: Appendix 1 paragraph 36).
*  The Inspector in arriving at his Appeal Decision undertook his own AA of the proposal and
arrived at a conclusion that it would not result in a significant adverse effect on the ability of the
adjoining SPA to accommodate Stone Curlew.  In arriving at this conclusion the Inspector placed
particular emphasis on site characteristics and the presence of farm buildings between the
Appeal site and the SPA. The Inspector has also placed emphasis on the absence of Stone
Curlews in that part of the SPA closest to the Appeal site.  
*  The three stages of the approach outlined in the Appeal Decision in considering a development
proposals that might affect an SPA set out in ODPM Circular 06/2005, in many respects relate to
the Phase II development, albeit the site is not screened from the SPA to the west by farm
buildings.  
*  Unresolved issues remain between Natural England and the Tree and Countryside Consultant,
RSPB and NWT.  It is therefore incumbent that the Local Planning Authority, must, in its
deliberations make its own Appropriate Assessment and satisfy itself that granting planning
permission will not have adverse impact on the European protected site.  The proposed
development must be considered in the light of the previous Appeal Decision.
*  In terms of consultees advice on the proposal the situation is essentially the same as that of the
recent Appeal and in that case the Decision was not challenged.  It is agreed by all that an AA
has to be gone through before a decision is made.  It is arguable that the case for the Phase II is
stronger than Phase I, given that the Phase I Appeal Decision is an important material
consideration with many similarities it would not be an unreasonable approach to take the same
approach as the Inspector following responses and comments within (paragraph 15 to 39
Appendix 1). 
*  It is agreed by consensus that an appropriate assessment of this application is required.
Adopting the same, unchallenged, three stage process of the Appeal Inspector on the adjoining
site, it can be concluded that proposal will not have a significant effect on the SPA, alone or in
combination.  In assessing the in-combination effect, regard must be had to the adjoining phase 1
development approved for 35 houses.  It is not considered that the addition of 24 (net increase
21) houses in combination to the approved 35 houses in this part of Weeting, given the site
characteristics, the very limited access to the SPA and the masking of effects by the existing
village, will have a significant effect.  Natural England endorse this conclusion and state that in
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Outline Planning Permission

3005
3058
3048
3920
3920
3920
3920
3920
3920
3395
3946
HA01
HA02
HA03
A
3920
3920
3920
3992
3992
3970

Outline Time Limit (3 years)
Standard Outline Condition
In accordance with submitted
Flood Risk
Land contamination
Surface water drainage
Piling design
Archaeology
Archaeology
Archaeological
Contaminated Land - Unexpected Contamination
Standard estate road conditions
Standard estate road condition
Road Surfacing

Habitat management
Affordable housing
10% renewable energy
Environment Agency advice
Norfolk Constabulary - inf.
NOTE:  S106 agreement

 RECOMMENDATION

 CONDITIONS

isolation and in combination, there will not be a significant adverse effect on the SPA.  The
Council is not in possession of clear objective scientific evidence which would contradict the
advice of Natural England.
*  The approval is subject to a satisfactory report from HCA regarding viability.  It is
recommended that planning permission is granted subject to conditions and a Section 106
Agreement.  The proposed Section 106 agreement would include obligations relating to:
affordable housing; public open space; community woodland; provision of land for allotments; and
mitigation.
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ATTLEBOROUGH
Banham Poultry Ltd
Station Road

Banham Group Ltd
C/o Agent 

Planning Perspectives
Waterloo Court 10 Theed Street

Retail (A1), office (B1), and leisure (A3/A4/A5) uses,petrol filling station &
associated works including access

Outline

3PL/2013/0278/O

Y

N

In Settlemnt Bndry

N

ITEM

LOCATION:

APPLICANT:

AGENT:

PROPOSAL:

REF NO:

APPN TYPE:

POLICY:

ALLOCATION:

CONS AREA: TPO:

LB GRADE:

 

 RECOMMENDATION : APPROVAL

Town centre impact 
Employment/economic effects
Townscape
Traffic

 KEY ISSUES

Outline planning permission is sought for a mixed use redevelopment comprising a foodstore
(3,900 sq.m gross), a bulky goods retail unit(2,000 sq.m), petrol filling station, offices (3,090
sq.m), family pub/diner (1,263 sq.m) and fast-food restaurant (250 sq.m).  All matters are
reserved other than access.  An indicative site layout plan has been provided, which shows the
principal retail units located towards the rear of the site. With the exception of an existing office
building, all other commercial buildings on the site would be demolished to make way for the new
development.  A new roundabout access is proposed onto Station Road.  There are no named
operators for the proposed retail units.

The application is supported by a number of technical reports, including a Planning & Retail
Statement, Design & Access Statement, Transport Assessment, Travel Plan, Archaeological
Assessment, Contamination Report, Flood Risk Assessment and Consultation Statement.  During
the course of the application, amendments have been made to the Design & Access Statement
and to the proposals for off-site junction improvements.

The application site is located off Station Road, Attleborough, approximately 600 metres to the
south-east of the town centre.  The site extends to 5 hectares and is currently in use as a poultry

 DESCRIPTION OF DEVELOPMENT

 SITE AND LOCATION

CASE OFFICER: Nick Moys

General Employ
Area
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processing plant by the Banham Group.  The site was originally developed as the Gaymers cider
works.  The character of the surrounding area is predominantly commercial but there are a
number of residential properties in the locality.  The site is bounded to the south and west by the
Maurice Gaymer Way Industrial Estate, to the north by the railway line and to the east by Station
Road.  Part of the Station Road frontage of the site is located within the Attleborough
Conservation Area.

Planning permission was granted for substantial alterations to the poultry processing plant.

 RELEVANT SITE HISTORY

 POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

 CONSULTATIONS

CP.07
CP.13
DC.01
DC.06
DC.14
DC.16
DC.17
DC.19
NPPF

Town Centres
Accessibility
Protection of Amenity
General Employment Areas
Energy Efficiency
Design
Historic Environment
Parking Provision
With particular regard to paras. 24, 26

The following policies of the adopted Breckland Core Strategy and Development Control Policies
and the adopted Site Specific Policies and Proposals Document, including the Proposals Maps,
have been taken into consideration in the determination of this application.  The provisions of the
National Planning Policy Framework have also been taken into account, where appropriate 

ATTLEBOROUGH TC -   
9/5/2013
I write in connection with the above planning application and further to my letter dated 17 April
2013. The Council's Planning & Highways Committee has given further consideration to the
application following clarification by the applicant's agent at the meeting held on 29 April 2013.
Members have been advised that certain previously understood aspects of the application were
not in fact correct. For example, the size of the proposed supermarket is actually planned to be
larger than formerly envisaged and this was previously a concern given the expected growth of
the town. Also we have been reassured that the mix of the site will not include any industrial use
buildings.

Application screened - not EIA Development.

 EIA REQUIRED
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ENVIRONMENT AGENCY    
Objection due to: 1. Absence of an acceptable Flood Risk Assessment (FRA).  2. Insufficient
information has been submitted to demonstrate that the risk of pollution to controlled waters is
acceptable.  3. Insufficient information has been submitted to demonstrate the proposals for foul
and surface water drainage and pollution control. 

Further comments awaited.  

OLD BUCKENHAM PARISH COUNCIL -   

At the same time the Committee retains significant concerns, most specifically in relation to traffic
and highways issues, and notes the continuing delay of transport studies commissioned by
Breckland. In the round, the Council wishes to modify its earlier views on this application. Whilst
our original objection still stands regarding the outline application, the Council wishes to set the
objection in context. The lack of a coherent current planning framework hampers
the ability to judge the application in relation to wider plans for development in Attleborough. The
Council would like to see the development of the Banham site included in the emerging
Neighbourhood Plan.

18/04/2013
I write in connection with the above planning application which was given due consideration by
the Council's Planning & Highways Committee at the meeting held on 15th April, 2013.
Members noted that the outline application was significantly different to the information given at
the public exhibition and also at previous occasions when the applicant had addressed Council on
their plans for the site.  The main points of discussion focussed on (1) the site mix which perhaps
favoured too much emphasis on retail at the expense of industrial development (2) the size of the
proposed supermarket being smaller than the existing Sainsbury supermarket and given that the
town is expected to grow significantly in the years ahead this retail outlet needed to be effectively
future-proofed and of a suitable capacity to meet the needs of Attleborough in the years ahead.
(3) a questionable need for another public house in the town when a new medical centre was felt
to be a more valued asset (4) traffic issues in respect of site access, having more junctions onto
Station Road and the plans for the altered traffic island in Station Road
Committee fully recognised the importance of the applicant's business remaining in the town as
the major employer in Attleborough and wished tu support in principle the redevelopment of the
site as a precursor to relocation of Banham Poultry to an edge of town site.  However, members
commented that the above factors ought to be reviewed in order to improve the overall worth of
the development.  In short, the application offers little benefit to the town in terms of providing
much needed improvements to social infrastructure such as health or sports and leisure facilities.
Members also considered that this development needed o be incorporated into the pending
Attleborough Neighbourhood Plan so that the wider needs of the town can be considered.
The value of the transport study forming part of the application was questioned.  Representations
from Attleborough Fire Station duty manager that the new development would negatively impact
emergency response times was also noted, due to proposed changes to the traffic island at the
junction of Station Road and Thieves Lane.
Thus in conclusion, the Council make objections to the application on the grounds of 1) traffic
impact, 2) accessibility of the site, 3) the respective balance of the development in terms of it
being retain-heavy at the expense of contributing to wider infrastructure needs.

There should be more provision for safer sustainable transport. Also signs should be placed on
A11 barring workis Traffic from Hargham Road. And all monitoring policies should be strictly
enforced.



BRECKLAND COUNCIL - PLANNING COMMITTEE - 29-07-2013

DC131_new

ENGLISH HERITAGE    

HISTORIC BUILDINGS CONSULTANT    

ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING    

The demolition of the substation would cause harm to the undesignated heritage asset and the
conservation area. This has not been justified nor is it demonstrated that the harm is outweighed
by public benefit so is therefore contrary to the NPPF. We are generally supportive of the
proposed development overall, but would wish to see the substation incorporated into the new
development and the proposed pub built to a scale and form that will enhance the character
established by the two industrial buildings in the conservation area.  Furthermore, we would
recommend the Council explore the possibility of relocating the proposed roundabout to the far
end of the site from the conservation area.

I understand that there is an extant permission that dictates the loss of the existing 3-bay red
brick house at the junction of Station Road and Maurice Gaymer Road. In my opinion this
building is readily identifiable as a heritage asset, albeit one that is not capable of designation
given current listing criteria. Given the fact that the Gaymer building to the east is being retained
and reused, I would suggest that the house should be retained and reused within the overall
development proposals also. In my opinion, the retention and reuse of both of these buildings
would help frame the development frontage to Station Road whilst retaining two quite visually
significant traditional buildings in this much altered part of the town.

The adopted Core Strategy Policy DC6 General Employment Areas is of relevance to this
application. This policy states that town centre uses will only be permitted on general employment
areas where the location is sequentially preferable and the need has been demonstrated.
Furthermore the proposal should not undermine the function of the wider employment area.

The NPPF is a very significant material consideration, and as such, the presumption in favour of
sustainable development is a key part of any decision made. There are a number of other
aspects of the NPPF which will need to be taken into consideration as part of the determination of
this application along with the adopted Development Plan which form the basis of these
comments. 

Paragraph 24 of the NPPF indicates that the retail, office, takeaway and drinking establishment
uses are all considered to be main town centre uses, and as such, a sequential test is required.
Therefore, the scope for disaggregation and flexibility of format between separate elements of
the proposal should be demonstrated. This is important as this is a mixed scheme which includes
the above elements, and it is currently unclear if particular elements could be located within a
sequentially preferable location (i.e. the town centre). 

Paragraph 26 of the NPPF states that an impact assessment would be required as scheme over
2,500m², and this has been provided at section 6 of the accompanying planning statement.
Meanwhile Policy CP7 of the Core Strategy remains part of Development Plan, but the section
relating to the demonstration of need for retail development has very limited weight due to
publication of NPPF which no longer includes this requirement. It should be noted that part of the
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application site has also been considered in the Council's Retail and Town Centre Survey (2010),
(Site Reference A3) which provides some additional assessment. 

The application proposes 1,638m² net convenience floorspace. The Council's Retail and Town
Centre study states 1,058m² net floorspace is required up to 2016. The required floorspace only
increases to 1,536m² by the 2026 with increased population due to planned housing growth for
the town, to be delivered through an urban extension. As yet, the development of the major
growth identified south of the town through the urban extension has not been precisely identified.
It is recognised that there have been some early residential applications in Attleborough;
however, the boundary of the urban extension has not been identified and there are no further
significant schemes before the Council at this time.

The majority of the applicants' information in their retail statement suggests that the design year
is 2018. This needs to be clarified in order to more fully understand the scale and timing of the
impact in the absence of additional population in the catchment arising from the planned growth
of the town. 

The planning statement states that the non-food (comparison goods) within the food store will be
restricted to circa 30% of the floorspace, equivalent to 702m². The Council's Retail and Town
Centre Study indicates that there is some limited scope for comparison floorspace within the town
of 600sqm up to 2016. The comparison goods within the foodstore when considered in
conjunction with the existing comparison goods floorspace within the town would account for
approximately 23% of the total floorspace within the town. This represents a significant proportion
of the total supply of comparison floorspace within Attleborough.

The applicant's retail impact assessment states that there would be a 17.8% impact on
convenience turnover on Sainsbury's in the town centre. This appears to be significant. The
proposal is also likely to affect other convenience provision within the designated town centre
which includes the Lidl store to the order of 6.4%. However, it is currently unclear whether this
level of impact would be considered to be 'significantly adverse' in the context of the NPPF. It is
clear that there is going to be an impact however the case officer will need to determine the
extent to which this is significant. This may depend on a variety of factors not least the extent to
which Sainsbury's may be currently overtrading, which is indicated in paragraph 6.37 of the
planning and retail statement.

The applicants' retail impact assessment states that the impact of comparison goods (from bulky
goods unit and non-food within the supermarket) will draw £1.35million (8.7%) from within
Attleborough catchment zone. This combined impact of convenience (£4.2m) goods would result
in a £5.55m (26.5%) reduction in expenditure. Therefore, in light of the above, there may be a
need to engage further specialist support in order to assist in the understanding of the
significance of the retail impact on the town centre. 

The bulky goods unit will provide 1,200m2 net of new comparison floorspace. This is double the
level of net new floorspace the Council's Retail and Town Centre Study recommends up to 2016.
When considered in conjunction with the comparison floorspace to be provided within the
foodstore the quantum of new floorspace is closer to the level needed by 2026. It is recognised
that the projected floorspace figures within the retail study are likely to be at their most robust for
the first 5-6 year period. However, as bulky goods units can have lower turnover than other
comparison goods types the impact from these uses may not be as significant. Therefore, to limit
the impact on the town centre, there may be a need to consider imposing a condition on any
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Planning Permission in order to ensure bulky goods unit remains such. This would limit the
potential for higher turnover (and hence higher impact) uses from occupying this element of the
proposal.

The Council's Retail and Town Centre study indicates that if a new foodstore cannot be provided
in the Town Centre, then this should be directed to the proposed urban extension to help meet
local needs of the new population. This proposal is located between the town centre and the
broad direction of the proposed urban extension and as such is likely to attract residents from
both the existing and proposed community. It is at present unclear whether this application may
prejudice any proposals for local convenience retailing in the urban extension. 

The family pub/diner and the takeaway together amount to 1,513m² gross floorspace, which
represents a significant level of town centre floorspace outside of the defined town centre.
Paragraph 26 of the NPPF requires a sequential test for all town centre uses, including
considering the impact on the vitality and viability of the town centre. The applications planning
and retail statement considers the impact on vitality and viability at paragraph 7.15. Limited
information is provided in regard to any impact this element of the proposal may have on the
town centre. The review of this type of use is currently considered to be good within Attleborough
albeit the Council's Retail and Town Centre Study shows limited need for further provision at
present.

Notwithstanding the above, this proposal will clearly make a positive contribution to delivering the
economic objectives of the adopted Core Strategy, but also the NPPF through delivery of over
500 jobs. However, many of these jobs may be part-time and in some cases not strictly fall within
the Council's expectations for new jobs growth in the town over the plan period. However, these
will still contribute towards delivering the Government's economic objectives and should be
considered as such. 

It is also considered that transport issues will be crucial to the determination of this application.
The nature and type of traffic using the site will change from predominantly HGVs and personal
transport for employees (particularly at shift change times) to an altered journey profile due to
supermarket and other retail uses proposed which will attract trips throughout the day. Therefore,
the times at which traffic will use the site will be different should this proposal be accepted. This
amended profile need to be clearly understood in terms of what this means for the volume and
movement of traffic around the existing gyratory system. This is all the more important as the
current site occupiers (Banham Poultry) have indicated that they are to relocate back to their
previous location on Bunn's Bank. At time of writing no such application has yet been received,
although should this be forthcoming their current transport movements will remain on the network
but be decanted to a different location. Therefore, in the absence of a link road joining the B1077
and the A11 these movements will still need to use the gyratory system. 

It is noted in the Transport Assessment that the applicant has proposed improvements to the
surrogate St. Station Road node on the town centre gyratory. It is currently unclear whether
proposed improvements are likely to be effective in combination with the proposed improvements
arising from other schemes with Planning Permission (namely Taylor Wimpey - London Road). It
is also unclear whether these improvements may have an impact on the listed memorial and as
such, further advice from the Historic Buildings Officer on this point may be required. 

Policy CP13 Accessibility of the adopted Core Strategy requires a travel plan to be submitted for
all major applications. There is a need to ensure the proposal provides suitable enhancements to
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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT    

ASSET MANAGEMENT    

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH OFFICERS    

CONTAMINATED LAND OFFICER    

modal shift, as well as delivering an appropriate travel plan to help mitigate the impact of
additional traffic on the network. Measures should also enhance opportunities to access the site
by non-car modes. In particular, any physical barriers to accessing the site by non-car modes
should be subject to particular scrutiny in the travel planning process. 

Car parking standards for Breckland are set out within Policy DC19 (Parking Provision) of the
adopted Core Strategy and within Appendix D. Policy DC19 requires the parking provision
standards set out within Appendix D to be reduced by a multiplier of 0.8. Whilst the car parking
spaces are considered to be in broad conformity with the standards set out within Appendix D,
the number of disabled spaces for the pub/family diner falls significantly below the requirements
of DC19. The policy requires 13 disabled spaces, but only 4 have been provided. In addition to
this the proposed site layout suggests that the no cycle parking will provided within accessible
locations to either the hot-food takeaway or the family pub/diner. Therefore, unless this is revised
then the approach would be contrary to the expectations of Policy DC19. 

Further to the above, due to the scale of this proposal Policy DC14 Energy Generation and
Efficiency of the adopted Core Strategy is also of relevance. The policy requires all new
developments of over 1,000m2 to supply at least 10% of its energy from either onsite or a
decentralised renewable energy source. It may be appropriate for a condition to be imposed
should the Council be minded to approve this application so that this requirement can be secured
at the detailed/ reserved matters stage.

In summary, the issues in relation to this application appear to be finely balanced from a policy
perspective. The application proposes a number of town centre uses on land outside of the town
centre which is currently protected for employment use, and it appears will have an impact on the
town centre. However, the scheme will also provide a significant number of new jobs which will
contribute towards delivering the NPPFs economic objectives. It is also important to note that
there are likely to be other material benefits to this scheme (i.e. improving local amenity due to
removal of poultry processing back to Bunn's Bank) that may outweigh any potential policy
conflict. There are a number of issues highlighted above which will require further clarification
and should such information be provided then I would be happy to revisit the above. 

As a major employer within the Breckland District and Attleborough in particular, local jobs are in
short supply and Banham Poultry therefore plays a major role within the town as one of the
largest employers in the area.   We wish to see this continue for many years to come and would
support any initiative that helps safeguard existing or create new jobs.

Acknowledged, but no specific comments

Approval recommended subject to conditions relating to noise, hours of operation, drainage, air
quality monitoring, lighting and construction work.

I note that the Desk Study Ref 15483, February 2010 submitted with this application was
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A number of objections have been received from local residents and other third parties.  The
objections raised include increased traffic congestion, noise/disturbance, additional HGV
movements affecting adjacent businesses, lack of infrastructure, and concerns that the Transport
Assessment and retail appraisal are flawed.

The Attleborough Community Team (ACT) has objected to the development on grounds of traffic
impact on the town centre, highway safety, lack of alternative travel plans and the overall mix of
uses proposed.  ACT has confirmed that it is generally supportive of the re-use of the Station
Road site and the proposed relocation of Banham Poultry to Bunns Bank.

 REPRESENTATIONS

* The application is referred to Planning Committee as it is a major application.

* It is considered that the main issues raised by the proposed development relate to: i) retail
policy, ii) employment, iii) transport, and iv) townscape.

Retail policy
* National planning policy requires out-of-centre retail development proposals to be assessed

 ASSESSMENT NOTES

CRIME PREVENTION/ARCHITECTURAL LIAISON OFFICER    

NORFOLK FIRE & RESCUE    

produced with respect to extensions to the former poultry processing plant covered by a previous
planning permission 3PL/2005/0972/F.  As such it does not cover the above proposals for retail
and leisure.  While I do not have any direct objections to this proposed future use, an amended
desk study will need to be submitted which assesses this current proposal.  
If the application is determined without this information, planning conditions are recommended
requiring further site investigations and reporting of unexpected contamination.  

I do not wish to formally object to the proposals at this time. 
I am aware a colleague Sergeant Rory Walne may make a request for a 'Holding Objection' be
placed on the application in respect of Developer Contributions.  Incorporating SBD design and
achieving full accreditation could offset the size of contributions applied for.  

Norfolk Fire and Rescue Service would like to add the following as a planning condition to this
development:  Norfolk Fire and Rescue Service will require an additional hydrant/s to be installed 

NORFOLK RIVERS INTERNAL DRAINAGE BOARD -  No Comments Received 

HISTORIC ENVIRONMENT OFFICER -  No Comments Received 

TOWN PLANNING TECHNICIAN SOUTH EAST NETWORK RAIL -  No Comments Received 

NORFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL HIGHWAYS -  No Comments Received 
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against two key policy tests: 
i) Whether there are any suitable alternative sites that are sequentially preferable (in town centre
or edge of centre locations); and 
ii) whether significant adverse effects on town centre vitality and viability, or planned investment,
are likely to occur.  
If a proposal fails either of these tests, permission should be refused, unless material
considerations indicate otherwise.  
* At a local level, Core Strategy Policy CP7 seeks to restrict retail development outside town
centres unless there is a need for development, there are no sequentially preferable sites and no
negative impact on town centre viability and vitality.  It should be noted that this policy pre-dates
the NPPF and previous national policy set out in PPS4.
* The Breckland Retail and Town Centre Study (2010) provides information on retail need and the
potential to accommodate future growth in the District.  This indicates that there is scope in
Attleborough for an additional medium-large food store of up to 1,000 sq.m net before
2016(increasing to 1,500 sq.m by 2026).  Scope for further comparison space is also suggested
of 600 sq.m by 2016 and 2,300 sq.m by 2026.  In addition, up to 700 sq.m of local shopping
facilities could be provided in the proposed urban extension. The Study also identifies the
application site as having potential to accommodate out-of-centre retail uses subject to meeting
retail policy tests.
* The applicant has provided an assessment of the proposal against policy requirements,
addressing the sequential and retail tests.  This information has been subject to independent
critique by the Council's retail consultants, Nathanial Litchfield & Partners (NLP).  NLP have also
provided an assessment of the retail impact of the proposal. 

Sequential Test
* As required by the sequential test, the applicant's retail assessment has considered whether the
proposed development could be accommodated on alternative town centre or edge of centre
sites.  Two potential alternative sites on Exchange Street and Griffin Lane have been examined,
both of which are identified in the Breckland Retail & Town Centre Study.  Neither of the two sites
is large enough for either the proposed foodstore or bulky goods unit.  Both sites could physically
accommodate the proposed family pub/diner or fast-food restaurant, although the applicant
contends they should not be separated out as they form an essential part of the redevelopment
package.  Notwithstanding the merits of any argument on disaggregation, both sites are currently
occupied and are unavailable.  It has not been possible to identify any other potentially
sequentially preferable sites in the town centre.  On this basis, it is considered that the
requirements of the sequential test have been satisfied.    

Retail Impact
* Careful consideration has been given to the likely effects of the development on Attleborough
town centre, taking into account both the effects of anticipated trade diversion and the potential to
clawback spending currently lost elsewhere.  There is currently a relatively high level of leakage
of expenditure from Attleborough to other nearby centres, including Thetford and Wymondham.  
* The application proposals include 1,638 sq.m of convenience sales floorspace, which slightly
exceeds the Retail Study projection of 1,500 sq.m at 2026.  This projection was based on
constant market shares, but a new food store could increase market share and thus increase
capacity.  The application proposals include 1,900 sq.m of comparison floorspace, below the
Retail Study projection of 2,300 sq.m for 2026.
* In terms of trade diversion, there are some differences between the assessments made by the
applicant and the Council's consultant, NLP.  The figures quoted here are based on the NLP's
findings, which the applicant contends should be viewed as a worst case scenario.  
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* It is estimated that the proposed development would result in a £10.74 million reduction in
overall turnover in the town centre in 2017, from £47.12 million to £36.38 million (a 22.8%
decrease). 
* For convenience spending, a 30.9% reduction is forecast, the effects of which would be
concentrated mainly on the existing town centre supermarkets, notably Sainsbury's.  Based on
the current trading position of this store, it is not considered that the forecast loss of trade would
be likely to result in the closure of the store.  Impacts on other larger convenience outlets would
fall mainly on the Lidl and Londis stores, and are expected to result in a 9.9% loss of turnover.
Again, closures are not anticipated due to the trading position of these stores.  Impacts on
smaller convenience shops would be less and should be offset by population and expenditure
growth.
* For comparison spending, an 8.6% reduction in turnover is predicted, mainly affecting sales of
health and beauty products, cards/stationery and small household goods.  Impacts would be felt
most by larger stores including Sainsbury's, Lidl and Lloyds chemist.  At this level, negative
impacts would be expected to be offset by population and expenditure growth at 2017.  However,
it should be noted that reduced comparison goods spending in the town centre would be likely to
limit opportunities for the creation of new floorspace or for existing shops to increase turnover.
Only a small number of existing town centre shops sell bulky goods, so significant effects on the
town centre as a whole are not expected.
* Potential indirect effects on the town centre have also been considered.  Customers using the
proposed retail stores would be less likely to link their shopping trips with a visit to the town
centre, when compared to shoppers using existing town centre supermarkets.  A further loss of
trade to the town centre could therefore be expected.  However, this impact would be offset by
the overall increase in trade in Attleborough resulting from the proposed development (a £19.26
million increase at 2017), provided that the new development generates linked trips to the town
centre in sufficient numbers.  Given the relationship of the site to the town and the measures
proposed to improve transport links, it is reasonable to expect that the development would
generate enough linked trips to ensure that the indirect effects on the town centre are neutral.   
* Some concerns have been raised about the impact of the proposal on retail provision with the
proposed urban extension to Attleborough.  Core Strategy Policy CP7 states that local centres
will be protected, including those to be delivered as part of urban extensions.  Whilst the current
proposals may have some impact on local centre provision, in the absence of any firm proposals
for the urban extension it is difficult to quantify likely effects or to give significant weight to this
factor.  However, it is possible to draw some general conclusions at this stage, including that the
application proposals would provide mainly for bulk food shopping and so would not compete
directly with any local centre shops that would be focused on the day to day needs of residents
for top-up shopping.  The proposed development would be well located to meet the bulk main
food shopping needs of any new development to the south of the town.

Economic issues
* The proposed development has significant employment and economic implications.  
* Banham Poultry wishes to relocate its poultry processing plant from the application site back to
its original site at Bunns Bank, Attleborough, which was destroyed by fire in 1998.  It is
understood that the grant of planning permission for an alternative use at Station Road is critical
to funding the relocation of the poultry processing plant.  The new Bunns Bank plant is intended
to enable the company to develop in an efficient and competitive way with the benefit of a modern
plant, thus safeguarding existing jobs (Banham Poultry employs around 700 people in
Attleborough).  The existing plant at Station Road, which was originally established as a short-
term expedient, requires considerable investment to continue in use, but its potential is heavily
constrained by its location and close proximity to residential property.  * A planning application for
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the new plant at Bunns Bank was submitted on 31 May 2013, and is currently under
consideration.  
* The application site is identified in the Core Strategy as a General Employment Area.  Policy
DC6 seeks generally to resist the loss of employment land.  The Core Strategy targets the
creation of 1,500 to 2,000 new jobs in the town by 2026.  Whilst the retail and leisure elements of
the proposal would conflict with Policy DC6, this must be weighed against the overall benefits of
the development in employment terms.  As noted above, the proposal is intended to facilitate the
relocation of the poultry processing business, securing existing jobs and bringing back into
productive use presently under-used employment land at Bunns Bank.  The proposed
development itself would create an estimated 560 new jobs.  Although account must also be
taken of potential loss of retail jobs in the town centre due to trade diversion, it is considered that
the overall employment benefits of the proposals would be significant and should weigh in favour
of the application. 
* The extent to which it would be desirable and practicable to link in a binding way the
implementation of the Bunns Bank development with the proposed Station Road redevelopment
is presently being explored.  A further update on this issue will be provided.

Transport 
* Two points of access are proposed to serve the new development: a new roundabout access on
Station Road, and a secondary access off Maurice Gaymer Way for servicing and to access a
new office development. A new footway would be provided along the realigned Station Road
frontage, together with a pedestrian crossing point.  Off-site highway improvements are proposed
at the Station Road/Surrogate Street/Thieves Lane junction.  These proposals have been
amended following comments from the Fire Service.  On-site parking is proposed for 602 cars,
220 bicycles and 31 motorcycles.  It is understood that the Highway Authority is content in
principle with the proposed arrangements, although written confirmation of this is awaited.
* It is considered that the proposals generally perform well when assessed against general
accessibility criteria.  Although not within a town centre or edge-of-centre location, the site is
nonetheless within relatively easy reach (10 minutes walk) of the town centre.  The site is
immediately adjacent to Attleborough railway station.  No bus services pass the site currently, but
it is proposed to establish a shuttle bus service to link the development with the town centre.
* The proposed development will give rise to significant levels of traffic movement.  The submitted
Transport Assessment (TA) estimates the scheme as a whole will generate peak levels of up to
8,660 two-way traffic movements per day on Fridays, and up to 9,836 two-way traffic movements
on Saturdays.  The effects of increased traffic on the surrounding road network have been
modelled by the applicant.  This modelling has assumed that the distribution of traffic
entering/leaving the site to/from the north and south would be roughly equal.  It has also been
assumed that around 30% of the trips to the development would be 'pass-by trips' from traffic
already present on Station Road.  However, no allowance has been made for diverted trips i.e.
those that are already on the surrounding road network but divert to the application site instead of
other retail destinations.  It is suggested therefore that the assessment of traffic impacts in the TA
is presented as a worst case scenario.  
* The TA concludes that there is sufficient junction capacity to accommodate traffic from the
development except in the case of the junction of Station Road/Surrogate Street/Thieves Lane,
which is already over capacity.  Measures are proposed here to improve this junction and thereby
increase capacity.  Should more wide ranging proposals for traffic management within the town
centre emerge in the meantime, it is suggested that a financial contribution to these works could
be secured in lieu of the proposed junction improvements, if desired.  Although formal comments
have not yet been received from Norfolk County Council, it is understood the Highway Authority is
generally content that increased traffic can be accommodated subject to agreement on detailed
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mitigation measures. An update on these matters will provided prior to the committee meeting.

Townscape
* The application site occupies a prominent position on one of the principal approaches to the
town centre.  Part of the site falls within the Conservation Area.  Buildings at the adjacent train
station are Listed.    
* With the exception of two former cider works buildings adjacent to Station Road, the existing
factory buildings do not contribute positively to the appearance of the area. It is considered
therefore that the proposed redevelopment offers an opportunity to enhance the appearance of
the area.   
* It is considered that the overall layout and scale of development shown indicatively would
provide a sound basis on which to develop detailed design proposals for the development.  The
larger footprint retail and commercial buildings would be set towards the rear of the site, and so
would not appear unduly dominant. The scale of development along Station Road would be more
modest, reflecting the finer grained pattern of development here. The retention of the existing
office building adjacent to the railway crossing would help to maintain the character of the area
and setting of the Conservation Area and the Listed station buildings.  The family pub/diner would
be designed to complement the appearance of the retained office building, maintaining the
industrial aesthetic.  Unfortunately, this element of the scheme requires the removal of an existing
former cider works building which falls within the Conservation Area.  It is understood that
retention of this building was considered by the applicant, but was found to be impracticable, due
to the relatively small size of this building and the considerable work needed to upgrade its fabric.
 
* Whilst supportive of the proposals as a whole, English Heritage has raised concerns about the
proposed demolition of one of the former cider works building and the location of the proposed
new roundabout and its visual impact.  Further information has been submitted by the applicant to
justify the proposed demolition.  In response to earlier negotiations, the applicant has simplified
the form of the proposed pub/diner in order to enable its design to reflect more closely the
character of existing historic industrial buildings.  It is considered that any harm that would be
caused by the loss of one of the former cider works buildings would be outweighed by the overall
regeneration benefits of the proposals. The scope to relocate the roundabout access is limited by
highway requirements and the position of existing accesses, but the applicant has acknowledged
the need for a strong and attractive boundary scheme for the Station Road frontage in order to
maintain a sense of visual continuity and to enhance this approach to the town. 

Other matters
Drainage
* Objections have been raised by the Environment Agency in relation to surface water drainage
proposals and pollution controls.  Further information has been submitted by the applicant to
address the concerns raised.  Further comments are awaited from the Environment Agency.  An
update of this issue will be provided.
 
Amenity
* The construction of the development, including the demolition of existing buildings, will
inevitably result in some disruption and disturbance to local residents.  These effects would be
temporary and measures to minimise harmful impacts could be required by planning condition.  In
the longer term, the operation of the development would give rise to noise, including from traffic
and plant, but given the predominantly commercial nature of the area and the nature of the
existing use, it is not considered that any significant harm is likely.  Planning conditions are
recommended to control noise from any fixed plant and the hours of operation of servicing
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Outline Planning Permission

3920 See conclusion above

 RECOMMENDATION

 CONDITIONS

activities and the restaurant uses proposed.  Bearing in mind the nature of the existing use, which
has given rise to significant levels of local complaint in the past, mainly due to odour problems, it
is considered that the proposed development would generally result in a significant benefit to the
locality in amenity terms.

Conclusion
* To conclude, it is considered that whilst there would be some negative impacts on the town
centre due to trade diversion, it is not considered that significantly adverse effects are likely to
result.  Widespread shop closures are not expected and it is considered that the development
could claw back spending lost to other towns and the potential to generate new linked trips.  
* The negative effects of trade diversion must be balanced against the development's positive
impacts in terms of increased competition and consumer choice, and job creation.  The proposed
redevelopment would assist in maintaining current jobs by enabling the applicant to move to more
suitable premises.  Given the importance attached both locally and nationally to the promotion of
economic growth, it is considered that these factors should weigh heavily in favour of the
proposals.
* The proposal redevelopment also offers the prospect of improvements to the appearance of the
area and to the amenities of local residents due to the relocation of the existing poultry
processing plant.  
* It is recognised that there are significant local concerns about traffic congestion in the town
centre, and that in this context the proposed development may not be welcomed.  However,
based on the information available, it is anticipated that increased traffic could be accommodated
without severe residual impacts on the road network.

Recommendation
* Subject to outstanding issues relating to transport and drainage being resolved satisfactorily, it
is recommended that outline planning permission is granted subject to conditions and the
completion of Section 106 agreement.  
* Recommended conditions would cover the following: reserved matters approval, design
strategy, landscaping, phasing, noise, hours of operation, floorspace limits, food/non-food
floorspace split, bulky goods restrictions, construction management, access, parking, off-site
highway improvements, lighting, drainage, pollution control, ground investigation, archaeological
investigation/building recording, renewable energy, fire hydrants, The Section 106 should include
provisions relating to off-site highway works/contributions, the shuttle bus service and travel
planning. 
* If the Council is minded to grant permission for the development, the application will need first to
be referred to the Secretary of State under the Town & Country Planning (Consultation) Direction
2009.
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BRADENHAM
Land Adjacent The Lord Nelson
1 Hale Road

Mr Edward Sorrell
34 Eller Drive West Winch

David A Cutting Building Surveyors Ltd
70 Market Street Shipdham

Proposed erection of two detached cottage style dwellings with garages 

Full

3PL/2013/0399/F

N

N

Out Settlemnt Bndry

N

ITEM

LOCATION:

APPLICANT:

AGENT:

PROPOSAL:

REF NO:

APPN TYPE:

POLICY:

ALLOCATION:

CONS AREA: TPO:

LB GRADE:

 

 RECOMMENDATION : APPROVAL

Principle of development  
Design and appearance
Trees and landscape 
Amenity  
Highways
Contaminated land

 KEY ISSUES

The application seeks planning permission for the erection of two detached four bedroomed
dwellings with detached single garages.  Materials comprise Sandtoft County Flanders or similar
red clay pantiles, Ibstock Birtley Olde English or similar facing brickwork and flintwork to the
majority of the walls; Marley Eternit Sand Yellow Cedral or similar, weatherboarding to rear.
Painted render finish to dormer walls.  Mixed native species are proposed to areas where new
boundary treatment is required.  1.8 m close boarded timber fencing is proposed between the rear
garden areas.  Existing timber boarded fencing is proposed to be retained.  Parking areas are
proposed to be surfaced in brick paviors with permeable joints. 

Amended plans have been received amending the first floor side facing master bedroom window
in each dwelling to a high level window to avoid direct overlooking.   

The application site lies outside the Settlement Boundary of the village of Bradenham.  The site
comprises land located on the southern fringe of the village of Bradenham with a frontage onto

 DESCRIPTION OF DEVELOPMENT

 SITE AND LOCATION

CASE OFFICER: Jayne Owen

No Allocation
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Hale Road.  To the north is residential development, to the west is a development of 11 dwellings
which are currently under construction, to the east is a public house and to the south the site is
bounded by open countryside.  The site was previously part of land belonging to the public house
and was used as a bowling green.  The land ceased to be used for this purpose many years ago
and has since become redundant.  The land is not designated open space.  

Land to the west
3PL/2010/1333/F - Development of 6 open market homes and 5 local needs homes including 1
special needs home - Approved 

 RELEVANT SITE HISTORY

 POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

 CONSULTATIONS

SS1
CP.09
CP.11
CP.14
DC.01
DC.02
DC.11
DC.12
DC.14
DC.16
DC.18
DC.19
NPPF

Spatial Strategy
Pollution and Waste
Protection and Enhancement of the Landscape
Sustainable Rural Communities
Protection of Amenity
Principles of New Housing
Open Space
Trees and Landscape
Energy Efficiency
Design
Community facilities, recreation and leisure
Parking Provision
With particular regard to paras. 47, 49, 55, 56-68

The following policies of the adopted Breckland Core Strategy and Development Control Policies
and the adopted Site Specific Policies and Proposals Document, including the Proposals Maps,
have been taken into consideration in the determination of this application.  The provisions of the
National Planning Policy Framework have also been taken into account, where appropriate 

BRADENHAM P C -   
Bradenham Parish Council object to this application.
It is outside the village envelope (boundary)and recently two other application in the village have
been refused for that reason (Mr Trett and Mr Hindry).

No

 EIA REQUIRED
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None

 REPRESENTATIONS

*  The application is referred to Planning Committee as it is considered a departure from policy.

Principle of development  
* The application lies outside the Settlement Boundary for Bradenham and accordingly, the
proposal would conflict with Core Strategy Policies DC2 and CP14.  Notwithstanding this conflict

 ASSESSMENT NOTES

NORFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL HIGHWAYS    

CONTAMINATED LAND OFFICER    

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH OFFICERS    

TREE & COUNTRYSIDE CONSULTANT    

ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING    

No objections subject to conditions.

Providing the questionnaire, when received, does not show any other potential sources of
contamination other than the backfilled pit approximately 100 m to the north west of the site
condition and informatives are recommended relating to ground gas and extensions.

Based on the information provided, concerns regarding the impact of noise from the existing
public house on the amenity of future occupants of the proposed development (music, patrons in
garden etc).  Recommend refusal of this application.  Should the committee be minded to
approve this application recommend that the approval be subject to a condition in respect of
protection from noise to reduce those environmental concerns.

No comment

The Planning Policy Officer has raised objections to the application on the grounds that the
scheme would result in two new market dwellings outside of the Settlement Boundary and as
such would be contrary to planning policies including CP14, DC2 and SSI of the Core Strategy
and expectations of Paragraph 55 of the National Planning Policy Framework.  It is not
considered that the current housing land shortfall warrants an exception to policy given that
Bradenham is not identified as a service centre.

PRINCIPAL PLANNER MINERAL & WASTE POLICY -  No Comments Received 
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with local plan policies the proposed development must also be assessed against national
planning policy for housing.  Paragraph 49 of the NPPF states that housing applications should
be considered in the context of the presumption in favour of sustainable development.  Relevant
policies for the supply of housing should not be considered up to date if the local planning
authority cannot demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing sites.  Relevant
considerations also include matters such as design quality, environmental sustainability and the
suitability of the site for housing and the efficient use of land.  Proposals are also required to be in
line with the overall spatial strategy for the area and should not undermine wider policy objectives.
 Having regard to the presumption in favour of sustainable development, the development would
be physically well related to existing development and would not result in significant incursion into
open countryside.
* Set against this, Bradenham is not identified in the Council's Core Strategy as a local service
centre village.  The overall spatial strategy indicates that for non-service centre villages, only
nominal housing and employment growth is envisaged.  Non-service centre villages are not
considered to represent a sustainable option for significant expansion as they are heavily reliant
on higher order settlements for services and facilities.  Services in Bradenham consist of playing
fields and a village hall.  There are no essential day to day services such as a primary school,
shop or post office.  The local pub is currently closed and on the market for sale; public transport
is limited.  Accordingly, the development conflicts with the settlement hierarchy strategy as set out
in Policies SS1 and CP14.  
* Core Strategy Policy DC11 (Open Space) requires all new residential development to provide a
contribution towards outdoor playing space.
Whilst the applicant agrees to provide such an undertaking, at the time of writing a signed and
completed undertaking is awaited.    

Design, layout and appearance 
* The dwellings are well designed and it is considered that the proposed development would not
have a significant impact on the overall form and character of the village or its rural setting.  The
site is bordered to the west by development under construction and the development reflects the
established linear pattern of development. The development under construction to the west will
give this part of Hale Road a more built up appearance and this development would continue the
building pattern established by this development.  Materials are also appropriate using locally
distinctive external materials including red brick, pantiles, flintwork, render and timber boarding.  

Trees and Landscape
* There are no existing trees or hedging that would be affected by the proposed development.
Mixed native hedging is proposed to any areas where new boundary treatment is required to
provide a suitable habitat for improving biodiversity in the area.  1.8 m high timber fencing is
proposed between the rear garden areas for screening purposes and will be compatible with
existing boundary treatments.  Existing timber boarded boundary fencing is proposed to be
retained.  

Amenity 
* The Council's Environmental Health Officer has been consulted on the proposal and refusal is
recommended owing to concerns regarding the impact of noise from the existing public house on
the amenity of future occupants of the proposed development (music, patrons in garden etc).
The public house is currently closed and is for sale, however, it could clearly be bought and used
as a public house in the future.  However, the Environmental Health Officer also comments that
should the Planning Committee be minded to approve the application approval should be subject
to a condition to reduce the potential for noise nuisance.  It is considered that the recommended
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condition would be sufficient to satisfactorily address the potential for noise nuisance arising from
the possible future use of the Lord Nelson as a public house.  The applicants agents also point
out that there is currently substantial mature conifer hedging on the boundary between the
application site and the public house and that there is approximately 25 m (82 ft) distance
between the public house and the nearest part of the proposed dwelling.  Furthermore, the
nearest dwelling would be screened by the proposed detached garage serving this property.  The
agents also draw attention to other examples in the district where dwellings have been granted
adjacent to existing public houses.    

Highways
* The existing access is proposed to be removed and an improved access formed centrally to the
site.  Norfolk County Council Highways have been consulted on the proposal and have raised no
objection to the principle of the development.  However, attention is drawn to the fact that the
footway shown to the front of the site is a condition of the development on the adjacent site.  The
Highways Officer is working with that development to agree a scheme for the off-site
improvements, however, as it stands the footway is not constructed and without it the visibility
splays required at the access to this site are unlikely to be achievable.  Conditions are
recommended including that occupation of the proposed dwellings is restricted to a time following
the construction of the footway. 

Contaminated Land
* The Council's Contaminated Land Officer has been consulted on the proposal and has
commented that the design and access statement mentions contamination but does not provide
all the details normally required for the vulnerable development questionnaire.  A questionnaire
has been requested from the applicant's agent and at the time of writing has not yet been
received.  Providing the questionnaire, when received, does not show any other potential sources
of contamination other than the backfilled pit approximately 100 m to the north-west of the site, a
condition and informative relating to ground gas are recommended.  

Other Issues
* The Parish Council refer to previous refusals in respect of development on two sites; outline
applications for dwellings on School Road and on West End, Bradenham.  The dwelling on
School Road was refused as it is outside the Settlement Boundary for Bradenham and that the
proposal would introduce a dwelling to the east of School Lane which is at present sparsely
developed in terms of residential properties and as such this character would be harmed to the
detriment of the character and appearance of the area.  This application is currently the subject of
an appeal. 
* The site at West End was refused on grounds of it being outside the Settlement Boundary and it
is worthy of note that it lies a significant distance from any Settlement Boundary and on highway
safety grounds in respect of inadequate visibility splays, inadequate highway network by reason
of poor alignment, restricted width, lack of passing provision, substandard construction and
limited forward visibility around bends on route and remoteness from facilities.  
* It is therefore not considered that either of these sites are directly comparable to the site the
subject of this application.    

Conclusion
* As with the development currently under construction to the west of the site, it is considered that
there are arguments both for and against the development proposed.  The development would
constitute a departure from Core Strategy policies which seek to limit residential development in
villages like Bradenham in order to promote sustainable development.  This is a significant
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Planning Permission

3007
3048
3920
3920
3920
3920
3920
3920
3402
3920
3920
DE10
PD07
PD01
3920
3920
3923
4000
3996
2001
3995

Full Permission Time Limit (3 years)
In accordance with submitted
Visibility splay
Access, car parking and turning
Off site highway works
Drainage measures to present surface water run-off
Ground Gas Condition
EHO condition
Boundary screening to be agreed
Foul and surface water disposal
Slab levels
Obscure glazing
No PD for classes A B C D & E
No additional windows at first floor
Highways Note
Ground Gas Note
Contaminated Land - Informative (Extensions)
Variation of approved plans
Note - Discharge of Conditions
Application Approved Following Revisions
NOTE - Unilateral undertakings

 RECOMMENDATION

 CONDITIONS

consideration that weighs against the proposal.  However, the scheme has been designed to be
sensitive to local character and relates well to the existing pattern of development in the locality.
With the exception of non-compliance with the overall rural settlement policy, the proposal
performs well against other sustainable development criteria set out in paragraphs 56 to 66 of the
National Planning Policy Framework such as design quality, responding to local character and
appropriate landscaping.  In summary, and having particular regard to the recently approved
scheme to the west of the site, it is considered that the scheme would not cause material harm to
the form and character of the village or its rural setting.  
* It is recommended that planning permission is granted subject to conditions and receipt of a
signed and completed unilateral undertaking to provide a recreational contribution towards
outdoor playing space.  
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SHIPDHAM
Mill Road

Abel Homes Ltd
Neaton Business Park-North Norwich Roa

David Futter Associates Ltd
Arkitech House 35 Whiffler Road Norwich

MMA to 3PL/2010/0732/F (revisions to 4, 11, 12, 32, 43) revised footpath
arrangement adj 43)

Full

3PL/2013/0420/F

Y

N

In Settlemnt Bndry

N

ITEM

LOCATION:

APPLICANT:

AGENT:

PROPOSAL:

REF NO:

APPN TYPE:

POLICY:

ALLOCATION:

CONS AREA: TPO:

LB GRADE:

 

 RECOMMENDATION : APPROVAL

Design
Highway safety/parking
Residential amenity

 KEY ISSUES

The proposal seeks planning permission for minor amendments to application reference:
3PL/2010/0732/F which granted planning for 43 dwellings on land off Church Close, Shipdham.  It
is proposed to vary condition 2 of the permission to allow: repositioning of plots 11, 12, and 43;
moving and widening public footpath adjacent to plot 43; minor fenestration changes to garage
types C, D and F (plot 4); new garage to plot 32; and demolition of coach house to plot 43 with
new double garage and workshop replacement. 

The application site is located close to the centre of the village of Shipdham. It comprises an
irregularly shaped parcel of undeveloped land extending to approximately 2.2 hectares. The site
has road frontages onto Church Close/High Street and Mill Road. The site is adjoined on all sides
by existing residential development. The site includes a number of preserved trees and is
bisected by a stream. Part of the site falls within the Shipdham Conservation Area.

 DESCRIPTION OF DEVELOPMENT

 SITE AND LOCATION

CASE OFFICER: Jemima Dean

No

 EIA REQUIRED

No Allocation
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Planning permission (reference: 3PL/2007/1234/F) was granted for residential development in
December 2008.  The approved development includes the erection of 43 dwellings, a new access
and estate road and associated landscaped open spaces. A range of 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 bedroom
properties, including 12 units of affordable housing, would be provided. A  new vehicular access
to the development is proposed off Church Close/High Street,  with a pedestrian only access off
Mill Road.

 RELEVANT SITE HISTORY

 POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

TREE & COUNTRYSIDE CONSULTANT    

HISTORIC BUILDINGS CONSULTANT    

No further comments

No comment.

 CONSULTATIONS

DC.01
DC.02
DC.12
DC.16
DC.17
NPPF

Protection of Amenity
Principles of New Housing
Trees and Landscape
Design
Historic Environment
With regard to paragraphs 56 and 57 which relate to design.

The following policies of the adopted Breckland Core Strategy and Development Control Policies
and the adopted Site Specific Policies and Proposals Document, including the Proposals Maps,
have been taken into consideration in the determination of this application.  The provisions of the
National Planning Policy Framework have also been taken into account, where appropriate 

SHIPDHAM P C -   
The Parish Council have previously commented on the number of amendments which come
through for planning applications for this site. They are disappointed that, in spite of this, the
developer has been allowed to make further amendments.  Other than that there are no
objections. 

NORFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL HIGHWAYS -  No Comments Received 

PRINCIPAL PLANNER MINERAL & WASTE POLICY -  No Comments Received 
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Planning Permission

3920 Conditioned as planning permission 3PL/2010/0732/F

 RECOMMENDATION

 CONDITIONS

No neighbour representations have been received in response to the application.

 REPRESENTATIONS

* The application is referred to Planning Committee as it relates to a major development
* The principal issues raised by the application concern the effect of the proposed design
revisions on the appearance of the development and the amenities of local residents.  The
proposed changes to the development layout involve the erection of one garage and other small
changes to the position of houses within their plots. Typically the siting adjustments involve
movements of 1-2 metres; where fenestration changes are proposed, the impact would be
minimal.

* It is considered that the proposed changes to the layout would not have any significant impact
on the appearance of the approved development.  Nor is it considered that the proposed changes
would have any material effect on the amenities enjoyed by adjacent residents when compared to
the approved scheme.  No significant changes are proposed to the orientation of houses such
that overlooking would be increased. No additional tree removal is proposed as a result of the
proposed revisions.

* It is recommended that planning permission is granted for the revised scheme.  All other
conditions would remain as per the current planning permission.

 ASSESSMENT NOTES
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THETFORD
Units 11-29 (odds) Brunel Way
Brunel Way Industrial Estate

Breckland Council
Elizabeth House Walpole Loke

Daniel Connal Partnership
The Glasshouse Kings Lane

Replace existing flat roof with new pitched roof, composite cladding, fascia and
soffit

Full

3PL/2013/0457/F

N

N

In Settlemnt Bndry

N

ITEM

LOCATION:

APPLICANT:

AGENT:

PROPOSAL:

REF NO:

APPN TYPE:

POLICY:

ALLOCATION:

CONS AREA: TPO:

LB GRADE:

 

 RECOMMENDATION : APPROVAL

Principle of development
Design
Amenity

 KEY ISSUES

The application relates to the replacement of an existing flat roof, gutter, fascia and soffits along
the principal elevation of the units. These will be replaced with a new pitched roof, which will have
a composite cladding finish, as well as new guttering. In addition, new fascias soffits will be
installed which will match the existing.

11-29 (odd numbers) Brunel Way are two groups of attached industrial units situated within the
Brunel Way Industrial Estate. The two groups of buildings face onto a side road serving the units
which incorporates car parking spaces. Adjacent buildings lie to the North, East and West and to
the South is a large storage depot controlled by the Health and Safety Executive

 DESCRIPTION OF DEVELOPMENT

 SITE AND LOCATION

No relevant site history

 RELEVANT SITE HISTORY

CASE OFFICER: Nicolla Ellis

No

 EIA REQUIRED

General Employ
Area
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 POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

None

 REPRESENTATIONS

* The application is referred to Planning Committee because the application has been made by
Breckland Council.

Principle of Development
* Policy DC16 of the Adopted Breckland Core Strategy requires new development to complement
existing buildings and have regard for the scale and height of development in relation to them.
* The above is also reinforced by paragraph 59 of the NPPF.
* Policy DC1 furthermore requires development to have consideration for amenity in terms of
visual impact and dominance.  The development satisfies this requirement.

Design
* The scheme proposes relatively minor changes to part of the roof of the units 11-29 (odd

 ASSESSMENT NOTES

NORFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL HIGHWAYS    

ASSET MANAGEMENT    

HEALTH & SAFETY EXECUTIVE    

On the basis there is to be no change to the existing access and parking arrangements, no
objection 

Acknowledged, but no specific comments.

HSE does not advise, on safety grounds, against the granting of planning permission in this case.

 CONSULTATIONS

DC.01
DC.16
NPPF

Protection of Amenity
Design
With particular regard to Para. 59

The following policies of the adopted Breckland Core Strategy and Development Control Policies
and the adopted Site Specific Policies and Proposals Document, including the Proposals Maps,
have been taken into consideration in the determination of this application.  The provisions of the
National Planning Policy Framework have also been taken into account, where appropriate 

THETFORD T C -   
The Town Council support this application.
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Planning Permission

3007
3048
MT02
4000
3996
2000

Full Permission Time Limit (3 years)
In accordance with submitted
External materials as approved
Variation of approved plans
Note - Discharge of Conditions
NOTE:  Application Approved Without Amendment

 RECOMMENDATION

 CONDITIONS

numbers), using materials to match the existing buildings. 
* The pitched roof will continue to relate well to the main buildings and, as such, the proposal is
considered to be acceptable in design terms.

Amenity
* The proposed roof alterations are to the roofs which face into the side road serving the units,
and consequently the surrounding buildings will have a limited view of the development.
* The proposed increase in roof height is minimal and unlikely to be dominant within the street
scene or upon surrounding buildings.
* It is therefore considered that the proposal is unlikely to be of detriment to amenity.

Conclusion
* The proposal complies with policies DC1 and DC16 of the Adopted Breckland Core Strategy in
terms of design and amenity and satisfies the requirements set out in the NPPF. 
* It is therefore concluded that the scheme is considered to be acceptable in planning terms and,
as such, is recommended for approval.



BRECKLAND COUNCIL - PLANNING COMMITTEE - 29-07-2013

DC131_new

7

NECTON
Development at The Birches
Off Oaks Drive

Necton Management Ltd
Oak Farm Necton

Necton Management Ltd
Oak Farm Necton

Minor Material Amendment to 3PL/1991/1231/D (Change timber joinery to PVCU
window/doors) 

Reserved Matters

3PL/2013/0478/D

N

N

Part In Set Bndry

N

ITEM

LOCATION:

APPLICANT:

AGENT:

PROPOSAL:

REF NO:

APPN TYPE:

POLICY:

ALLOCATION:

CONS AREA: TPO:

LB GRADE:

 

 RECOMMENDATION : APPROVAL

Principle of Development
Visual Impact

 KEY ISSUES

The application seeks planning permission for a minor material amendment to an extant planning
permission 3PL/1991/1231/D which granted consent for the erection of 40 dwellings with garages.
 The amendment comprises a change from timber joinery to PVCU windows/doors for ease of
future maintenance.  

The site comprises of a large parcel of land located to the south of Oaks Drive and west of
Masons Drive in the village of Necton.  To the south and west of the site are areas of open land.

 DESCRIPTION OF DEVELOPMENT

 SITE AND LOCATION

3PL/2010/1364/F Minor material amendment to planning permission 3PL/1993/1230/F in respect
of highway works Approved 

 RELEVANT SITE HISTORY

CASE OFFICER: Jayne Owen

No

 EIA REQUIRED

No Allocation
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3PL/2010/1363/F Minor material amendment to planning permission 3PL/1991/1231/D in respect
of revised layout Approved 

3PL/2010/0178/F Variation condition 1 on 3PL/1991/1231/D re-position of garages on plots 17
and 18.  Approved.

3PL/2009/1203/F Revised siting of previously approved foul pumping station.  Approved.

3PL/1993/1250/F Amendment to condition in relation to the construction of the approved surface
water drainage system.  Approved. 

3PL/1993/1230/F Amendment to Road B and amendments to dwelling types on plots 30-34
inclusively.  Approved.

3PL/1991/1231/D 40 dwellings with garages.  Approved.

 POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

None received.

 REPRESENTATIONS

* The application is referred to the Planning Committee as it is a major application.

Principle of Development
* The site benefits from extant permissions for residential development and as such the
development can be completed in accordance with the agreed details.  This application seeks
only to use windows of a different construction to those previously approved.  The reason for this
request being to reduce the need for future maintenance.  On this basis the principle of
development is acceptable.

Visual Impact
* It is not considered that the proposed change from timber to upvc would have a material impact

 ASSESSMENT NOTES

 CONSULTATIONS

DC.01
DC.16
NPPF

Protection of Amenity
Design
National Planning Policy Framework

The following policies of the adopted Breckland Core Strategy and Development Control Policies
and the adopted Site Specific Policies and Proposals Document, including the Proposals Maps,
have been taken into consideration in the determination of this application.  The provisions of the
National Planning Policy Framework have also been taken into account, where appropriate 

NECTON P C -   
No ojections
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Approval of Reserved Matters

3048
3740
3740
3740
3740
3920
3996
4000
3994
2000

In accordance with submitted
Any highway conditions
Any highway conditions
Any highway conditions
Any highway conditions
Non-standard condition
Note - Discharge of Conditions
Variation of approved plans
Non-standard note
NOTE:  Application Approved Without Amendment

 RECOMMENDATION

 CONDITIONS

on the character and appearance of the locality, particularly having regard to existing built form
where there this material is prevalent.  

Other issues
* No other issues have been raised.

Conclusion
* In conclusion it is considered that the amendment is acceptable, subject to conditions, and as
such is recommended for approval.  



BRECKLAND COUNCIL - PLANNING COMMITTEE - 29-07-2013

DC131_new

8

WELLINGHAM
Uphouse Farm Ltd
Uphouse Farm

Uphouse Farm Ltd
Uphouse Farm Swaffham Road

Acorus Rural Property Services
Old Market Office 10 Risbygate Street

New dwelling for occupation in connection with an existing farming enterprise 

Outline

3PL/2013/0491/O

N

N

Out Settlemnt Bndry

N

ITEM

LOCATION:

APPLICANT:

AGENT:

PROPOSAL:

REF NO:

APPN TYPE:

POLICY:

ALLOCATION:

CONS AREA: TPO:

LB GRADE:

Swaffham Road (Access North Norfolk Dis

 RECOMMENDATION : REFUSAL 

Principle of development  
Amenity  
Contaminated land
Highway safety
Trees and landscape

 KEY ISSUES

The application seeks outline planning permission with all matters reserved for a new dwelling for
occupation in connection with an existing farming enterprise.  Whilst design and appearance are
reserved matters, the submitted design statement indicates a dwelling of approximately 200
square metres floor area with a ridge height of 8 m.    

The site lies outside any Settlement Boundary. Uphouse Farm extends to 115 hectares of which
approximately 60 hectares is owned and 55 hectares (135 acres) is rented.  There are three main
blocks of buildings; poultry unit 1 (8 poultry sheds in 2 blocks of 4), poultry unit 2 (as unit 1) and a
biomass plant energy centre.  These are all located within the control of and have been approved
by North Norfolk District Council.   

 DESCRIPTION OF DEVELOPMENT

 SITE AND LOCATION

CASE OFFICER: Jayne Owen

No

 EIA REQUIRED

No Allocation
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No relevant site history

 RELEVANT SITE HISTORY

 POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

NORFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL HIGHWAYS    

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE    

TREE & COUNTRYSIDE CONSULTANT    

CONTAMINATED LAND OFFICER    

No objection subject to condition.

No objections

While not questioning the need or expediency of the proposal, the precise choice of location is
nonetheless prominent and highly visible in the wider landscape. It does not take advantage of
the existing screening and concentration of residential stock of the farm complex. To be
compliant with policy CP11 the applicant should be requested explore other locations closer to
the existing farm house and original farm buildings.

No objection

 CONSULTATIONS

CP.09
CP.11
CP.14
DC.01
DC.02
DC.11
DC.12
DC.15
DC.16
DC.19
NPPF

Pollution and Waste
Protection and Enhancement of the Landscape
Sustainable Rural Communities
Protection of Amenity
Principles of New Housing
Open Space
Trees and Landscape
Renewable Energy
Design
Parking Provision
With particular regard to paras 17 and 55

The following policies of the adopted Breckland Core Strategy and Development Control Policies
and the adopted Site Specific Policies and Proposals Document, including the Proposals Maps,
have been taken into consideration in the determination of this application.  The provisions of the
National Planning Policy Framework have also been taken into account, where appropriate 

WELLINGHAM P C -  No Comments Received 
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Representations have been received raising the following issues:
- The business is leading the way in terms of innovation and sustainability and have won several
awards.
- The energy centre is remotely monitored by the system installers in Ireland and the applicant
has a specialist role of being an on-site engineer.  He must have the ability to respond quickly
and effectively to ensure birds are not lost.  The energy centre is fuelled more by biomass than
propane which will reduce the noxious gases produced which is welcomed by Wellingham
residents.  
- Letters have been received in support of the application from George Freeman MP (Mid
Norfolk) and Keith Simpson MP (Broadland)on the following grounds:

Nigel and his son Patrick are the first poultry farmers in the UK to invest in and install an
innovative new energy system to consistently produce biofeedstock fuel that has a lower moisture
content than ordinary chicken litter and has no adverse environmental effects when combusted.
Additionally, it is understood that this technology facilitates improved bird welfare and reduces
running costs key factors to increasing sustainability and underpinning business excellence.  

In his role as reactive maintenance engineer for the biomass plant it is imperative for Patrick to
be on-hand should the need arise.

 REPRESENTATIONS

* The application is referred to Planning Committee at the request of the Ward Representative
having regard to the need for on site technical expertise.

Principle of development  
* The approach to housing development within the District is outlined in the adopted Core
Strategy and Site Specifics Development Plan Document 2009 which makes it clear that any new
housing will be delivered within existing settlement boundaries.  The Council's policy approach to
resist new isolated dwellings in the countryside reflects national policy set out within Paragraph
55 of the National Planning Policy Framework which also recognises that in exceptional
circumstances it may be appropriate to allow an isolated dwelling where there is adequate

 ASSESSMENT NOTES

ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING    

CRIME REDUCTION & ARCHITECTURAL LIAISON OFFICER    

The case officer may wish to ensure that all other accommodation options have been
investigated and discounted; clarification of the time frame 'need' for being on site in an
emergency and the potential for training and support of existing on site workers to negate the
need for a dwelling in the countryside which would be an exception to policy.

Advice and guidance on reducing crime.

NORTH NORFOLK DISTRICT COUNCIL -  No Comments Received 
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justification.  One of the few circumstances in which isolated residential development may be
justified is when accommodation is required to enable agricultural, forestry and certain other full-
time workers to live at, or in the immediate vicinity of, their place of work.  This is reflected within
criterion (e) of Policy CP14 (Sustainable Rural Communities) which states that an exception is a
dwelling required in association with an existing rural enterprise where it complies with the
requirements of national guidance in relation to new dwellinghouses in the countryside.    

* Core Strategy Policy DC11 (Open Space) states that all new residential development is
expected to provide a contribution towards outdoor playing space.  

* Core Strategy Policy CP11 (Protection and Enhancement of the Landscape) states that the
landscape of the District will be protected for the sake of its own intrinsic beauty and its benefit to
the rural character and in the interests of biodiversity, geodiversity and historic conservation.  

* It is acknowledged that this large poultry unit is an active rural business.  The main issue which
requires to be considered with respect to this application is whether there is an essential need for
a dwelling in connection with the enterprise.  The fact that there are already six dwellings
associated with the holding, an existing farmhouse occupied by the applicant and his wife and
five additional agricultural workers' dwellings is relevant in this respect.  
* The building referred to as the biomass plant energy centre was built in 2002 for general
purpose farm use and houses a biomass and fuel handling system.  The fuel used is woodchip
and poultry manure which is automatically conveyed to the biomass burners and the centre
currently provides all the heat for the chickens.  In the future, with developments in technology, it
is hoped that more of this building will be used to generate electricity from biomass and export to
the National Grid.  The business has an operations and maintenance contract with the company
who installed the system based in Ireland.  This company monitors changes in temperature
remotely and contact the applicant, who lives approximately 20 minutes from the site, if there is
an issue and he attends the site immediately.  When the applicant is not available then his father,
who lives in the farmhouse on the site, attends.  
* It remains unclear exactly what the time period is between the applicant being made aware of
an "occurrence" and the need to be on site to address the "occurrence".  In addition, insufficient
evidence has been submitted to satisfactorily demonstrate that alternative forms of
accommodation within the surrounding area, which could accommodate the required need, have
been fully investigated.  Alternative accommodation could include a temporary mobile home at
the site or conversion of existing farm buildings.
* Whilst the applicant's agents suggest a few minutes could be vital, the energy centre has been
operating successfully for a number of years with the applicant living at his current address.  No
reasonable argument has been put why the system cannot continue as it has done for the last
few years.  
* Having carefully considered the applicants' case, it is considered that the proposal represents
the erection of a dwelling in the countryside without sufficient justification.  The application is
therefore considered contrary to Policies CP14 (Sustainable Rural Communities) and DC2
(Principles of New Housing) of the adopted Breckland Core Strategy and Development Control
Policies Development Plan Document 2009 and to guidance contained in the National Planning
Policy Framework.  

Design and appearance 
* The application seeks outline planning permission with all matters reserved. The design and
appearance of the dwelling would therefore be considered at the reserved matters stage if the
proposal were to be considered acceptable in principle.  Indicative details indicate a dwelling of
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Refusal of Outline Planning Permission

9900
9900
2002

Insufficient justification
Landscape Impact
Application Refused Following Discussion - No Way Forward

 RECOMMENDATION

 REASON(S) FOR REFUSAL

approximately 200 square metres floor area with a ridge height of 8 m.  

Amenity  
* The proposal would have no significant impact with respect to existing levels of residential
amenity currently enjoyed by neighbouring dwellings.  

Contaminated Land
* The Council's Contaminated Land Officer has been consulted on the proposal and no objections
have been raised.  

Highway Safety
* The access falls within North Norfolk District Council and an application has been made to them
with respect to the proposed access.  However, Norfolk County Council Highways have raised no
objections.  

Trees and Landscape 
* The Tree and Countryside Consultant considers that a dwelling in this exposed location would
represent an unacceptable and unjustified intrusion into the countryside which would be contrary
to Core Strategy Policy CP11 (Protection and Enhancement of the Landscape).    

Conclusion
* The application is recommended for refusal on the grounds that it has not been satisfactorily
demonstrated that there is sufficient need for the erection of a dwelling in this instance which
would justify a departure from national and local plan policies and that the proposed siting of the
dwelling would represent an unacceptable and unjustified intrusion into the countryside.  
* If permitted, therefore, the proposal would be contrary to paragraph 55 of the National Planning
Policy Framework and to Policies CP11, DC2 and CP14 of the Core Strategy and Development
Control Policies Document 2009.




