
 
APP/F2605/A/12/2185306:  SHIPDHAM:  Wood Farm, Church Lane:  Appeal by 
Ecotricity (Next Generation) Limited against the refusal of planning permission for 
two wind turbines with a maximum overall height of up to 100 metres, together with 
access tracks, crane pad areas, electricity substation and temporary construction 
compound:  Reference: 3PL/2011/0854/F  
Decision:  The Secretary of State agreed with the Inspector's recommendation and 
dismissed the appeal.     
Summary:  The Secretary of State concluded that the proposal would not preserve 
the setting of nearby listed buildings, would fail to protect the prized tranquillity of the 
area and would lead to an intensification of risk to aviation by virtue of factors 
associated with air traffic control and Shipdham Airfield.  The benefits of the proposal 
in terms of renewable energy generation were significant, but were nonetheless 
outweighed by the harm that would be caused. 
 
Application by Ecotricity (Next Generation) Limited for an award of costs in 
connection with the above. 
Decision:   The Council had failed to substantiate its refusal on grounds of 
landscape impact given the previous appeal decisions where landscape impact had 
been found to be acceptable.  Furthermore, the reason for refusal in the appeal case 
did not achieve the minimum standard required by Article 31 of the Town and 
Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2010.  It 
was also considered unreasonable for a local planning authority to cite the wrong 
policy, particularly where the error was left unaddressed for over a year. 
An award of costs against Breckland District Council was therefore justified in respect 
of the costs incurred by Ecotricity (Next Generation) Limited in preparing for and 
attending the Hearing and, throughout the appeal, in responding to the Council's 
position that the proposal would be contrary to Policy DC12. 
  
Application by Campaign against Turbines at Shipdham for an award of costs 
in connection with the above 
Decision:  Of the 14 instances of claimed unreasonable behaviour, 2 items were 
considered in respect of the reason for refusal, as outlined above. The application 
was refused.  The Secretary of State concluded that unreasonable behaviour 
resulting in unnecessary expense has not been demonstrated. 
 
 
KENNINGHALL: 
The following appeals were considered together because each had been refused  for 
the same reason that the information provided failed to adequately assess the 
potential cumulative environmental impact of the proposed development in 
association with other development in the vicinity of Kenninghall. 
 
Appeal A: APP/F2605/A/14/2211564:  KENNINGHALL:  Ash Tree Farm:  Appeal by 
Mr. Gooderham against the refusal of planning permission for the upgrade of a 
poultry unit including demolition of 9 existing poultry sheds, erection of 8 new boiler 
houses for the rearing of poultry, feed bins and 4 service buildings with associated 
equipment:  Reference 3PL/2012/0876/F 
Decision:  Appeal allowed and planning permission granted subject to conditions 
Summary:  The Inspector found that the development would be readily screened by 
existing and proposed trees;  the activity, vehicle movements and at times noise and 
odour would not be out of character in the rural area;  the proposal would have a 
neutral effect on the character of the area and a beneficial effect on its appearance;  
the proposal would preserve the character and appearance of the Conservation 
Area;  the proposal would not result in a significant increase in vehicles using the 



local road network than would be so were agricultural use of the buildings to resume;  
the proposal would not have an unacceptable adverse impact on highway safety;  the 
proposal would not impact on amenity.  
In terms of cumulative effects there were no grounds to find it would cumulatively 
result in unacceptable harm to highway safety; there was no evidence that ammonia 
emissions would have a significant effect on the SSSI or that cumulatively the 
upgrading of the poultry unit, in combination with other chicken production units and 
operation of the renewable energy plant would materially affect any designated 
nature conservation sites. 
 
Appeal B: APP/F2605/A/13/2209448:  KENNINGHALL:  Green Farm, Edge Green:  
Appeal by Crown Chicken Limited against the refusal of planning permission for an 
extension to hatchery:  Reference:  3PL/2011/1100/F   
Decision:  Appeal allowed and planning permission granted subject to conditions 
Summary:  The Inspector found that the extension would not unduly affect the 
character of appearance of the area;  the imposition of conditions could safeguard 
amenity;  the extension would not result in any cumulative harm to the local 
landscape or to the general amenity of the area when considered in combination with 
other existing or proposed development in the locality;  the proposal would not, either 
by itself, or in combination with other existing or proposed development in the area, 
result in a significant increase in the use of local roads that would unacceptably 
impair highway safety;  it would not result in unacceptable cumulative harm with other 
existing or proposal development in the vicinity of Kenninghall.   
 
Appeal C: APP/F2605/A/14/2211560:  KENNINGHALL:  Land to the west of 
Kenninghall:  Appeal by NR16 Limited against the refusal of planning permission for 
solar voltaic panels and associated works including inverter housings, security 
fencing and cameras:  Reference:  3PL/2012/1088/F 
Decision:  Appeal allowed and planning permission granted subject to conditions 
Summary:  The Inspector found that the proposal would have an adverse effect on 
the landscape and harm the character of the area. However once planting had 
matured, the scheme would result in an impact of moderate-slight significance;  the 
proposal would not have an overbearing or dominating impact on the outlook from 
any nearby dwelling and noise could be controlled by condition;  mitigation measures 
would safeguard biodiversity interests;  there is no convincing evidence that the 
appeal scheme would, by itself or cumulatively with other development, have an 
unacceptable adverse effect on highway safety;  in terms of visual impact the 
proposal would not result in unacceptable cumulative harm with other existing or 
proposed development in the vicinity of Kenninghall.   The likely harm from the 
panels and associated works would be outweighed by the renewable energy benefits 
of the proposal which were given significant weight.  
 
 
APP/F2605/A/14/2221840:  BEETLEY:  6 Gorse View:  Appeal by Mr. Sharman 
against the refusal of planning permission for a new bungalow and garaging and 
removal of existing garage:  Reference:  3PL/2013/1126/F  
Decision:  Appeal dismissed 
Summary:  The Inspector concluded that the division of the plot and backland 
location would be to the detriment of the character and appearance of the existing 
pattern of development.  The occupiers of No. 6 Gorse View would experience 
unacceptable noise and disturbance and sense a loss of privacy due to the comings 
and goings associated with the new bungalow.  The use of a tarmac surface and 
landscaping and fencing would not provide effective sound mitigation.  The proposal 
would not be sustainable development. 


