
 
 
BRECKLAND COUNCIL 
 
DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE – 2ND AUGUST 2010 
 
REPORT OF DEVELOPMENT SERVICES MANAGER 
(Author: Chris Raine: Senior Planning Officer/ 
 
WRETHAM: LARKSHALL 
 
Applicant: A F Machinery Ltd 
Reference: 3PL/2010/0458/F 
 
 

Summary - This application is for a potato store extension and is recommended for 
refusal. 
 

 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 
 

This item was deferred prior to the meeting of the 12th of July 2010 in order to 
gain the views of the Council's consultant in relation to the impact of the proposal 
upon the stone curlew population. 

 
2. KEY DECISION 
 
 This is not a key decision.   
 
3. ASSESSMENT 
 

The views of the Council's consultant in relation to the impact upon the stone 
curlew population have been received (Durwyn Liley of Footprint Ecology) and 
these follow on from the comments made by the Tree and Countryside Officer 
(Gilbert Addison) and take into account the information submitted in support of 
the application which was prepared by Wild Frontier Ecology.  Mr Liley has 
confirmed the following: 

 
I have read the letter from Wild Frontier Ecology and agree entirely with the 
response and interpretation of the Tree and Countryside Officer (Gilbert 
Addison).  Wild Frontier Ecology (acting on behalf of the applicant) seem to have 
not understood the analysis that has been conducted on stone curlews or have 
perhaps not read the whole report.   

 
Our analysis covered a wide geographical area and the results clearly showed an 
avoidance of buildings by stone curlews.  In our report we present two different 
analyses – one of which was based on ‘settlements’ – i.e. clusters of buildings – 
and another more complex analysis that used mastermap data and included 
every individual building (agricultural or not) shown on these detailed OS maps.  
This more complex analysis revealed a cumulative effect of buildings – the more 
development (i.e. footprint of buildings) the fewer stone curlews.  Mr Addison's 
points 2 and 3 are therefore entirely correct.  Wild Frontier Ecology are selective 
in only referring to the analysis based on settlements. 

 



With respect to screening, the analyses show that the avoidance extends out to 
beyond 1500m.  Much of the existing built development within the area is already 
screened and few buildings in the area are actually visible over a distance of 
1500m – yet the effect was clearly present in our analysis.  Therefore there is no 
evidence to suggest that screening is a successful means of reducing the impact 
of development.   

 
The following text is a copy of comments made by the Tree and Countryside 
Officer's as referred to above: 

 
1. The issue of screening is clearly covered in Para 12.2.2 of the HRA of the Core 
Strategy - pending research to the contrary I don't see that there is anything more 
to say. 

 
"There is no evidence to show that screening (such as shelter belts or 
landscaping) might reduce the avoidance of built development by stone curlews 
and enable the distance at which the effects are considered to be adverse to be 
reduced. Many fields do have existing shelterbelts, and the avoidance of housing 
is still clear across suitable arable land, suggesting that screening will not work as 
mitigation." 

 
2. 'Development' in the FE study was informed by the built footprint depicted on 
the OS base maps. No differentiation was made between classes of use. 

 
3. This is a valid point; however, the study revealed that avoidance not only 
correlated with development (thresholds notwithstanding) but that the correlation 
was stronger in proportion to the amount of development. It would therefore be 
contrary to the Habitats Regs to allow development to proceed until an adverse 
effect occurred and the 'crime' had already been committed. 

 
Natural England have subsequently confirmed in their most recent response 
(received 23rd July 2010) that they do not disagree with the views of the Tree and 
Countryside Officer and Footprint Ecology in relation to this application. 
 
In response to the above comments, the applicant has made a counter response 
(received 26th July 2010).  This has been assessed and it is considered that it 
does not address the concerns raised. 
 
A third party representation has been received which suggests that the Local 
Planning Authority should take a common sense approach to dealing with 
sensitive applications via the imposition of independently conducted EIA's.  

 
5. RECOMMENDATION 

 

It is considered that the recommendation of refusal on the basis of the impact 
upon the stone curlew population remains appropriate and as such the 
application is recommended for refusal. 

 


