
 

 

 

 

 

ITEM: RECOMMENDATION: REFUSAL
REF NO: 3PL/2018/0043/F CASE OFFICER Natalie Levett

LOCATION: BEESTON APPNTYPE: Full
Roehampton,Syers Lane POLICY: Part In Set Bndry
Beeston ALLOCATION: N

CONS AREA: N

APPLICANT: Mr & Mrs G Rowland
2 Bates Close Beeston

LB GRADE: N

AGENT: Mr Dan Higginbotham
39 Montagu Close Swaffham

TPO: Y

PROPOSAL: Residential Development, consisting 3no. new dwellings and demolition of existing property

REASON FOR COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION

The application is referred to Committee at the request of the Ward Member.

KEY ISSUES

- Principle of Development
- Design and Impact on the Character and Appearance of the Area
- Impact on Amenity
- Access and Highway Safety
- Impact on Trees
- Impact on Ecology

DESCRIPTION OF DEVELOPMENT

The applicant seeks consent to redevelop the site to provide 3 No. residential dwellings. The redevelopment
would be facilitated by the demolition of an existing dwelling on the site. Three detached dwellings would be
provided, each with its own curtilage and served by a single point of access and estate road running from
Syer's Lane. The application proposal was amended during the process.

Plots 1 & 2 - These are detached, two-storey dwellings with an attached integral garage. Both Plots 1 & 2 are
of the same design and provide four bedroom units. The palette of materials is brick with a gabled roof
finished in pantile.

Plot 3 - This would be the largest of the three dwellings. This house would have a single storey element to
the rear to provide a garden room. A single storey link would also attach the house to a double garage/utility
room. This structure would also be finished in brick with a pantile roof. The garage would have a deep gabled
roof providing the option of additional floorspace at first floor level and the dwelling would be finished with a
two storey central projection to the front. Amenity space would be provided to the rear. This would be a 5
bedroom unit.
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SITE AND LOCATION

The application site is located at "Roehampton" on Syer's Lane in the village of Beeston. The site is
accessed from the lane and contains a large detached dwelling and its associated curtilage and outbuildings.
The existing house whilst non-listed has some historic characteristics. A wider site, denoted within the blue
line, is a paddock style area in agricultural use and has been used in the past as a smallholding or for the
keeping of horses. The site has and had a number of trees, including Poplars, protected by a Tree
Preservation Order (TPO) but a number have been felled/destroyed and an appeal lost by the applicant and
a requirement to replant. This application seeks to address those issues, although is accompanied by a
separate tree works application.

The area around the existing, vacant dwelling is within the settlement boundary of the village; the section of
the site which would accommodate plot 3 is outside of the boundary. Beeston is identified in the local plan as
a rural settlement.

EIA REQUIRED

Not requied.

RELEVANT SITE HISTORY

There is a history of more minor applications; garages, stable block, discharges of conditions, non-material
amendments. The most recent of relevance is a withdrawn application for a 3 unit scheme;

- TRE/2018/0103/TPO - consent given for:

G1 Fell & Replace with 3 no Pillar Crab 4 no Ornamental Pear
G2 Fell replace with 4 no Pillar Crab & 3 No Ornamental Pear
T1 Holly(Fallen)replace with 1 no Holly
T2 Honey Locust(Fallen)replace with 1 no Honey Locust
T3 Dawn Redwood(fallen)replace with 1 no Dawn Redwood
T8 Lizuidamber(missing Tree)replace with lizuidamber
T7 Dead Elm-Replace with 1 no lizuidamber
T9 Willow (dead) replace with 1 no Willow

- 3PL/2017/0698/F - Residential Development, consisting 2no. New dwellings and 1no. replacement
dwelling. Withdrawn.

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

The following policies of the adopted Breckland Core Strategy and Development Control Policies and the
adopted Site Specific Policies and Proposals Document, including the Proposals Maps, have been taken into
consideration in the determination of this application.  The provisions of the National Planning Policy
Framework and National Planning Policy Guidance  have also been taken into account, where appropriate

CP.01 Housing
CP.04 Infrastructure
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CP.05 Developer Obligations
CP.08 Natural Resources
CP.09 Pollution and Waste
CP.10 Natural Environment
CP.11 Protection and Enhancement of the Landscape
CP.12 Energy
CP.13 Accessibility
CP.14 Sustainable Rural Communities
DC.01 Protection of Amenity
DC.02 Principles of New Housing
DC.03 Replacement Dwellings and Extensions in the Countryside
DC.11 Open Space
DC.12 Trees and Landscape
DC.13 Flood Risk
DC.14 Energy Efficiency
DC.15 Renewable Energy
DC.16 Design
DC.19 Parking Provision
NPPF National Planning Policy Framework
NPPG National Planning Practice Guidance
SS1 Spatial Strategy

OBLIGATIONS/CIL

Not applicable.

CONSULTATIONS

BEESTON P C
The parish council objects to this application to demolish the original building and rebuild its replacement
outside the settlement boundary as well as building two additional dwellings which it considers to be an
overdevelopment of the site. The parish council would support the demolition of Roehampton with a
replacement being built on the footprint of the existing property and would like to see the replacement built in
a similar style to the existing property. No further development should take place on the site to avoid any
conflict with the trees covered by TPO.
NORFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL HIGHWAYS
Reconsultation period at time of writing. Members to be updated at Committee.
TREE AND COUNTRYSIDE CONSULTANT
No objection, subject to conditions.
CONTAMINATED LAND OFFICER
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No objection, subject to conditions.
ECOLOGICAL AND BIODIVERSITY CONSULTANT
No objection, subject to conditions.

REPRESENTATIONS

A Site Notice was displayed on 19th January 2018, advertised in the EDP and 12 neighbours were directly
notified. Six representations have been received; 5 objecting and 1 supporting the application; the supporter
does not reside in the village. Amendments were made to the proposal during the process and further
representations objecting to the proposal were made. Later on in the process following a meeting, the
proposal was further amended and the red line boundary was increased so the application had to be
readvertised. A Site Notice was displayed on 11th July 2018, advertised in the EDP and all those previously
consulted were again consulted. The application is still out for consultation. The following is a summary of the
comments received, any comments following readvertisement will be reported to Members at Committee:

Objections:

- Roehampton House is a beautiful old building which should not be demolished.
- Syer's Lane is a quiet country land and should remain as such.
- The proposal would involve building outside the settlement boundary and this could set a precedent.
- There would be a significant increase in floor area with this scheme.
- The three new dwellings would generate about 15 more car trips each day on a rural lane without a
separate footpath and where width and forward visibility are highly limited.
- Any increase in the width of Syer's Lane would involve use of third party land and could not be guaranteed.
- The application does not show how a safe road entrance can be attained.
- Recent appeal decisions have concluded that the absence of a 5 year housing supply does not outweigh
inappropriate development in a rural village.
- Although the existing dwelling is not a listed building it has features which show that the original structure is
the oldest building in Syer's Lane.
- Concern about impact on protected trees and that some may have been removed.
- The proposal extends beyond what could be considered a replacement dwelling under policy DC.03.
- Concern about the size of the dwellings and impact on the amenity of adjoining residents.
- Concern that the site cannot accommodate three dwellings and that there will be an impact on protected
trees.
- The level of parking proposed appears limited.
- Concern about issues in relation to the position of the boundary between our property and the site.
- Syer's Lane is only a very small rural lane and we are concerned about safety issues in relation to
pedestrians/cyclists.

Additional objections following amendments:

- majority of the site is outside the Settlement Boundary;
- this would set a precedent;
- the proposal is for a significantly larger development;
- highway improvements cannot be undertaken due to third-part ownership;
- the submission does not reference the appeal in the village whereby it was deemed unsustainable;
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- redevelopment of the site for a replacement dwelling is acceptable, but not for more;
- Plots 1 & 2 are close to residents' boundaries and would create a negative impact for them;
- a proposed footpath is proposed on the land where cars are parked and this will create more hazards;
- if the development is to proceed, perhaps a shared access road to enable parking at the rear of the
southern boundary to allow residents to park there.

Support:

- New dwellings within walking distance of the school would be great for the village.
- Not enough homes are built in rural areas.
- There is a housing shortage and even villages have to move with the times.

ASSESSMENT NOTES

1.0  Principle of Development

1.1 This application seeks full planning permission for the construction of three dwellings following the
demolition of an existing vacant dwelling known as Roehampton. The area of land for two new dwellings are
within the Settlement Boundary but the location of the replacement Roehampton is outside of the defined
Settlement Boundary. For this reason, the proposal for one dwelling conflicts, in principle, with Policies SS1,
DC2 and CP14 of the adopted Core Strategy and Development Control Policies Development Plan
Document, (2009), which seek to focus new housing within defined Settlement Boundaries. However, the
proposal for the two dwellings comply with the principle of development, detailed in Policy DC2, given that
they are within the Settlement Boundary.

1.2 Paragraph 49 of the NPPF states that where an authority does not have an up-to-date five year housing
land supply (the current published figure is 4.6 years), the relevant local policies for the supply of housing, as
referred to above, should not be considered up-to-date and that housing applications should be considered in
the context of the presumption in favour of sustainable development.

1.3 The NPPF constitutes guidance for local planning authorities and decision-takers and is a material
consideration in the determination of planning applications to achieve sustainable development. The
Government outlines three dimensions to sustainable development: economic, social and environmental
(paragraph 7). Paragraph 8 states that these roles should not be undertaken in isolation, because they are
mutually dependent and that the planning system should play an active role in guiding development to
sustainable solutions. A balanced assessment against these roles is, therefore, required.

1.4 In terms of the economic criteria, the proposal for one dwelling outside the Settlement Boundary would
make a positive, albeit small, contribution to the housing supply. The proposal would have limited short-term
economic benefits through labour and supply chain demand required during construction and longer-term
economic benefits through the additional household spend within the wider area that would be generated by
the provision of a dwelling.

1.5 The social role of sustainable development seeks to ensure, amongst other matters, the creation of a
high quality built environment with accessible local services.

1.6 The site lies within the Parish of Beeston. Beeston is defined by Policy SS1 as a rural settlement that has
"few, or in some cases no, local services". Beeston has a primary school and village hall. Litcham, a local
service centre is approximately 3.2km (2miles) from the site. Dereham (approximately 12.9km/8miles) and
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Swaffham (approximately 16.1km/10miles) are mid-sized market towns, which provide a "good range of
services for their residents' day-to-day needs".

1.7 Beeston is classified as a lower tier rural settlement in the Local Plan, and Policy SS1 identifies it as a
settlement considered not capable of sustaining consequential growth as it is reliant on higher order
settlements for services and facilities.

1.8 In a recent appeal decision (APP/F2605/W/17/3182476, 28th November 2017), the Inspector dismissed
an appeal for two dwellings in Beeston, stating that:

"7. Beeston village ... has a limited range of services, including a school and public house. The distances
from the appeal site to these services, along mainly unlit roads without pavements, would not make these
conveniently accessible by means other than private car.

8. Paragraph 55 of the National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) states that to promote
sustainable development in rural areas, housing should be located where it will enhance or maintain the
vitality of rural communities; for example, where there are groups of smaller settlements, development in one
village may support services in a village nearby. I am not persuaded that the two dwellings in the location
would provide any material support to the vitality of the rural community in Beeston and consider occupiers
here would be unduly reliant on private car journeys to meet regular needs.

9. The proposal would be in the countryside, outside the settlement boundary for Beeston, and conflict with
the aims of CSDCP policies SS1, CP14 and DC2 in respect of where new housing should be built. These
policies are broadly consistent with the core principle of the Framework to actively manage patterns of growth
to make the fullest possible use of public transport, walking and cycling, and focus significant development in
locations which are or can be made sustainable. These policies are therefore afforded significant weight".

1.9 In a further appeal decision (APP/F2605/W/17/3171002, dismissed for 6 new dwellings in Beeston, dated
31st August 2017), the Inspector stated that:

"... Beeston is some 7 miles from Dereham, which is the administration centre of Mid-Norfolk, and about 2
miles from the service centre village of Litcham which has a combined post office and general store. I noted
that although Beeston has a school and village hall, the public house has recently closed and there are no
shops. The evidence before me also indicates that local employment opportunities on the nearby industrial
estate are retracting rather than expanding and at my visit there appeared to be very limited activity on the
roads or in nearby gardens. Nor did I notice any footways along the main road through the village, and public
transport is limited to a single bus service in both directions on Tuesday and Fridays only".

1.10 The Inspector continued to state that they were "not satisfied that the limited amenities in Litcham would
be adequate to provide day to day needs and as such, future occupiers of the development would be reliant
on travelling further afield for most facilities and services. Furthermore, the lanes linking Beeston to other
settlements pass through open agricultural land and the lane to Litcham is single lane with passing places,
so opportunities for walking or cycling would be limited. As such, the development would generate significant
traffic to access even basic facilities and given the very limited public transport options, it is highly likely that
these journeys would be made by private vehicles".

1.11 At paragraph 9, the Inspector appreciated "that there would be some short term and localised economic
benefit from the development but I am not satisfied that this would outweigh the harm identified above in
relation to the increase in journeys and the reliance on unsustainable modes of transport. I conclude that
Beeston is almost entirely dependent on higher order settlements for services and facilities and that the site
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is not in a sustainable location.

10. The proposals would not meet any of the criteria listed in LP Policy CP14 for development in villages not
identified for a specific level of growth in the settlement hierarchy. It would also be contrary to LP Policies
SS1 and DC2 which taken together, restrict residential development to specific settlements and to land within
settlement boundaries, as well as guidance in the Framework with regard to sustainable development".

1.12 The Inspector proceeded with:

"12. I appreciate that Paragraph 55 of the Framework states that housing should be located where it will
enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities. However, it is apparent that there are minimal facilities
in Beeston and limited facilities in Litcham. I appreciate that this is an area of scattered villages in a rural
context, but even by these standards, I consider Beeston to be fairly remote from amenities and services".

1.13 Policy DC3 encourages replacement dwellings in the countryside, subject to specific criteria. The
originally submitted application (3PL/2017/0698/F) was for the replacement of the dwelling known as
Roehampton and the construction of two dwellings. However, the application was withdrawn for several
reasons, including the fact that the "replacement" dwelling did not meet the criteria for replacement dwellings.

1.14 As a result, the development would not be in a sustainable location in the context of relevant local and
national policies and is supported by a recent appeal case within the area.

2.0 Design and Impact on the Character and Appearance of the Surrounding Area

2.1 The environmental role of sustainable development seeks to, in part, contribute to protecting and
enhancing the natural, built and historic environment. Consideration of a development's impact on the
character and appearance of the area within which it is situated is, therefore, integral to the environmental
dimension of sustainable design, as is its design.

2.2 Policy DC16 requires all new development to achieve the highest standard of design. As part of this, all
design proposals must preserve or enhance the existing character of an area.

2.3 As part of the application process, the applicant was afforded the opportunity to address the issues raised
in the process. As a result, Plot boundaries were altered, although the land was not annotated and shown
divided as discussed. It was advised, in a meeting that took place with the applicant and agent, that the
elongated area to the south west is where the applicant currently lives and the extent of the residential land is
where the line is indicated on the plan to the south north east of the property. The remaining area outlined in
blue is the applicant's menage area and land for horses.

2.4 The applicant did not want to consider the replacement of the dwelling only. No details were submitted
why the existing building could not be lived in. However, a meeting took place and the Council was advised
that the building is not structurally sound. Nevertheless, no such information has been submitted to this
effect.

2.5 Given that nature and location of the site, Plot 1, although having limited rear amenity space, one
dwelling instead of two for Plots 1 and 2 would be considered more appropriate.

2.6 As a result, it is considered that the dwellings per se accord with Policy DC16, as well as the National
Planning Policy Framework (in particular paragraphs 56, 58, 60 and 64) but a revised option would be
preferable.
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3.0 Impact on Amenity

3.1 Policy DC1 seeks to protect residential amenity and that all new development must have regard to
amenity considerations and states that development will not be permitted where there are unacceptable
effects on the amenity of neighbouring residents and future occupants.

3.2 Each plot now has sufficient amenity space, although it is acknowledged that Plot 3 has limited amenity
space to the rear and it would be preferable that Plots 1 and 2 were merged to be one dwelling.

3.3 The proposal is, on balance, considered to comply with Policy DC1 but a revised option would be
preferable.

4.0 Impact on Ecology

4.1 Policy CP10 seeks to protect the natural environment including protected species and Policy CP11 seeks
the protection and enhancement of the landscape for the sake of its intrinsic beauty and benefit to the rural
character. Development should have particular regard to maintaining the aesthetic and biodiversity qualities
of natural and man-made features within the landscape, including consideration of individual or groups of
natural and man-made features such as trees, hedges and woodland or rivers, streams or other
topographical features.

4.2 The ecologist has no objection subject to conditions and thus is in accordance with Policies CP10 and
CP11.

5.0 Impact on Trees

5.1 Policy DC12 seeks to preserve the District's trees, hedgerows and other natural features and secure
appropriate landscaping schemes to mitigate the impact of, and complement, new development.

5.2 The Tree and Countryside Consultant has raised no objection to the revised plans, subject to condition.
As a result, the proposal complies with Policy DC12.

6.0 Highway Safety

6.1 The NPPF requires new developments to provide safe and suitable access to the site for all people.
Policy CP4 seeks to ensure that all access and safety concerns are resolved in new developments.

6.2 The Highway Authority is currently assessing the revised documentation as part of the reconsultation
process, which is taking place at the time of writing. Members will be updated at Committee with their
response.

7.0 Other issues

7.1 Policy CP9 seeks to ensure that development minimises any unavoidable polluting effects and the
development's design should actively seek to minimise or mitigate against all forms of pollution.

7.2 The Contaminated Land Officer advised, following additional information being submitted, that there are
no objections subject to conditions. As a result, the proposal complies with Policy CP9.
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8.0 Planning Balance and Conclusion

8.1 Two proposed dwellings are within the Settlement Boundary, whilst one is outside the Beeston
Settlement Boundary and, due to the latter, the proposal does not accord with Policies SS1, CP14 and DC2
of the adopted Breckland Council Core Strategy and Development Control Policies Development Plan
Document.

8.2 Given that the Council does not have a five-year housing land supply, the proposal is to be considered in
accordance with the sustainable development criteria outlined in the NPPF. The three elements - economic,
social and environmental - are to be taken together, not in isolation. Several appeals have been determined
by the Planning Inspectorate, all have confirmed that Beeston is not a sustainable area. There are no
material considerations that would outweigh this.

8.3 It is recommended that the application be refused following the end of the consultation period.

RECOMMENDATION Refusal of Planning Permission

REASON(S) FOR REFUSAL

1 Unsustainable Development
The site is situated in an unsustainable location and thus contrary to Policies SS1, CP14 and
DC2 of the adopted Breckland Council Core Strategy and Development Control Policies
Development Plan Document (2009) and the three dimensions of sustainable development
outlined in the National Planning Policy Framework (in particular paragraphs 12, 13, 14 and
17). There are no material planning considerations that would outweigh this harm.
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