
PLANNING COMMITTEE – 31st  May, 2016

APPEAL DECISIONS (FOR INFORMATION)

APP/F2605/3140836:  Hoe: River Cottage, Mill Lane.  Appeal by Mrs Sharon Spooner 
against a refusal to grant planning permission for conversion of an old stable block to a 
house
Reference:  3PL/2015/0632/F

Decision: The appeal is Allowed

Summary:  
The appeal is allowed and planning permission is granted for conversion of an old stable 
block to a house at River Cottage, Mill Lane, Hoe, Dereham NR20 4BQ in accordance with 
the application Ref 3PL/2015/0632/F dated 7 May 2015, without compliance with condition 
numbers 4 and 5 previously imposed on planning permission Ref 3PL/2011/0446/F dated 20 
June 2011 but subject to the conditions set out below. 

1  The development hereby permitted shall be carried out strictly in accordance with the 
Protected Species Survey Report dated 6 February 2011. The mitigation measures set out in 
Section 8 of the survey report shall be carried out in their entirety concurrently with the 
approved works. 
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2  The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the submitted 
Flood Risk Assessment dated 4 February 2011. 

3  Prior to the first occupation of the development hereby permitted the proposed access/on-
site car parking shall be laid out in accordance with the approved plan and retained 
thereafter for that specific use. 

APP/F2605/Z/15/3138632:  Mundford.  Appeal by Mundford Football Club against a refusal 
to grant planning permission for a fixture board with advert and advertising boards around 
the perimeter of the football pitch.

Reference: 3PL/2015/0469/A

Decision:  The appeal is Dismissed

Summary.
The Inspector concluded the area is residential and the recreation ground forms an open 
aspect from the road and from the dwellings opposite. I saw that there is an adjacent café 
but this has only a modestly sized sign.  The overall length of the proposed signage at over 
50 metres is significant in the context of the predominantly residential character of the area 
and the openness of the recreation ground.  For these reasons I find that the advertisements 
are unduly prominent and intrusive.  On this basis they are unacceptably harmful to the 
character and appearance of the area.

APP/F2605/W/15/3140360:  Attleborough:  23 & 21 Connaught Road.  Appeal by Mr John 
Dingle against refusal of planning permission to sub divide the rear gardens of 23 & 21 to 
form new residential development for two single storey dwellings.

Reference  3PL/2015/1039/F



Summary:  The Inspector concluded  the mix and arrangement of built form has been 
considered of sufficient merit to be included in the ACA.  In addition, the contiguous rear 
gardens separating the frontages on Connaught Road and Griffin Lane act as a buffer 
between the two contrasting building patterns, and provide a satisfactory setting for both.  
The appeal site would sit between these distinct building lines and thus be out of keeping 
with the existing grain of development. Furthermore, although most houses to the west have 
rear extensions which project into the gardens, their geometry and form is traditional, which 
would not be the case here.   Consequently, the dwellings, although not unattractive in 
regard to overall design, would be unrelated to the established building pattern in terms of 
positioning, mass and scale and would significantly encroach into the open space to the rear 
of the building lines.  They would also contrast and be incongruous with, the more traditional 
styling and layout of adjacent buildings which, although varied, has a degree of consistency. 
As such, the development would have an adverse effect on the character and appearance of 
the area.  For these reasons and taking all matters into account, I conclude that the 
development would not comply with the relevant policies of the Council’s Local Plan and that 
the appeal should be dismissed.  

APP/F2605/W/15/3139651:  Attleborough:  4 Chequers Lane, Great Ellingham.  Appeal 
by Mr & Mrs J Brierley against refusal of planning permission to the proposed erection of a 
detached bungalow and garage with access via existing vehicular access.

Reference:  3PL/2015/0611/O

Decision:  The appeal is Allowed

Summary: The Inspector concluded the development would not be out of keeping with 
existing dwellings and did not feel it was backland development.  She did however, 
acknowledge the development would disrupt the existing building pattern, it is sufficiently 
irregular in the immediate vicinity of the site to accommodate this development without 
particular harm and Policy DC16 does not restrict backland development.

APP/F2605/W/15/3140431:  Yaxham: South of Yaxham Mill, Norwich Road.  Appeal by 
Mr John Joss against the refusal of planning permission for a new dwelling.

Reference:  3PL/2015/0875/F

Decision: The appeal is Dismissed.

Summary:  The Inspector appreciated that the reliance on the private car is not uncommon 
for a rural community, however the proposed dwellngs would represent new isolated homes 
in the countryside. The location of the development is not sustainable location for residential 
development and such a proposal would conflict Policy CP14 and would not accord with 
paragraphs 17, 15 and 69 of the NPPF.

APP/F2605/C/15/3134470:  West Harling. Micklemoor Hill. Appealby Mr Malcolm Weale 
against an enforcement notice issed on 27 July 2015.

Decision:  The enforcement notice is quashed, but the decision to award costs is refused.

Summary:  I conclude that the enforcement notice does not specify with sufficient clarity the 
alleged breach of planning control and the steps required for compliance. It is not open to 
me to correct the errors in accordance with my powers under section 176(1)(a) of the 1990 



Act, as amended, since injustice would be caused were I to do so. The enforcement notice is 
invalid and will be quashed. In these circumstances the appeal under grounds (b) and (c) as 
set out in section 174(2) of the 1990 Act do not fall to be considered.

APP/F2605/Z/15/3138204: Wretham:  Grove Farm Nurseries, Thetford:  Appeal by Mr & 
Mrs Hemington against refual of planning permission for two signs at either corner of the 
plot, plus one hanging sign at the entrance gate.

Reference: 3PL/2015/0157A

Decision: The appeal is Allowed.

Summary:  The Inspector concluded these signs strike an acceptable balance between 
meeting the advertising requirements of the nursery business and alerting road users to its 
location, whilst safeguarding the character and appearance of the site and the rural area. I 
further conclude the proposal is not inconsistent with the objectives of the relevant 
development plan and national planning policies that seek to protect visual amenity.  The 
Council is concerned that the proposal would create an undesirable precedent. However, my 
decision does not mean that similar advertisements displayed elsewhere would necessarily 
be acceptable. Each case is decided on its individual merits.  I have taken into account all 
the other matters raised in the representations, but I find they do not alter or outweigh the 
main considerations that have led to my decision.  


