
 

 

 

 

 

 

ITEM: RECOMMENDATION: REFUSAL
REF NO: 3PL/2019/0189/F CASE OFFICER Rebecca Collins

LOCATION: WEETING APPNTYPE: Full
land at Brandon Road POLICY: Out Settlemnt Bndry
Weeting

CONS AREA: N

APPLICANT: Dignity Funerals ltd
4 King Edwards Court King Edwards
Square

LB GRADE: N

AGENT: Mr John Williams
The Studio White Cottage

TPO: N

PROPOSAL: Full Planning Application for a crematorium including memorial gardens, car parking, a new
vehicle access onto Harling Drove and ancillary works.

REASON FOR COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION

The application site and proposal is considered to be sensitive and is therefore referred to Planning
Committee for these reasons.

KEY ISSUES

- Principle of development in the countryside
- Access, Highway Safety and Car Parking
- Layout, Design and Landscape impact
- Impact on Amenity, Contamination and Air Quality
- Impact on Heritage assets
- Impact on Ecology
- Flood Risk and Drainage
- Impact on Trees and Hedgerows

DESCRIPTION OF DEVELOPMENT

The proposal is for development of a crematorium, car parking, memorial gardens and associated
infrastructure. The development will comprise a single-storey building with an area of approximately 500 sqm
which will accommodate a chapel, a crematorium and administrative space. The chapel will seat around 100
people.

Car parking for 98 vehicles will be provided within the development site and vehicle access will be from
Brandon Road, to the west of the application site.

SITE AND LOCATION
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The application site is located to the south of Weeting and to the east of Brandon Road and to the south of
the junction of Peppers Close, Peppers Hill Road and Brandon Road.  The site is currently open agricultural
land, surrounded by high dense vegetation and trees.

Weeting Road is a busy road leading south to Brandon, North to Weeting, with the A1065 and A11 accessed
to the south.

EIA REQUIRED

Yes - the application was previously screened and scoped for Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) and it
was determined that it would be on the grounds that the development could have a detrimental
environmental impact on the following:

a. Thetford Forest SSSI
b. Breckland SPA, Breckland Forest SSSI, Breckland Farmland SSSI, Weeting Heath SSSI, Grime's Graves
SSSI and Wangford Warren & Carr SSSI
c. Populations of SPA birds - namely stone curlew, woodlark and nightjar.

The relevant EIA information has been provided and the application has been assessed in accordance with
the Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations (2017).

RELEVANT SITE HISTORY

3SO/2018/0003/SCO Permission 18-12-18
EIA scoping opinion for proposed crematorium facility

3SR/2018/0005/SCR Withdrawn INVALID 21-08-18
Proposed Crematorium

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

The following policies of the Breckland Local Plan, 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

COM01 Design
COM03 Protection of Amenity
COM04 Community Facilities
EC01 Economic Development
EC03 General Employment Areas
EC04 Employment Development Outside General Employment Areas
EC06 Farm Diversification
ENV01 Green Infrastructure
ENV02 Biodiversity protection and enhancement
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ENV03 The Brecks Protected Habitats & Species
ENV05 Protection and Enhancement of the Landscape
ENV06 Trees, Hedgerows and Development
ENV07 Designated Heritage Assets
ENV09 Flood Risk & Surface Water Drainage
GEN01 Sustainable Development in Breckland
GEN02 Promoting High Quality Design
GEN03 Settlement Hierarchy
LBC Planning(Listed Building & Conservation Areas) Act 1990
NPPF National Planning Policy Framework
NPPG National Planning Practice Guidance
TR01 Sustainable Transport Network
TR02 Transport Requirements

OBLIGATIONS/CIL

Not applicable

CONSULTATIONS

NATURAL ENGLAND
No objection, based on the plans submitted, Natural England considers that the proposed development will
not have significant adverse impacts on statutorily protected nature conservation sites or landscapes.  We
are aware that the proposal now falls within the Breckland SPA constraint zone but are still happy for the
proposal to proceed.  However, we would recommend that a condition is secured to either avoid works
during the bird breeding season or to carry out a nightjar/woodlark survey to locate the birds prior to works.

As you will be aware our main concern within this zone is residential applications, largely due to issues
relating to recreation and pets. In our view both the crematorium and the access road are sufficiently far from
the SPA to avoid any direct issues such as habitat loss or indirect issues such as changes in air quality
relating to traffic or to the crematorium.
CRIME REDUCTION & ARCHITECTURAL LIAISON OFFICER
I am delighted to see that the Design and Access Statement has stipulated its security intentions having
clearly considered Designing out Crime principles from Secured by Design guidance and I would actively
welcome an SBD application for this development. Norfolk Constabulary has seen some recent spikes in
rural crime, where by machinery and tools specifically relating to grounds keeping are targeted. With this in
mind I strongly urge the developers to ensure that the appropriate physical security and surveillance are
installed at the point of construction. In addition to this it is imperative that all tools and machinery are
property marked both covertly and overtly (forensic property solutions).
NORFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL HIGHWAYS
Thanks for the updated drawing which I can confirm now shows the correct required visibility splays at the
A1065 junction.
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I am satisfied that the scheme of works outlined on drawing BRW-BWB-HML-XX-DR-TR-101 S2
Rev P14 is suitable for planning purposes and agrees in principle an indicative scheme for the
required highway mitigation. As previously advised, there are still a few issues with regard to the
scheme of off-site highway works however these can be addressed through the S278.

In light of the above, I can confirm that our previous concerns have now been addressed and I
would be happy to withdraw our holding objection to the proposals. Should you be minded to
approve the application, I would be grateful for the inclusion of highways conditions suggested.
FLOOD & WATER MANAGEMENT TEAM
No objection subject to a condition with regards to a detailed surface water drainage scheme.

We would also strongly advise that seasonally high groundwater levels are obtained and confirmed prior to
commencement of the development as the stated levels were obtained in July 2018 when levels likely to
have been below average due to the exceptionally dry period at the time.
TREE AND COUNTRYSIDE CONSULTANT
Whilst this additional loss of trees/hedges is unfortunate I cannot see that there is anything there which
cannot be compensated for by means of additional planting. I would consider that the planting scheme
shown provides adequate mitigation.
ECOLOGICAL AND BIODIVERSITY CONSULTANT
A Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (PEA) report (Red Kite; December 2018), Environment Statement dated
February 2019, Clarification for screening in relation to Breeding Birds and Breckland SPA & SAC screening
letter (Red Kite; August 2019), Ground Level Tree Assessment Report for Bats & Breeding Birds (Red Kite;
September 2019) and Phase 2 botany report (Red Kite; September 2019) has been submitted in support of
this planning application.

The PEA report highlights the potential for bats, badgers, breeding birds, amphibians, hedgehogs and
reptiles to be present on the site. A veteran black poplar tree record located on the site was returned in the
NBIS data search, which is a rare species in the UK and is often listed as a BAP species for most counties,
including Norfolk. Suitable protection measures should be implemented to prevent damage/disturbance
during construction phases, ensuring that adequate root protection zones are maintained during and after
construction.

The botanical report highlights the presence of a Near Threatened Red Listed plant species associated with
the northern arable field margin. An ecological management plan must outline measures to retain, protect
and enhance arable field margins on site to protect Hound s-tongue. This should be in place and approved
by the local planning authority prior to the commencement of any works on site. The management plan
should seek to maintain and protect this species on site for the foreseeable future.

Ecological enhancement measures need to be included within the site s design to provide net gains for
biodiversity in accordance with paragraph 170 of the NPPF.

In our opinion, for the reasons provided in the Preliminary Ecological Appraisal report (Red Kite; December
2018), Environment Statement and clarification for screening in relation to Breeding Birds and Breckland
SPA & SAC screening letter (Red Kite; August 2019), including the prevailing habitats on the site being sub-
optimal for stone curlew, the findings of the air quality assessment and given that the type of development is
unlikely to lead to increased recreational pressure or predation from pets that would lead to significant
impacts on Nature 2000 sites, a full AA is not needed and so Breckland DC as the competent authority (as
defined by the Habs Regs) can screen out the need for an AA.
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If you are minded to approve this application, we recommend and Ecological Management Plan condition.
CONTAMINATED LAND OFFICER
No objections or comments on the grounds of Environmental Protection - contamination, providing the
development proceeds in line with the application details.
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH OFFICERS
No objections or comments on the grounds of Environmental Protection - pollution, providing the
development proceeds in line with the application details. The proposed development will require an
Environmental Permit administered and regulated by Breckland Councils Environmental Protection Team
under The Pollution Prevention and Control Act 1999, and I am satisfied that air quality issues will be
controlled by the Permit.
AIR QUALITY OFFICER
No objections or comments on the grounds of Environmental Protection - air quality, providing the
development proceeds in line with the application details. The applicant should refer to the DEFRA Guidance
on Crematoria so that the appropriate controls and provisions are in place. This site will need an
Environmental Permit to operate.
P A BOND
Norfolk Fire and Rescue Service will require either a fire hydrant to be installed capable of delivering a
minimum of 20L of water per second, or where no piped water supply is available or there is insufficient
pressure and flow in the water main, or an alternative arrangement is proposed.
HISTORIC BUILDINGS CONSULTANT
No objection
HISTORIC ENGLAND
No objection to the application on heritage grounds.
HISTORIC ENVIRONMENT SERVICE
The proposed development site lies close to a Scheduled Bronze Age burial mound to the east and another
possible one to the south. The planning application was accompanied by a geophysical survey report which
identified another possible ploughed-out Bronze Age burial mound within the development area. If this
anomaly is a ploughed-out burial mound, there is a strong possibility that there will be Bronze Age and Early
Saxon burials within the development area, which will be affected by the proposed development.

If planning permission is granted, we therefore ask that this be subject to a programme of archaeological
mitigatory work in accordance with National Planning Policy Framework para. 199 is conditioned.

NATIONAL PLANNING CASEWORK UNIT No Comments Received
NORFOLK WILDLIFE TRUST No Comments Received
ANGLIAN WATER SERVICE No Comments Received

REPRESENTATIONS

Approximately 73 letters of objection have been received, their comments have been summarised as follows:

-Too near the school, homes and the village.  Crematoriums are usually built in isolated areas and nowhere
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near homes, schools, businesses.
- The location is not suitable for such a business.
- Not good for the local community.
- The proposed site is very indiscreet for a crematorium.
- We have three crematoria within approximately 30 -40 minutes drive from Weeting.
- There is a crematorium at Bury st Edmunds and this has been extended recently.  The new crematorium at
Scoulton is only 25 mins away.  The"Need" for a Crematorium has not been made. Risby is within 30 minutes
travelling time and has recently been expanded. The Cremetorium at Scoulton has not even been considered
in the needs submission. Additionally, Mintlynn is within forty minutes travelling time as is Cambridge City
with Earlham being a little over sixty minutes travelling time. There is adequate cover in this area without the
addition of one at Weeting.
- Concerned about the high volume of traffic, there are still no signs of the bypass and traffic will only
increase.
- Not needed in a small village.
- Concerned about the risk of pollution & the effect on people's health as the crematorium is within a village -
i.e. the cremation process emits pollutants such as carbon monoxide, nitrous oxide, sulphur oxide, mercury,
dioxin, sulphur dioxide, hydrogen chloride, hydrogen fluoride, cadmium and chromium. There is also a
danger of releasing radiation.  Although we have been told that the filters are checked once a year there are
no guarantees in life that this will be adhered to.
- Although Peppers High Hill (denoted as Harling Drove on the plans) is being widened, concerns about the
lack of development of the existing infrastructure to help with increased level of traffic and the effect the
increase will have on Weeting and the immediate surrounding areas, particularly on Harling Drove which
narrows to a single lane at one point. In addition, traffic around Weeting and Brandon areas already creates
bad congestion at peak times and when the level crossing barriers are down. The junction of Brandon road
with Harling Drove and Peppers Close is already dangerous with the current level of traffic.
- Anything which disrupts the flow of traffic adds to air pollution as well as causing frustration and delays to
those travelling.
- There will only be one entrance for cars wanting to go into and out of the site - surely this will create a
bottleneck on Peppers Hill.
- No actual traffic surveys have been carried out in support of this application.
- Serious road traffic accidents that have occurred in the last  six weeks, two on the Brandon to Mundford Rd,
very close to the Peppers High Hill junction that has been referred to in this application.
- The village has an existing planning permission for 56 new houses. These at some point in time will be built
adding further traffic to the village.
- It should also be considered that the illustrated road improvements require significant works in land
that is not included within the ownership of the applicant.
- A public access walking footpath exists through the farmland immediately adjacent to the proposed new
entrance for this development. No consideration has been made as to how access to this route will be
maintained or indeed improved with the proposed road improvements along Peppers High Hill.
- There are a number of historical burial mounds.
- The proposed location is far too close to private residences and would be visible from upstairs windows.
- If this development were to go ahead, it would likely snowball the "linking" of Weeting to Brandon,
destroying the identity of Weeting as a separate village.
- Devaluation of property's.
- An unwanted gift to the younger generation.
- There is so much more can be done with this land in the future if money can be secured to build a
community center or swimming pool / fitness center.
- It would be much better suited at the other end of Peppers Hill Rd, on the Mundford Rd. Where it is
proposed, the Brandon Road is the main route to the village.
- I'd rather not have to drive into Weeting and be reminded of death everyday.
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- It will affect wildlife, close to the SPA and the SSSI.  There are various birds that are protected that nest on
this site.  The area chosen is a known wildlife corridor.
- We object on the grounds that the site is a flood plain, the site will still be within a Zone 3 Risk area.  Should
a large concrete car park be constructed where will large amounts of water drain to and is there a risk that
this will cause flooding issues for residents in the village or highways.
- Cremation is extremely environmentally unfriendly.
- This will affect the residents of Brandon and Hockwold also.
- The site would not lend itself to the solemnity the services demand as it will be flanked by two busy roads
and there will be significant intrusive noise generated by traffic and by aircraft operating out of RAF
Lakenheath.
- Where they want to put the entrance, the road is too narrow and will cause congestion.
there are already two, having another will hurt their business.
- Cremations are expected from Ely and that area. This is not local to this area.
- The judgement in the recent legal case for Scoulton highlighted reasons why Weeting was an unsuitable
site for a crematorium.
- It wouldn't look right in this location as crematoriums are tucked away but this one will be where everyone
can see it so may get vandalised.

Six letters of support have been received, their comments have been summarised as follows:
- I would rather have somewhere to pay respects to loved ones, without having to drive to Bury St Edmunds
or Kings Lynn.
- Although crematoriums are associated with being a sad place, they are also a place for remembrance and
recollection.  We have a cemetery, you bury bodies there, near the school and in the village.  What's the
difference?
- Possibly create more local employment, traffic shouldn't be a problem if they close Peppers High Hill to
large vehicles.
- The site has parking for 100 cars so that won't be a problem either.
- It will make good use of poor land.
- It should go ahead on the provision that if they need to run a gas pipeline to the crematorium that it is also
run in to the village so we could benefit and not have to pay extortionate prices that we do now for gas or oil.
- I would much rather see a crematorium built there than houses.

A letter from the planning hub on behalf of Westerleigh Group Ltd and from Howes Percival on behalf of
Breckland Crematorium at Scoulton have also been received, their comments have been summarised within
the relevant sections of the report.

ASSESSMENT NOTES

1.0 Principle of development in the countryside

1.1 Policy GEN01 seeks to enable development that improves the economic, social and environmental
objectives through the application of the following principles:

- Mitigate and adapt to climate change;
- Protect and enhance the natural, built and historic environment;
- Allocate and facilitate developable land that seeks to provide access to homes, employment, retail, leisure
and other facilities;
- Assist in the creation and maintenance of inclusive, environmentally sustainable communities making the
best and most efficient use of previously developed land, buildings and natural resources;
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- Support Breckland's wider rural economy helping to sustain local services and assist in helping rural
communities adapt and grow proportionately to enhance their social and economic sustainability;
- Direct jobs and growth towards the most sustainable locations contributing towards the economy and jobs
in rural areas, helping to achieve the right balance throughout the District;
- Co-ordinate development with transport provision ensuring good access to existing community facilities,
services and open space, together with new facilities and services where necessary;
- Consideration of the cumulative impact of development, in particular, the impact on the environment.

1.2 Arguably this proposal provides access locally to a facility (i.e. crematorium) but it is also arguable that
suitable accessibility to similar facilities already exists, this is further set out below.  Consideration of the
qualitative and quantitative need for the facility, its proposed location and any cumulative impacts, is also set
out below.  The proposal is not considered to comply with any other of the points, as set out above (i.e. it will
not assist with climate change, given the proximity of other facilities; it will not protect and enhance that
natural, built or historic environments; and not make use of previously developed land).

1.3 Policy GEN01 goes on to state 'Where there are no development plan policies relevant to the application,
or the policies of most importance are out of date, the Council will grant permission, unless taking into
account whether any adverse impacts of granting permission would significantly and demonstrably outweigh
the benefits when assessed against the National Planning Policy Framework, or if policies in the Framework
that  protect areas or assets of particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development
proposed'.  This has been taken into consideration in the determination of this application.

1.4 Policy GEN02 and COM01 seek to promote high quality design. This is further discussed below.

1.5 Policy GEN03 identifies a settlement hierarchy for the delivery of sustainable development.  Weeting is
designated as a Local Service Centre, the third tier of the settlement hierarchy.  Policy GEN03 states 'The
hierarchy is based upon the utilisation of existing infrastructure and resources, the prioritisation of new
infrastructure and allowing jobs, homes and other facilities to provide for choice'.  It is considered that the
scale and type of development proposed would be more appropriate to a higher tier of settlement hierarchy.
However, Weeting is considered a sustainable location, given its position in the settlement hierarchy, where
development is considered acceptable.

1.6 Policy GEN05 seeks to direct all new development to sites within settlement boundaries.  Outside
settlement boundaries, development is restricted to recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of the
Countryside.  The policy provides a list of policies for which development could comply with development
outside of settlements boundaries.  This includes Policy EC04 which permits proposals for employment uses
outside of Identified General Employment Areas (which this is being open countryside).  These can be
permitted whereby:

a. It is demonstrated that there are no other suitable sites available on identified or allocated employment
sites; and/or
b. There are particular reasons for the development not being located on an established or allocated
employment site including:

1. The expansion of an existing business;
2. Businesses that are based on agriculture, forestry or other industry where there are sustainability
advantages to being located in close proximity to the market they serve; or
3. Industries and / or businesses which would be detrimental to local amenity if located in settlements,
including general employment areas.
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c. The development of the site would not adversely affect the type and volume of traffic generated.

1.7 As far as the need for a countryside location is concerned, the requirements of the Cremation Act 1902
are directly relevant insofar as they stipulate that a crematorium should be a least 200 yards, (around 183
metres), from any dwelling and at least 50 yards (43 metres) from a public highway.  Published Government
guidance entitled The Siting and Planning of Crematoria (DoE, 1978) is also of relevance.  This says that
sufficient land should be available to provide an appropriate setting for a crematorium, adequate internal
access roads, car parking and space for the disposal of ashes.  Reference is made to sites of two to four
hectares in size and larger, although no minimum is stated.  The reasonable expectation of mourners and
visitors to gardens of remembrance for a place of quiet contemplation is also an important consideration in
relation to site selection.

1.8 Given these particular site selection and locational requirements, it is considered to be most unlikely that
suitable land would be found within a defined settlement boundary.  This is due to the more or less
continuously built up nature of towns and villages in the District.  Larger sites that are remote from housing
are perhaps more likely to be found within existing and allocated employment areas, but such sites can be
discounted due to the busy commercial nature of such areas and the likelihood of conflicting activities.  It can
reasonably be concluded therefore that a rural location outside a defined settlement is likely to be required
for the development of a crematorium.  The proposal is therefore considered in accordance with part 3 of
EC04, subject to it being demonstrated that the proposal 'would not adversely affect the type and volume of
traffic generated' and this is also further discussed in detail below.

1.9 Section 6, Paragraph 83 of the NPPF states planning policies and decisions should enable:

a) the sustainable growth and expansion of all types of business in rural areas, both through conversion of
existing buildings and well-designed new buildings;
b) the development and diversification of agricultural and other land-based rural businesses;
c) sustainable rural tourism and leisure developments which respect the character of the countryside; and
d) the retention and development of accessible local services and community facilities, such as local shops,
meeting places, sports venues, open space, cultural buildings, public houses and places of worship.

1.10 Paragraph 84 of the NPPF states 'Planning policies and decisions should recognise that sites to meet
local business and community needs (own emphasis) in rural areas may have to be found adjacent to or
beyond existing settlements, and in locations that are not well served by public transport. In these
circumstances it will be important to ensure that development is sensitive to its surroundings, does not have
an unacceptable impact on local roads and exploits any opportunities to make a location more sustainable
(for example by improving the scope for access on foot, by cycling or by public transport). The use of
previously developed land, and sites that are physically well-related to existing settlements, should be
encouraged where suitable opportunities exist'.

1.11 It could be argued that this proposal would provide a local service or facility, which this is considered to
be, in reasonably proximity to Weeting and the station and other public transport nodes at Brandon, and that
Section 6 does support the sustainable growth and expansion of all types of business in rural areas.
However, paragraph 84 requires local business and community 'needs' to be met.  In addition, it is well
established through planning decisions and appeals that for proposed crematoria developments to depart
from policies within the development plan, weight must be attributed to a strong proven need for the
development in both quantitative and qualitative terms.

1.12 Whilst the proposal would provide a public service, it would be operated on a commercial basis and
would generate some employment.  Both the provision of services and employment is supported by Section
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6 of the NPPF and policies GEN05 and EC04 of the Breckland Local Plan (adopted).  However, Section 6
permits this on the basis that these sites would meet local business and community 'needs' in rural areas.
Also, the landscape impacts of development would need to be weighed against the needs for the
development, as required by Sections 12 and 15 of the NPPF and Policies GEN05 and ENV05 of the
Breckland Local Plan (adopted).

1.13 The applicants have also provided further information demonstrating their site selection principles.  They
set out that they are volunteering the information, despite there being no policy requirement to provide.  This,
is not consider true as the recently adopted Local Plan, Policy GEN03, seeks to direct development to
sustainable locations through its settlement hierarchy and whilst rural economic investment is supported by
the NPPF.  However, only where a proposal necessitates a site to address a local community need can a
less accessible rural location be considered.  The site is located in the Countryside in a rural location.  In
order to satisfy the aims and objectives of the NPPF, as well as a departure from the restrictive countryside
policies of the Local Plan the Local Planning Authority consider the appellant has insufficiently justified this
rural location.   They state in August 2016 that they set out to find opportunities for potential crematorium
sites within a target area to include; 8-10 acres; tranquil setting; capable of being 200 yards from existing
residential and 50 yards from a public highway; good links and access to main roads; close to public
transport.  Six potential sites were identified (five to the north of Thetford and the application site).  The five
Thetford sites were all in the ownership of Kilverstone Estate.  Due to the proximity of these sites to Thetford
and the relative housing opportunities in this location, the land values ended up as prohibitive in taking
forward the most appropriate of these sites.

1.14 In conclusion, it is considered that the development of a crematorium in the open countryside is capable
of being acceptable in principle.  However, it remains to be considered whether it would protect the intrinsic
beauty and character of the Countryside and whether this site is required to meet local business and
community 'needs' in rural areas.  These matters are further considered below.

The overall need for a crematorium in this location?

1.14 The development proposed comprises a single storey building of approximately 500 sqm
accommodating a chapel, crematorium and administrative space. The site will also accommodate a
dedicated car park and landscaping.

1.15 The crematorium is proposed to be open 09:00-17:00 Monday to Friday (i.e. 40 hours a week).  The
applicants state core hours, when the crematorium is expected to be predominantly used, are between
10:00-16:00.  This means that there is a theoretical capacity for 40 slots per week, and 30 hours during core
periods.  Weekend services will be made available although the applicants state that in their experience such
slots are rarely used.

1.16 The size of the chapel and car park will enable the proposed crematorium at Weeting to accommodate
approximately 100-110 mourners.

1.17 It is noted in the assessment of need submitted with the application for this site, that existing crematoria
facilities include the new Crematorium at Scoulton (Breckland Crematorium - approximately 20 miles from
this site) and in the wider area at Norwich (Earlham and Horsham St Faiths), Kings Lynn, Bury St Edmunds
(West Suffolk Crematorium), Cromer and Beccles (Waveney Crematorium).

1.18 The applicants have submitted information in support of their application, including a Need Statement
(February 2017) and further supporting information following representations.  In summary, these documents
set out the following in support of the application:
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- The site is well related to the primary road network and will have suitable parking to meet the needs of
mourners, separated from the main building.

- The development will result in a significant number of people being within 30 minutes' drive time of a
crematorium for the first time. It will offer long slots to enable unrushed services to be held.  By expanding the
capacity of the network of crematoria, the development will yield qualitative benefits at existing facilities also.

- To meet a local need, any new crematorium should normally operate at around 80% of Factored Capacity
when mature to ensure appropriate service lengths whilst having sufficient time at a cremation to mourn the
deceased, and pay respects to them.  Other factors include travel times to facilities and getting an
appropriate/convenient slot.

- Drive time to Bury St Edmunds and Scoulton taking account of cortege speed (60% of normal driving
speed) is 47 and 50 minutes respectively.  The industry standard is 30 minute drive-time to a crematorium at
cortege speed.

- Existing crematoria are between 27-62km from Brandon Road. Travel times, at cortege speed, are between
43-92 minutes.

Through mapping a 30 minute drive time from each existing facilities, the applicants state they have identified
two 'gaps' where residents live beyond a 30 minute catchment from any existing facility (one to the north of
Weeting and the other to the north of Ely).

- There is a Natural Catchment Area population of circa 88,026 based on a 30 minute drive.  This is based on
a conservative and robust approach.

- The submitted needs statements set out the latest position in terms of trading, taking account of the
extended crematorium at Bury St Edmunds in terms of capacity.  Due to their significant distances from the
site facilities at Beccles, Great Yarmouth, Cromer and St Faiths, Norwich are not considered to be relevant to
the assessment of need for this site.

- Bury St Edmunds and Kings Lynn crematoria are overtrading to a considerable extent, and suffering from
consequential qualitative deficiencies. Both of these sites will continue to operate at an acceptable level, and
there is scope for further trade to be diverted to the Weeting site from the Kings Lynn site due to its current
trading performance, which will provide an alternative option to Kings Lynn (and Bury St Edmunds),
particularly for those living in the north of Brandon.  The facility will have a relieving factor at Kings Lynn,
although it will still be operating at above 80% capacity in an average month.

- In 2018 the seven chapels of the five local crematoria were operating at a combined 78% factored capacity,
with 78% of core slots taken during the peak month. All facilities apart from Cambridge were operating at
above 80% capacity, which is the generally accepted limit for a crematorium to be able to provide a
consistent and qualitatively acceptable level of service.  Excluding Cambridge (outside of the catchment area
of the Weeting facility), on average in 2018 the four other crematoria operated at 100% of Factored Capacity.
I.e. every peak hour slot was used and King's Lynn operated at 133% capacity, which means a high
proportion of non-core slots were used.

- Scoulton - The 2019 directory does not provide data on number of cremations taking place at Scoulton.
However, the additional facility at Scoulton merely takes up the additional demand for cremations generated
over the next 10 years.  The natural catchment area of the proposed crematorium will bound the catchment
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area of King's Lynn, Scoulton, Bury St Edmunds and March. King's Lynn and Bury St. Edmunds are both
forecast to be operating at above 100% factored capacity during the peak month in 2028, with March at 90%.
These are levels well above the 80% threshold. Whilst the newly-established Scoulton facility is forecast to
be operating at 76%, this is only marginally below the 80% threshold.

1.19 The applicants needs statement states:

On 11 September 2018 Public Health England published a research and analysis paper "Population Change
and Trends in Life Expectancy"1.  Section 1, the Main Message, states that the population of England is both
growing and, as a result increased life expectancy, is ageing.  It states:

"With England's population both increasing and ageing, it was inevitable that the downward trend in number
of deaths, seen since the late 1980s, could not continue indefinitely. Since 2011, when there were just over
450,000 deaths in England, the numbers have been generally increasing. By 2017 there were almost
500,000 deaths.

The number of deaths will increase considerably in the next few years if the population continues to
experience recent rates of mortality. If this is the case, it is anticipated that in the year 2023 there will be
around 550,000 deaths. That is just over 50,000 more deaths than in 2017, a 10% increase".

The ONS National Population Projections 2016 show a similar picture for the UK as a whole.  ONS forecasts
show that there will be 592,000 deaths in 2017-18 increasing to 637,000 in 2027-28 and then to 718,000 in
2037-38. This is a 7.6% increase in the number of deaths over the next 10 years and a 21.3% increase over
the next 20 years.

The forecast increase in the number of deaths throughout the UK means that, even if the proportion of
funerals with a cremation were to level off, the demand for cremations will increase substantially.
Notwithstanding this, it is also likely that the number of cremations, as a proportion of funerals, will continue
to increase.  One reason for the growth in the proportion of cremations, rather than burials, is the relative
costs of them.  Evidence from SunLife is that the "Cost of Dying" (2018) was £832 for a cremation compared
to £2,174 for burials.

At the local level, the projected increase in deaths is higher than the national figure, due to the age structure
of the population being skewed towards older groups compared with the national average. Within Breckland
alone, it is projected that there will be 225 additional deaths in 2028 compared with 2018, which equates to
an additional 13.3%. Across the wider Three Counties area the number of deaths is expected to increase by
11%, materially higher than the 8.3% for England as a whole.

1.20 There are numerous objections to the proposal (as set out in the representation section this report).  Of
particular note with regards to these concerns raised, are the following points:

- The Lamberley Appeal sets out that drive times of up to 45 minutes, whilst not ideal, would not normally
cause distress or hardship.  Therefore, there are existing facilities within an acceptable drive time.
- Appeal decisions have generally accepted that need for new crematorium may exist if it would serve a
population in excess of 150,000 people - the proposed development is only serving 88,026.
- Assumptions have been made within the submitted information but are not supported by evidence or fact
i.e. there is no assessment of the existing crematorium facilities as to whether they are suitable for the needs
of the population they serve or why?
- The impacts and alleviation of capacity from Scoulton have not been quantified.
- There is less than 18.5 miles between Scoulton and Bury St Edmunds, which the proposal is to be in-
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between.
- There will be six crematorium in Norfolk which equates to 143,233 average capita per facility, which is
below 150,000 population justification for a new facility, without this proposal.  This would be further lowered
when taking into consideration the new chapel at Bury St Edmunds and Beccles crematoriums.
- There is no quantitative need for another crematorium in Weeting with operating capacities as follows -
Breckland 29%; Bury 46% and Kings Lynn 57%.
- A second chapel has been opened at Bury and has a higher operating capacity than the industry standard
of 80%.
- The proposal is serving the same catchment areas as Kings Lynn and Bury - the gap that would be served
in population numbers is limited and not material.
- A full assessment of all local crematorium (capacity and impact of recent changes) has not been made
(Scoulton, the new chapel at Bury St Edmunds, Kings Lynn, Cromer and Cam Valley, Cambridge).
- The data used is out of date; and
- The predicted increase in death rates is not substantiated.

1.21 Taking into consideration the points raised by the applicant and the objectors and weighing those
against industry standards, it is considered that the applicant has failed to substantiate, through submission
of any independent evidence or customer feedback, that the quality of service offered by neighbouring
crematorium, including funeral delays and service length, is unduly suffering as a result of its perceived
operation above practical capacity.  Also, that there is a an additional need to have such a facility within 30
minutes drive time or that, given the sites fairly rural location there is sufficient population to warrant the
justification that there is a need to have a facility within 30 minutes drive time.  In the absence of robust
evidence of need, the applicant has failed to justify either that local business and community 'needs' would
be met or a departure from the otherwise restrictive policies set out in the Breckland Local Plan which seek to
recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of the Countryside and protect it would be justified.

1.22 Although there are no set standards, other than those as set out in the requirements of the Cremation
Act 1902.  It is noted that Planning Appeals do set some industry benchmarks/standards for quantitative
needs including a minimum drive time catchment population of 120,000-150,000 people and within a 45
minute drive time of the site.  The applicants have set out that they meet the required 45 minute drive time
but the target Natural Catchment Area population is of circa 88,026 based on a 30 minute catchment area,
this is obviously well below the industry standard/benchmark, without taking account of other existing
facilities operating below the industry standard, as set out by the objectors.  The applicants state that this is a
suitable catchment for this facility, which will serve the catchment/gap in this area and although it may draw
trade from fringe areas, it will primarily serve the 'gap' catchment identified.  It is not considered that the
population in this gap would be sufficient alone to require a new facility, especially given its rural nature.
Also, there is insufficient catchment population, taking account of the new facilities, to warrant a need for a
new crematorium in this location.

1.23 This facility is said to be expected to generate well below 80% of its practical capacity.  The applicants
state that anything above this would have a knock on effect on quality of service.  The information submitted
by Breckland Crematorium demonstrates that there is capacity at surrounding crematorium well below the
80% standard.  However, no such further information has been submitted such as independent evidence or
customer feedback that the quality of service offered by neighbouring crematorium, including funeral delays
and service length, is unduly suffering as a result of its perceived operation above practical capacity.

1.24 The applicants submitted needs assessments recognises the opening of Scoulton Crematorium (2019)
and the creation of a second chapel at the West Suffolk Crematorium at Bury St Edmunds (March 2018),
although their usage is not taken account of with in the latest crematorium figures which date from 2019.
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1.25 Despite this the applicants state that their geographical relationship and 30 catchment areas have been
considered and none of the existing facilities can be reached within 30 minutes at cortage speed from the
application site.  The applicants state that this is an indication that there is an area around the application site
that is under-served, as well as having under-served areas around Ely and Weeting.  The applicants have
sought to predict (based on 75% operation capacity (explained below)) what the cremations and impacts
these new chapels would have on crematorium figures for forthcoming years.

1.26 Every crematorium has a theoretical maximum capacity which can be calculated as the total number of
slots on any given day within the facility's opening hours, multiplied by the number of days per annum that
the facility is in operation.  However, in practice, not all of these slots will or can be used. This was
recognised in the Camborne appeal, that it was not realistic to expect that every available time slot,
especially those in the early mornings or late afternoons, could or would be utilised.  The applicants have
therefore sought to use a 75% operation capacity, despite 80% appearing to be industry standard and the
objectors stating the new facility can often operate at higher levels.

1.27 The applicants state that the proposed Scoulton site is a 46 minute unconstrained drive time from Bury
St Edmunds, 47 minutes from Kings Lynn and 75 minutes from March. The proposal will therefore help to
relieve the pressure on Norwich Earlham (27 minute unconstrained drive time), but will have limited effect on
either Kings Lynn and Bury St Edmunds, both of which are also shown to be trading well above 80% of their
factored capacity in Peak months, meaning that the need to relieve these facilities remains.

1.28 The applicants state that this new facility will relieve Bury St Edmunds to an extent where it will be
trading below the 80% threshold in 2027 and although there will be some relief on Kings Lynn, this facility is
still expected to be trading well in excess of its Factored Capacity.  In addition to relieving pressure on
existing Crematoria, the proposal will also provide a facility for a number of under-served area.

1.29 Objectors state that an 80% operating benchmark should be used and although this may be an industry
standard that new crematoria are designed to operate at higher levels of capacity.  They also state that the
figures cannot be relied upon for analysing future capacity (due to the opening of new Crematorium at
Scoulton and Bury as well as Cromer and Cam Valley) and a 5% increase in death rates can not be
substantiated.  They do consider that the new facility at Scoulton will impact on cremations at Bury St
Edmunds and that the applicant fails to recognise the relieving factor Scoulton has had on Kings Lynn to date
without the need for another.

1.30 Although the applicants additional comments are noted in this regard, given that initial need
assessments largely pre-date the opening of the Breckland Crematorium, Scoulton, even the most recent
needs assessment fails to properly take this into consideration. It is considered that given the latest
information that Scoulton will take up demand for the next 10 years, and is therefore having a relieving factor
and therefore as submitted, the justified need for this development, even with the additional comments is still
not based on the most up to date evidence.  It is not considered that this new facility has been properly taken
into consideration in the submitted needs assessments, nor the proximity of the two crematoria.

1.31 The applicants state that death rates are rising, especially in Breckland.  However, it is widely
considered that death rates can vary and therefore, this is not specific justification for a new facility in this
location, nor is there any specific evidence provided to demonstrate that the existing facilities would not cope
with these rising death rates.

1.32 For these reasons it is considered that the information provided to demonstrate this site is suitable or
required to meet local business and community needs, is insufficient and not robust enough to demonstrate
that there is either a quantitative or qualitative need for the proposal, which is therefore considered contrary
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to Section 6 of the NPPF and GEN01 and GEN05 of the Breckland Local Plan.

2.0 Impact on the intrinsic character and beauty of the Countryside

2.1 Policy GEN05 permits development outside of settlement boundaries where it can be demonstrated that
it does not affect the intrinsic beauty and character of the countryside.  Section 12 of the NPPF and GEN02
and COM01 of the Breckland Local Plan (adopted) seek to achieve a high quality design and Section 12 of
the NPPF states that 'good design is a key aspect of sustainable development'.  Policy ENV05 states that
new development will be expected to contribute to, and where possible enhance, the local environment by
recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, having regard to the findings of the
Councils Landscape Character Assessment 2007 (LCA).  Policy ENV06 seeks to protect important trees and
hedgerows in the landscape. Section 15 of the NPPF seeks to recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of
the countryside.

2.2 The proposal includes a large area of landscaping adjacent to Brandon Road to provide soft landscaping
and memorial gardens to the east of Brandon Road.  A single storey building to house the chapel,
crematorium and administrative space is located towards the south eastern boundaries of the site, a good
distance from Brandon Road.  The proposed access has been amended and is now proposed off Mundford
Road to the east of the site, with 98 car parking spaces proposed behind the building to the east of the site.
There is existing vegetation to the north and west boundaries of the site and further landscaping proposed as
part of the proposals.

2.3 The proposed building is single storey with a low key appearance of a brick plinth, clad with limited
fenestration and low pitched roof.  The main building is linked to a smaller building comprising of the waiting
area with a covered canopy.  A spire is proposed for the chapel.  Given the distances involved and the
intervening screening the proposed building, is modest and unlikely to be clearly visible from Brandon Road
with only glimpsed views available on the approach to the site, most prominently from the south, where
vegetation is currently less dense.

2.4 Peppers Hill Road/Harling Drove/Mundford Road, have a very rural character.  Obviously, when in use for
a funeral, the comings and goings to the site will make the access off Brandon Road and the site visible,
especially for busy funerals.  Also, the application has been amended to include a wider access, highways
works and visibility splays which involve the removal of significant sections of trees and hedgerows.  Despite
the applicants stating this can be replanted, it is considered that the nature of Peppers Hill Road/Harling
Drove/Mundford Road will change significantly, especially when a busy funeral is taking place.

2.5 The site is existing agricultural land, it has low landscape value, although sits well in the context.  The site
is located within The Brecks of Thetford Forest Landscape Character Area (LCA).  The key characteristics of
this LCA include:

- A gently undulating landscape with sparsely deposited glacial drift material including overlying the chalk
solid geology;
- Views are intermittent and generally contained by the dense mixed mature plantation woodland cover;
- Mixed plantation woodland dominates the landscape resulting in relatively few areas of open land;
- Strips of mature broadleaf trees and woodland define both former field and parkland estate boundaries with
Contorted historic Scots Pine windbreak hedgerows are apparent throughout the character area, and are a
distinctive feature;
- Large number of Historic sites include the nationally significant Neolithic flint mines at Grimes Graves;
- A network of straight rural roads traverses the character area, with distinctive right angled junctions;
- Intimate, small scale and contained landscape; and
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- Recreational opportunities are afforded by a network of way marked routes and rights of way across the
character area.

2.6 The proposals will undeniably change the character of this site and have a wider landscape impact
through the removal of vegetation and creation of access, comings and goings to the application site and
access road and introducing built form in an otherwise open setting.  That said the landscaping proposals are
significant and could counter any urbanising impacts, although in themselves will change the character of this
site from open countryside land to formal landscaping/memorial gardens.  The built development is minimal
and low lying so is likely to shielded by the proposed landscaping when established.

2.7 The applicants state local historic references (Grime's Graves - see Figure 1) and natural associations
(Thetford Forest) have informed the landscape design proposals so that a strong contextual relationship
between the site and the wider landscape would be achieved.  Also, the applicants state that existing
elements of the site are retained and enhanced with the introduction of landscape typologies designed to
reflect local character, including:

- areas of wooded vegetation reflecting the character of the nearby SSSI of Thetford Forest;
- the retention and enhancement of existing trees and hedgerows;
- creation of native hedgerows and coppice planting;
- introduction of areas of wildflower meadow;
- tree planting in natural groups in scrub/grass areas and more formal in memorial gardens and access
routes; and
- informal pond water features with marginal planting.

2.8 Plans and a landscape assessment have been submitted to demonstrate that retained planting would be
supplemented with new hedgerows, new tree belts, new specimen tree planting and shrub and wild flower
meadow planting, a tree palette with both a strong natural character and amenity value added using a
mixture of native and exotic species and further hedgerow planting.  The applicants EIA concludes that:

'the strong rural character and amenity of views from surrounding residential properties, including housing in
the southern part of Weeting, would be conserved with the enclosure provided by intervening layers of
existing and proposed tree/shrub vegetation. There would be no adverse effects on the visual amenity of
Thetford Forest (SSSI and SPA) or on the visual setting on local heritage resources (i.e. Weeting Castle
Moated Site, Pepper Hill Bowl Barrow and Grime's Graves), again due to the enclosure provided by the
existing and proposed vegetation structure'.

2.9 Although, it is agreed that the proposed landscaping strategy for the site could have positive landscape
impacts and could be considered acceptable.  It is considered that this proposal will impact the landscape
and change its character and nature both by the use and the development proposed, this would be
compounded by required highway improvements, road widening, visibility splays, vegetation clearance, hard
and soft landscaping - including through the formality of the landscaped setting and memorial gardens in
contrast with the current open agricultural setting.  Although, it is considered that the landscape proposals
could mitigate the harm caused by additional movements to the site and new built form, the significant impact
of the development which is not substantiated by a robust community or business needs case, is considered
contrary to Policies GEN02, GEN05 and ENV05 of the Breckland Local Plan (adopted) and Section 15 of the
NPPF.

3.0 Economic effects

3.1 Section 6 of the NPPF supports economic growth.  It is understood that the proposed crematorium would
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employ approximately 10 full time staff.  Indirect economic benefits would also be likely to arise due to the
increases in the use of local eateries, function facilities and hotel accommodation by funeral parties likely at
Brandon or further afield.  Local funeral businesses would also derive some economic benefit.  The
generation of employment and indirect economic benefits are considered to weigh in favour of the proposal.
They are not considered to outweigh the potential detrimental impact of the proposal on the open countryside
and the lack of need for the proposal, which is therefore considered unacceptable and recommended for
refusal.

4.0 Access, Highway Safety and Car Parking

4.1  Policies TR01 and TR02 of the Local Plan seek to promote sustainable transport.  Policy TR01 requires
development to minimise the need to travel; promote opportunities for sustainable transport modes; not
adversely impact on the operation or safety of the strategic road network; improve accessibility to services;
and support the transition to a low carbon future.  Policy TR02 requires development to integrate into existing
transport networks; mitigate highways impacts; protect and enhance access to public rights of way; provide
safe, suitable and convenient access for all users, including appropriate parking; and avoid inappropriate
traffic generation and do not compromise highway safety.  Major development proposals should include an
assessment of the impacts of new development on the existing transport network.

4.2 This application has been assessed by the Highways Authority who initially raised concerns with the
proposed access for the application site, particularly with the provision of suitable visibility splays to ensure
safe access and egress onto the public highway.  The applicants have been working with the Highways
Authority to address these concerns and have submitted amended plans, moving access to the site off
Mundford Road to the east.  The result is the highway access has been moved to accommodate the
Highways Authorities required visibility splays and subject to the imposition of conditions then it is considered
a suitable highway solution can be achieved.  On this basis the Highways Authority have removed their
objection and the proposal is considered to accord with Policy TR01 of the Breckland Local Plan (adopted).

4.3 Policy TR02 of the Breckland Local Plan (adopted) seeks to ensure appropriate on site car parking
provision.  Car parking is proposed at 98 spaces which is considered sufficient to serve a development of this
size and scale.  The proposal is therefore considered to be in accordance with Policy TR02 of the Local Plan
also.

5.0 Impact on Amenity, Contamination and Air Quality

5.1 Policy COM03 of the Breckland Local Plan (adopted) seeks all new development to protect the amenity
of the area, neighbouring and future occupants.

5.2 The proposed building is significantly set back from Brandon Road with a significant amount of
landscaping proposed to the front of the site adjacent to Brandon Road.  Access to the site is off Pepper Hill
Road and car parking is concentrated to the rear of the building.  The proposed building is single storey and
the development is sufficiently spaced from existing residential properties so as not to impact on the amenity
of neighbouring properties from overshadowing, overlooking or overbearing.

5.3 A number of concerns have been raised about noise and disturbance from the development.  However,
due to the aspect of the building, its distance from neighbouring properties, separated by a busy road, and
the significant landscaping and space between the building and the majority of residential properties then the
proposal is unlikely to cause significant amenity impacts in this regard.  Given the proposed use of the
building, which is unlikely to generate significant noise, albeit there may at times be significant movement to
and from the site, this will be largely distanced from neighbouring properties, especially now being off
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Mundford Road.  The proposal is therefore unlikely to have significant amenity impacts from noise and
disturbance and no objection has been raised by Environmental Health in this regard.

5.4 Section 15 of the NPPF states that planning decisions should take account of ground conditions and
contamination risk.

5.5 No objections have been received from our Environmental Health Service, in terms of contamination,
noise, pollution and air quality.  The proposed development will require an Environmental Permit
administered and regulated by Breckland Councils Environmental Protection Team under The Pollution
Prevention and Control Act 1999 and this will satisfactorily deal with matters of air quality issues.  Therefore,
further conditions in this regard are not considered necessary or reasonable and the proposal is not
considered to have amenity impact in this regard.

5.6 The proposal is therefore considered in accordance with Policy COM03 of the Breckland Local Plan
(adopted).

6.0 Impact on Heritage assets

6.1 Section 16 of the NPPF and ENV07 of the Breckland Local Plan (adopted) seek to protect the special
interest and significance of heritage assets and their settings.

6.2 The Scheduled Monument of Pepper Hill Bowl Barrow lies 400m north east of Mill Farm. This is a
prehistoric bowl barrow located on a slight ridge on the western edge of the Breckland.  The monument
survives well, and although there is evidence of an antiquarian investigation, the disturbance is limited in
relation to the monument as a whole.  The mound and deposits beneath it and in the fill of the ditch will retain
archaeological information relating to the construction of the barrow, the manner and duration of its use and
the local environment at that time, and evidence for earlier land use is likely to be preserved in soils buried
beneath the mound.  The barrow is one of several which survive in the vicinity of the prehistoric flint mines of
Grimes Graves and which, as a group, are of interest for the study of the general character and development
of prehistoric settlement in this area of the Breckland region.

6.3 The NPPF in particular identifies protection and enhancement of the historic environment as an important
element of sustainable development and establishes a presumption in favour of sustainable development in
the planning system (paragraphs 7, 8, 10 and 11).  The core planning principles of the NPPF are observed in
paragraphs 8 and 11 which propose a presumption in favour of sustainable development.  This includes the
need to conserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance so that they can be enjoyed
for their contribution to the quality of life for this and future generations as set out in Section 16 of the NPPF.

6.4 The current trees along the road screen the development site from the Scheduled Barrow heritage asset.
It is also noted that the proposed development proposes additional planting.  Historic England consider that
appropriate provision has been made to mitigate the impact of the development on the Scheduled
Monument, ensuring that the harm would be less than substantial in policy terms (NPPF, paragraph 134).
Breckland's own Historic Buildings officer also raises no objection.  Given that less than substantial harm has
been identified, Section 16 of the NPPF requires this to be outweighed by public benefit.  Obviously, the end
user, if acceptable would provide a public service and this proposal would generate employment and indirect
employment, as identified above, which could outweigh the less than substantial harm Historic England have
identified.

6.5 The Historic Environment Service (HES) has also been consulted and set out that the proposed
development site lies close to a Scheduled Bronze Age burial mound to the east and another possible one to
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the south. The planning application is accompanied by a poor geophysical survey report which interpreted an
anomaly which could very well be another ploughed-out Bronze Age burial mound within the development
area as a natural or modern feature.  If this anomaly is a ploughed-out burial mound, there is a strong
possibility that there will be Bronze Age and Early Saxon burials within the development area, which will be
affected by the proposed development.  Initially the HES required further work to be carried out prior to the
granting of planning permission.  However, in conversation with the applicant they are now satisfied instead
that this could be dealt with by an appropriately worded condition, if planning permission was to be granted.

6.6 Despite the less than substantial harm identified from the proposals to heritage assets it is considered
that this could be outweighed by public benefit if the proposal was considered to be acceptable and
conditions could be imposed to mitigate the development, in accordance with the requirements of Section 16
of the NPPF.  For these reasons the proposal is considered acceptable in terms of its impact on heritage
assets and is considered in accordance with Section 16 of the NPPF and ENV07 of the Breckland Local Plan
(adopted).

7.0 Impact on Ecology

7.1 Section 15 of the NPPF and Policy ENV02 of the Breckland Local Plan (adopted) seeks to preserve and
enhance ecology and ecological enhancement measures need to be included within the sites design to
provide net gains for biodiversity in accordance with paragraph 170 of this section of the NPPF.  Policy
ENV03 of the Breckland Local Plan (adopted) requires a Habitats Regulations Assessment is undertaken on
all proposals for development which are likely to have significant affect on the SPA.

7.2 The application site lies to the west of the SPA and SSSI and within the Breckland SPA buffer.

7.3 A Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (PEA) report, Environmental Statement in relation to Breeding Birds
and Breckland SPA & SAC screening letter, Ground Level Tree Assessment Report for Bats & Breeding
Birds and Phase 2 botany report has been submitted in support of this planning application.  The PEA report
highlights the potential for bats, badgers, breeding birds, amphibians, hedgehogs and reptiles to be present
on the site.

7.4 Natural England and our own ecologist has been consulted with regards to the site.  Both parties raise no
objections to the application, subject to the imposition of conditions and the protection of a veteran black
poplar tree a Near Threatened Red Listed plant species associated with the northern arable field margin.
These can be protected via appropriately worded condition(s).

7.5 For the reasons provided in the Preliminary Ecological Appraisal report (Red Kite; December 2018),
Environment Statement and clarification for screening in relation to Breeding Birds and Breckland SPA &
SAC screening letter (Red Kite; August 2019), including the prevailing habitats on the site being sub-optimal
for stone curlew, the findings of the air quality assessment and given that the type of development is unlikely
to lead to increased recreational pressure or predation from pets that would lead to significant impacts on
Nature 2000 sites, a full Appropriate Assessment (AA) is not needed and Breckland District Council as the
competent authority have screened out the need for an AA.

7.6 Subject to the imposition of conditions for an ecological management plan and tree protection the
proposal is considered to protect and enhance ecology in accordance with Section 15 of the NPPF and
Policy ENV03 of the Breckland Local Plan (adopted).

8.0 Flood Risk and Drainage
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8.1 Section 14 of the NPPF and Policy ENV09 of the Breckland Local Plan seeks to direct new development
away from areas at highest risk of flooding and for new development to not increase flood risk elsewhere.
Flood Zones 2 and 3 cross the application site.  These are flood zones at the highest risk of flooding, where
development should be avoided.

8.2 The applicants have submitted a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) with the application.  The FRA
demonstrates that the site is located outside the fluvial floodplain and mitigation measures have been
employed including raising of floor levels, safe access and egress to the north and surface water attenuation
and storage.

8.3 The Lead Local Flood Authority have assessed the application and raise no objection subject to a
condition with regards to a detailed surface water drainage scheme needing to be submitted.  They also
advise that seasonally high groundwater levels are obtained and confirmed prior to commencement of the
development.  These matters they feel can be covered by appropriately worded planning conditions and
therefore the proposal is considered to be in accordance with Section 14 of the NPPF and Policy ENV09 of
the Breckland Local Plan.

9.0 Impact on Trees and Hedgerows

9.1 The retention of trees and hedgerows is supported by Policy ENV06 of the Breckland Local Plan
(adopted).

9.2 As set out above, due to the Highways Authority concerns with regards to access and visibility, the
location and type of access have been moved and the visibility splays increased.  This has resulted in further
vegetation removal.  The tree officer previously raised concerns with tree/hedgerow removal to create
visibility splays and stated further information would be required to assess the impacts.  Now an acceptable
highways solution has been found, the Tree Officer has been re-consulted with regards to extent of tree
removal.  The tree officer has set out 'Whilst this additional loss of trees/hedges is unfortunate I cannot see
that there is anything there which cannot be compensated for by means of additional planting. I would
consider that the planting scheme shown provides adequate mitigation'.  On this basis, the proposal is
considered to accord with Policy ENV06 of the Breckland Local Plan (adopted).

10.0 Other matters

10.1 Norfolk Fire Service have requested a fire hydrant be installed, this can be secured through an
appropriately worded planning condition, if the proposal is considered acceptable.

10.2 Norfolk Constabulary have also commented on the application, their comments can also be taken into
consideration and added to any subsequent permission as a note, in the event the application is approved.

10.3 Reference is made to the public footpath to the north of the application site running near to the access
to and this not being taken into consideration.  As the access has been relocated, so any concerns about
impact mitigated.  In addition, it is not considered that visitors to this type of use are likely to stray much
further from the application site itself and therefore no upgrades to this footpath are likely to be reasonable
from this development.

11.0 Environmental Impact Assessment

11.1 The development has been considered under Schedule 2 (11b) "Installation for the disposal of waste"
EIA Regulations in terms of ecology.
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11.2 The ES has been prepared by competent experts and having examined the document it is considered
adequate and contains the information required by the Regulations.

11.3 The individual topics have been discussed in the preceding Sections and the development has been
found to not have a significant environmental impact.

12.0 Conclusion/Planning Balance

12.1 Despite the in principle support for a use of this kind to be located in an open countryside location such
as this insufficient information has been submitted to demonstrate a robust case for the 'need' for a
crematorium in this location to outweigh the landscape impacts of the development and therefore this site is
not considered to be a sustainable solution for development, as required by paragraph 83 of NPPF in terms
of a sustainable rural business and is also considered contrary to Sections 12 and 15 of the NPPF and
Policies GEN02, GEN05, ENV05 and COM01 of the Breckland Local Plan (adopted).

RECOMMENDATION

The application is recommended for refusal, for the reasons given below.

REASON(S) FOR REFUSAL

1 Need
Insufficient and out of date information has been submitted to robustly demonstrate a
qualitative or quantitative 'need' for a crematorium in this location.  Therefore, the site would
have unacceptable landscape and community impact and is not considered to be a
sustainable rural location for development, as required by Section 6, paragraph 84 of NPPF
in terms of a sustainable rural business and is also considered contrary to Sections 12 and
15 of the NPPF and Policies GEN02, GEN05, ENV05 and COM01 of the Breckland Local
Plan (adopted).

2 landscape impact
It is considered that this proposal will have a negative impact on the landscape through
increasing activity and highway works (including vegetation removal) in this location,
changing the form and layout of the area (from open agricultural land to landscaped
memorial gardens).  Although, it is considered that the landscape proposals could help to
mitigate the harm caused by movements to and from the site and new built form, as there is
no demonstrable need for this facility in this location then the landscape impacts identified
are not considered to be outweighed and would harm the intrinsic beauty and character of
the open countryside.  The proposal is therefore considered contrary to Sections 6
(specifically paragraph 84), 12 and 15 of the NPPF and Policies GEN02, GEN05, ENV05
and COM01 of the Breckland Local Plan (adopted).

3 Application Refused Following Discussion - No
Way Forward
The Local Planning Authority has acted positively and proactively in determining this
application within as timely a manner as possible, having engaged with the Applicant and by
identifying matters of concern with the application and discussing those with the Applicant.
However, the issues are so fundamental to the proposal that it has not been possible to
negotiate a satisfactory solution and due to the harm which has been clearly identified within
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the reason(s) for the refusal, approval has not been possible.

Copies of all documentation submitted in connection with this application can be viewed
online at http://www.breckland.gov.uk/content/planning-search-0

4 Criterion E - Planning Apps Where Refused
Appeals against planning decisions

If you are aggrieved by the decision of your local planning authority to refuse permission for
the proposed development or to grant it subject to conditions, then you can appeal to the
Secretary of State under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.

If you want to appeal against your local planning authority's decision then you must do so
within 6 months of the date of this notice.

Appeals can be made online at: https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate.
If you are unable to access the online appeal form, please contact the Planning Inspectorate
to obtain a paper copy of the appeal form on tel: 0303 444 5000.

The Secretary of State can allow a longer period for giving notice of an appeal but will not
normally be prepared to use this power unless there are special circumstances which
excuse the delay in  giving notice of appeal.

The Secretary of State need not consider an appeal if it seems to the Secretary of State that
the local planning authority could not have granted planning permission for the proposed
development or could not have granted it without the conditions they imposed, having regard
to the statutory requirements, to the provisions of any development order and to any
directions given under a development order.

If you intend to submit an appeal that you would like examined by inquiry then you must
notify the Local Planning Authority and Planning Inspectorate
(inquiryappeals@planninginspectorate.gov.uk) at least 10 days before submitting the
appeal. Further details are on GOV.UK
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