AGENDA ITEM 6: URGENT BUSINESS
REPORT OF DIRECTOR OF PLACE
(Author: Nick Moys, Principal Planner)
PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT, LAND SOUTH OF MALLARD
ROAD, WATTON
Applicant: Mark Dakeyne, Janet Strickland-Miller, Nicholas Rickett &
Tesni Properties
Reference: 3PL/2015/0254/O

1. This report concerns a proposal for up to 177 dwellings on land to the
south of Mallard Road, Watton. Outline planning permission for the
development was refused in April 2016.
2. An appeal has been lodged against this refusal, which will be considered
at a local inquiry in due course. The Council must submit its Statement of
Case to the Planning Inspectorate by
19 October 2016.
3. Outline permission was refused on the following grounds:
 that the proposal would result in a significant extension of built
development outside the settlement boundary for Watton, causing
harm to the character and appearance of the area;
 that the scheme could adversely affect the integrity of the Breckland
SPA; and
 that the proposal would place unacceptable additional burdens on local
healthcare facilities.
4. On appeal the Council must produce evidence to substantiate all reasons
for refusal. Any failure to do so, or reliance on generalised assertions
about a proposal’s impact, which are not supported by objective analysis,
would leave the Council vulnerable to an award of costs for unreasonable
behaviour.
5. On the basis of the evidence currently available there are concerns that it
would not be possible to properly substantiate the third reason for refusal
relating to local healthcare facilities. Although the potential effects of
development on local infrastructure, including healthcare, is a material
consideration, it is understood that one of the key difficulties experienced
by the Watton Medical Practice is a shortage of doctors. This is a
widespread problem that falls within the remit of the health authorities
and is a matter over which planning has no direct influence. No
consultation response was received from NHS England on the planning
application, although objections were raised by Watton Medical Practice
for the reasons set out above.
6. Effects of healthcare facilities were considered at another recent appeal in
Watton for a development of 78 dwellings, where the Inspector found that
increased pressures on local GP services did not justify rejection of the
proposal1. An extract from the appeal decision is appended to this report.

Although the scale of the current appeal proposal is larger, it is considered
that, in the absence of any further evidence, the findings of the Inspector
are also applicable here. This matter was also addressed in another
appeal in Watton for 180 dwellings, where again the Inspector found no
basis to reject the proposal based on its likely effects on local healthcare
provision2.
7. Taking these matters into account, and bearing in mind relevant guidance
on the conduct of appeals3, it is considered that it would be advisable for
the Council to formally withdraw the reason for refusal relating to effects
on healthcare provision. The appeal would then be contested by the
Council on the two remaining grounds relating to effects on the character
of the area and ecology.
8. RECOMMENDATION: To withdraw the reason for refusal relating to
effects on healthcare provision, and to advise the Planning Inspectorate
and appellant accordingly.

Planning appeal reference APP/F2605/W/15/3140922 (Hopkins Homes Ltd).
Appeal reference APP/F2605/W/15/3137812 (Gladman Developments Ltd).
3 National Planning Practice Guidance on appeals and the Procedural Guide: Planning appeals – England, The
Planning Inspectorate (March 2016).
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APPENDIX
Extract from appeal decision APP/F2605/W/15/3140922

Extract from appeal decision APP/F2605/W/15/3137812

