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Additional Consultation Responses 
 

1. Tree Officer - Not concerned by the proximity of plots to T5 which would be 
pollarded due to weak unions and an existing crack. I would like to see some 
adjustment of the proposed parking area to allow the retention of T8 and 
ideally G5. 

 
2. Case Officer Note: The amended scheme would allow for the retention of T8 

and G5 being located within rear gardens of proposed dwellings. A condition 
could be recommended requiring a revised arboricultural impact assessment 
and scheme of pretention measures be submitted within reserved matters 
applications. 

 
3. Attleborough Town Council - Approve subject to previous comments 

regarding appropriateness of burial land/cemetery and access issues to 
Warren Lane as entrance is tight but on review the Town Council would 
consider taking the land without stipulation of use and without any costs. 

 
Representations 
 

4. Cllr Ashby (Local Ward Member)  
- The existing access and road is not fit for purpose and is unsafe. 
- Additional traffic will increase the risk of accidents. 
- Access via another route may receive support. 

 
5. Additional representations have been received from 8 separate members of the 
public raising the following matters with respect to the amended scheme: 
- The access from Warrens Lane is not safe or suitable with inadequate visibility 
on to Ellingham Road. 
- There is a history of accidents in the area with many not recorded. 
- Warrens Lane is of inadequate width to allow two vehicles to pass and would 
need complete rebuilding, and has no footpath, lighting. 
- The proposals would require removal of part of a hedgerow and drainage ditch, 
and other privately owned land. 
- There is no widened footpath along Ellingham Road being proposed. 
-The proposals would result in an additional 60 vehicle movements a day, when it 
currently serves approximately 40 movements. 
- Proposals would still give rise to conditions detrimental to highway safety. 
- Inaccuracies in supporting information submitted, an weight should not be given 
to lack of alternative burial sites in the area. 



- No suitable drainage for surface water. 
- No need for additional houses which would be detrimental to the surrounding 
area and countryside. 
- Proposals would require works on third party land. 
- Loss of countryside views. 

 
 
Additional Information 
 

6. The applicants have subsequently submitted additional information including 
a Transport Statement, the results of a traffic speed survey, and details of the 
proposed visibility splays and details of off-site highway improvement works. 

 
7. The Transport Statement concludes that the intensification of use of the 

Warrens Lane junction is appropriate and will continue to operate safely with 
the development in place. The statement has also reviewed collision records 
which does not suggest that there is an existing road safety issue which 
would be exacerbated by the intensification of use of Warren’s Lane. In terms 
of trip generation the proposed residential development would generate 
approximately 5 vehicle trips in the AM peak hour and 6 trips in the PM peak 
hour with the proposed burial site use generating most traffic along Warrens 
Lane outside of these peak hours, and that overall the proposals would 
generate a marginal increase traffic movements at the Warrens Lane, 
Ellingham Road junction. 
 

8. Taking into account surveys of traffic speeds along this part of the B1077 
Visibility splays of 2.4 metres by 120 metres would be provided northwest, 
and 2 metres by 120 metres southeast along Ellingham Road. Whilst the 
visibility splay southeast along the B1077 towards Attleborough at 2 metres 
back from the carriageway edge would be less than the 2.4 metre, given the 
extent of forward visibility on the approach to the junction from the southeast, 
and the marginal increase in peak traffic flows at the junction, it is not 
considered that the proposed development would result in significant adverse 
impact on the safety of this junction. 
 

9. The additional information also includes a scheme of off-site highway works 
comprising:  
 

- Widening of Warrens Lane to 4 metres; 
- Resurfacing of Warren’s Lane to tie in with existing levels on the B1077 and 

with he new site access road; 
- Reinstatement of appropriate road lining including complete give-way 

markings at the Warren’s Lane junction with the B1077; 
- Provision of a footway along the northern edge of Warren’s Lane, 1.8m in 

width; and 
- Provision of a dropped kerb crossing with tactile paving to provide a safe 

crossing point across the B1077 immediately to the north of its junction with 
Warren’s Lane. 
 

10. Following the submission of additional information, the Highway Authority 
have maintained objections to the proposed development due to the sub-
standard visibility at the junction of Warrens Lane with Ellingham Road; that 
Warrens Lane would remain of inadequate width; and the inadequate width of 
the existing footpath along Ellingham Road. 
 



11. With regards to the Environmental Health Officers request that a noise 
assessment be secured by condition, it is noted that the proposed burial site 
would only be used for burial services, and given the nature of the use it is not 
considered that the proposed use would generate significant disturbance and 
noise to require a noise assessment. 

 
Conclusions and consideration of development against current housing supply 
position 
 

12. Since the completion of the officers report to Committee (attached), the 
Council ratified a report at Decembers Planning Committee confirming that 
the Council can demonstrate it has a 5 year supply of housing land. As such 
great weight can be given to the relevant policies within the development plan 
that concern the supply of housing.  

 
13. Planning law requires that planning applications are determined in 

accordance with the development plan unless material considerations 
indicate otherwise.  In this instance being located outside of the settlement 
boundary the proposed development would conflict with policies SS1, CP1 
and DC2 of the Core Strategy which set out the core approach to directing 
housing developments and sustainably managing growth in the district and 
which are considered to carry significant weight. The settlement boundary 
policy derives from the spatial strategy which seeks to ensure that 
development is directed to the most sustainable locations in the district. 
Development outside a settlement boundary will be encroachment into the 
open countryside, may well dissuade developers to build on harder to develop 
brown field sites within the built up area, and will be further away from 
services and facilities. 
 

14. Development which conflicts with the development plan when read as a 
whole is considered to be inherently unsustainable, and should, therefore, be 
refused unless other material considerations indicate otherwise. Therefore, it 
is necessary to consider whether there are any such material considerations, 
including national planning policy, which would justify a departure from policy. 

 
15. The proposals would be located on the edge of the Market Town of 

Attleborough, within half a mile of the town centre and within walking distance 
to the employment, leisure, education and healthcare amenities and facilities 
in the town. It is also noted that Attleborough is allocated for significant 
housing growth within the current development plan and emerging plan. The 
provision of 8 new dwellings would provide additional housing in a sustainable 
location and would comply with the objectives within the NPPF that seek to 
significantly boost the supply of housing. The subsequent households would 
provide some support to businesses and services by increasing expenditure 
and demand within the local economy. There would also be initial job creation 
during construction phase and additional employment opportunities generated 
by the subsequent supply chain.  However, given the scale of development 
proposed being 8 dwellings the associated social and economic benefits 
derived are not considered to be sufficient to justify a departure from core 
development plan policies. 

 
16. Part of the proposals include the provision of a new burial site which will meet 

some of the current and future needs of the town and surrounding area. The 
applicants highlight that in the evidence base document for the Attleborough 
Neighbourhood Plan (July 2016) this identifies an area of approximately 10 



Hectares in size is required to provide burial space for the next 100 years. As 
such it is considered that the proposals would meet a local need. Albeit, being 
2.2 Ha in area the proposals would provide burial site need for less than a 
quarter of the future need (approximately 22 years). 
 

17. The applicant has also highlighted that the Town Council have sought to 
provide such provision on land at Kingswood Road, Stockingford, and Stanley 
Road, Abbey Green and Marston Lane, Bedworth, but all these options have 
been found to be unsuitable and not been taken forward. The applicants have 
also highlighted that discussions have taken place with Attleborough Town 
Council to take on the burial site should permission be granted. In addition, 
the applicants have stated that without the residential development the costs 
in providing the access and road improvements would be prohibitive in 
bringing the proposed burial site forward. The applicants estimate the costs of 
which are likely to be in excess of £200,000 which also makes the provision 
of affordable housing unviable.  
 

18. The proposals also include the provision of 3 plots for self build which is 
supported by policies within the NPPF and is a material consideration. 
However, given the number of extant permission’s for dwellings which would 
more than address the demand (93 on the register) for self build plots within 
Breckland, and a lack of policies within the development plan, it is not 
considered that significant weight can be given to this. 

 
19. It is noted that as part of the proposals, improvements would be made to the 

width and surfacing of the highway along Warrens Lane and the provision of a 
footpath along its length which would provide benefits over the existing 
situation to the residents of the existing 7 residential properties that utilise the 
lane.  

 
20. With respect to the highway matters, it is noted that the existing junction 

currently serves 7 dwellings, and that the proposals would provide for an 
additional 8 dwellings and that the proposed burial site use would not 
generate significant additional regular movements. In addition, having taken 
into account the additional evidence submitted in the Transport Statement, 
the proposed visibility splays and that improvement works that would be 
undertaken to widen and resurface Warrens Land and provide a separate 
footpath, it is considered that the proposed development would not result in 
severe adverse impacts on the safety and operation of the surrounding 
highway network as is set out in paragraph 32 of the NPPF. The absence of 
severe impacts however is not considered to represent a benefit resulting 
from the proposed development. 
 

21. Having regard to the above it is considered that whilst this matter is finely 
balanced and the provision of a burial site, the improvements to Warrens 
Lane and the provision of 8 additional dwellings would provide economic and 
social benefits, it is not considered that these would outweigh the significant 
conflict with core policies SS1, CP1, and DC2 of the development plan which 
set out the sustainable approach to managing growth and housing provision 
across the district and harm by way of encroachment from the dwellings into 
the countryside. The application is therefore recommended for refusal for the 
reasons set out below. 
 

Recommendation: Refusal 
 



1. The proposals would introduce new residential development outside a 
settlement boundary, resulting in the intrusion of built development into the 
open countryside and as a result the proposed development is contrary to 
policies SS1, CP1, CP11 and DC02 of the adopted Breckland Core Strategy 
and Development Control Policies DPD.  The proposals would not form 
sustainable development, and the material considerations and benefits of the 
proposed development would not outweigh the harm caused.  The proposals 
would therefore be contrary to the policies contained within the National 
Planning Policy Framework, (NPPF), in particular paragraphs 12, 14, 17 of 
the NPPF. 


