
APPEAL DECISIONS (FOR INFORMATION)

APP/F2605/W/3131981:  ATTLEBOROUGH: Land north of Norwich Road; Appeal 
by Gladedale Estates against the refusal of planning permission for a proposed 
residential development up to 350 dwellings, with associated access, footpaths, a 
cycle path, flood control and water attenuation measures, open, space and 
lanscaping. Reference:  3PL/2013/1161/O

Decision:  The Appeal Is Allowed

Summary:  The Inspector concluded that for the reasons stated in the decision 
notice and taking all other matters raised into account, that subject to the provisions 
of the planning obligation and the conditions set out in the appended schedule, the 
proposal at issue would represent sustainable development in the sense intended by 
the Framework and that the appeal should therefore be allowed.

APP/F2605/W/15/3132405:  SHIPDHAM: Ash Farm, King Row; Appeal by Mt Andy 
Thorne against the refusal to remove condition ten on planning permission 
3PL/2011/1305/F.

Decision:  The Appeal is Dismissed.

Summary:  The Inspector concluded the appeal proposal would no be appropriate to 
its location given its substantial conflict with development plan and national policy. 
The Inspector took into account all other matters raised in the evidence, but nothing 
arose which disturbs the foregoing conclusions.

APP/F2605/W/15/3130230:  EAST HARLING: Land to the west side of Roudham 
Industrial Estate, Roudham Road; Appeal by Mr S Windsor against the refusal of 
planning permission for the proposed siting of two park homes for residential use for 
site security staff, with pedestrian access.

Decision:  The Appeal is Dismissed

Summary:  The Inspector concluded that the appeal would be contrary to the 
requirement of the Framework to avoid new isolated homes in the countryside. I 
would undermine the County Wildlife Site designation and the details fail to 
demonstrate that living conditions would be acceptable.  They do not indicate that a 
decision contrary to the development plan and sustainability objectives of the 
Framework.

APP/F2605/W/15/3136544:  DEREHAM:  15 Brook Grove: Apeal by Mrs Donna 
Palmer against refusal of planning permission to change of use existing garage to 
dwelling. Reference 3PL/2015/0881/F.

Decision: The Appeal is Dismissed

Summary: The Inspector concluded that the proposal would be harmful to the 
occupiers of surrounding residential properties with regard to loss of privacy. 



APP/F2605/W/15/3135499: DEREHAM: 62 Yaxham Road; Appeal by Mr & Mrs 
Sayer against a refusal of planning permision for a proposed single storey dwelling. 
Reference 3PL/2015/0187/F.

Decision:  The Appeal is Dismissed.

Summary:  The Inspector concluded that the noise and disturbance in the rear 
garden area associated with one dwelling would be harmful to the living conditions of 
62 and 64 Yaxham Road and would therefore conflict with Policy DC01 of the DPD 
which requires that consideration be given to the impact on the residential amenity of 
neighbouring occupants..

APP/F2605/W/15/3136642:  NORTH TUDDENHAM:  Appeal by Mr & Mrs Hyde 
against the refusal of planning permission for a proposed two bedroomed self-
contained unit ( ancillary accommodation). Reference 3PL/2015/0763/F.

Decision: The Appeal is Allowed.

Summary:  The appeal was allowed under the three conditions stated in the 
Inspectors report.. The Inspector concluded that a condition was necessary to ensure 
that the development remains ancillary to the main house, which would then 
represent sustainable form of  development and therefore accords with Policy DC02 
of the DPD.

APP/F2605/W/15/3133842:  ROCKLAND ALL SAINTS:  Land adjacent to 17 The 
Street; Appeal by Mr Dean Barham against refusal of planning permission for one 
detached and one pair of semi - detached houses (three properties). Referecnce 
3PL/2015/0601/F.

Decision:  The Appeal is Dismissed.

Summary:  The Inspector concluded the proposed dwellings would be in a 
sustainable location.  They would make a small contribution to the land available for 
housing development within the District and would be likely to result in additional 
support being given to local businesses. These matters all weigh in favour of the 
proposal. However I consider that the erosion of the open frontage between the 
defined settlements would materially detract from the character of the area and that 
the harm arising would significantly outweigh the benefits. 

APP/F2605/W/15/3133390:  BEETLEY:  Bittering Street; Appeal by Mr & Mrs Wood 
against the decision to refuse planning permission for a proposal of two detached  
four bedroom dwellings with garages and gardens. Reference 3PL/2015/0215/O.

Decision:  The Appeal is dismissed and the award for costs was also refused.

Summary:  The Inspector considered that the extension of the residential frontage 
that would result from the proposed dwellings would represent a significant increase 
in the extent of the built up frontage. I conclude that the proposal would be harmful to 
the intrinsic character and appearance of the area and would undermine its role in 
the landscape. Whilst I have seen no indication of any proposals for additional 
development I am conscious that if permission was to be granted for the proposed 
dwellings it would be difficult for the Council to prevent infilling within the extended 



frontage that would further consolidate the built up character of this part of the road. 
Taking account of all matters.  The Inspector I have concluded that as regards their 
location and effect on the character and appearance of the area the proposed 
dwellings would not be environmentally sustainable. I consider that those harms 
would significantly outweigh the benefits arising from the proposal and that the 
appeal should not succeed.  

APP/F2605/C/15/3128966:  THETFORD:  14 Norwich Road; Appeal by Ms Sharpon 
Dzebdzera against an enforcement notice.

Decision:  The ground (a) appeal is dismissed but the appeal on ground (g) is 
partially allowed. The Notice is varied and then upheld. 

Summary: Looking at the relevant planning history, the appellant applied, in 
2008, under reference 3PL/2008/1333/F, for planning permission for the 
proposed erection of one pair of semi-detached dwellings and one detached 
dwelling, at 14 Norwich Road (the 2008 permission). Planning permission was 
granted subject to conditions, including the conditions numbered 11 and 13 set 
out above. The stated reasons for the conditions were, for condition 11, “in the 
interests of highway safety” and, for condition 13, “to ensure the permanent 
availability of the parking /manoeuvring area, in the interests of highway 
safety”.   Despite implementation of the permission, the original access onto 
Norwich Road has not been closed up, and the appellant has erected a fence 
which prevents the occupiers of the two semi-detached dwellings from using 
the approved access, and thus forces them to utilise the access which it was 
intended should be closed.   In 2014 an application was submitted, under 
reference 3PL/2014/1095F, for the variation of condition 11 of the 2008 
permission but this was refused. No appeal appears to have been lodged 
against that refusal but, in May 2015, the Council issued the enforcement 
notice subject of this appeal.  The appeal on ground (a) is dismissed. However, 
the appeal on ground (g) is allowed to the extent that, in section 6 of the 
Notice, the period for compliance with requirement (4) is extended to 4 
calendar months from the date the scheme is approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. Subject to that variation the enforcement notice is upheld.

APP/F2605/W/15/3133379:  BEETLEY:  Stoney Lane; Appeal by Mr & Mrs Wood 
against the refusal to grant outline planning permission to two detached, two 
storey dwellings with associated gardens and garages. 

Decision:  The Appeal is Dismissed.  The application for the award of costs is 
refused.

Summary:  The Inspector concluded that as regards their location and effect 
on the character and appearance of the area the proposed dwellings 
would not be environmentally sustainable. I consider that those harms 
would significantly outweigh the benefits arising from the proposal and 
that the appeal should not succeed. 


