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125/10 MINUTES   

  

 The Minutes of the meeting held on 12 July 2010 were confirmed as a 
correct record and signed by the Chairman. 
  

 

126/10 APOLOGIES & SUBSTITUTES   

  

 An apology for absence was received from Mr F Sharpe, Mr B Rose was 
present at the meeting as his substitute. 
 
Mr J Labouchere left the meeting. at 1.30pm, Mr P Duigan joined the 
meeting as his substitute. 
  

 

127/10 DECLARATION OF INTEREST AND OF REPRESENTATIONS 
RECEIVED  

 

  

 Mr Duigan declared a prejudicial interest in Agenda Item 134/10 as a 
Member of Dereham Town Council which, had an interest in the 
application, and he left the meeting for the duration of this item. 
 
Mr Fanthorpe declared a prejudicial interest in Agenda Item 134/10 as he 
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lived near the proposed site and he left the meeting for the duration of this 
item.   
  

128/10 REQUESTS TO DEFER APPLICATIONS INCLUDED IN THIS 
AGENDA  

 

  

 Application Reference No. 3PL/2010/0516/O at Beeston by Mr Scammell 
for alterations to the Ploughshare Public house, car park & erection of three 
terraced dwellings was deferred for consideration at a future meeting. 
 
Application Reference No. 3PL/2010/0319/F at Lyng by Baileys of Norfolk 
Ltd for Lakes 1,2,3,5,6,7 change of use for recreational fishing & lake 
breeding & growing of fish, car parking, was withdrawn. 
  

 

129/10 LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK (STANDING ITEM)   

  

 The consultation period for the Local Development Framework closed on 
31st July and over 1,700 comments had been received, which were being 
processed and would be available to view on the Councils website. The 
vast majority of comments (95%) related to proposed sites, mostly in 
Dereham and Shipdham. An analysis of the comments was being prepared 
and would be presented to the Council. The Attleborough Housing Area 
Action Plan was being considered by the Attleborough Task Force and 
would be included in the Issues and Options consultation document. 
  

 

130/10 DEFERRED APPLICATIONS   

  

(a) WRETHAM: FIELD (LARKSHALL 2): PROPOSED POTATO STORE 
EXTENSION FOR A F MACHINERY LTD: REFERENCE: 
3PL/2010/0458/F  

 

  

 The Principal Planning Officer (Major Projects) presented the report on the 
application which had been deferred from the previous meeting to receive 
further advice regarding the potential effect of this development within the 
Special Protection Area for Stone Curlews. 
 
Research had shown that the birds would avoid nesting near areas of 
development and, in accordance with both The Habitats Regulations and 
Council Policy CP10, any proposed development would need to show that 
there would be no potential adverse effect on the Stone Curlew Special 
Interest feature of the Special Protection Area within a 1500 metre 
protection zone. Although the proposed potato store extension was 
relatively small compared to other nearby agricultural buildings and was 
screened to the south by Breckland Forest and Bridgham Heath; there was 
no certainty that the proposal would not affect the Stone Curlews, and 
therefore a recommendation of refusal was made. If Members were minded 
to approve the proposal a referral to the Secretary of State would be 
required. 
 
Mr Yaxley, an ecology specialist speaking on behalf of the applicant, said 
that an assessment of the impact of the proposal had shown that there 
would be no adverse effect on the Stone Curlews; the proposed 
development would not result in an increase in human activity; the site 
would be shielded by woods and other buildings; and that Stone Curlews 
were affected more by housing rather than agricultural buildings. A 
consultation with Natural England had referred to the screening which was 
provided by the railway embankment and the forest. 

 



Development Control Committee 
2 August 2010 

 
  Action By 

 
 
Mr Cowen, Ward Representative, said that the proposal represented such a 
small proportional increase to the existing building and activity in the area 
that he did not believe it would have an adverse effect on the Stone 
Curlews. The birds had been seen nesting on Bridgham Heath which 
showed that the surrounding building had no adverse effect. He advised 
Members to consider the economic needs of the business and that the 
current system of transporting the potatoes to Boston to store and then 
bringing them back for grading was ridiculous. The local community fully 
supported the application. 
 
Members queried the distance of the buffer zone and whether there would 
be potential for some form of phasing towards the boundary where the 
development was proposed. The Solicitor advised that the 1500 boundary 
was not a fixed limit and that it was a matter of judgement whether it was 
likely that the Stone Curlews would be affected. The Principal Planning 
Officer (Major Projects) commented that an adverse effect had been noted 
at 2500 metres and that the 1500 limit had been agreed as a compromise 
in terms of the policy. 
 
A Member commented that as a previous identical application in 2009 had 
been refused on the grounds of its adverse effect on the SPA, and that 
there had been no significant changes, the recommendation for refusal 
should be supported. 
 
Members discussed the significance of the proposed extension in relation 
to the other agricultural buildings on the site and whether the extension 
would result in a significant difference in terms of activity or building. 
Members were mindful to support economic growth in terms of improved 
agricultural facilities and reduction in transportation. One Member 
expressed concern that if an exception to the policy was made by 
approving this application it would set a precedent for future applications 
and that Members should be cautious. 
 
The Tree & Countryside Officer advised that the Habitat Regulations were 
very strong in this matter and that firm evidence would be needed to 
eliminate any doubt of a potential adverse effect on the Stone Curlews. The 
SPA limit had been drawn up as a result of research and the effects of 
buildings near Stone Curlews nesting areas had been demonstrated. The 
Council would need to show over-riding public interest to go against the 
policy and if this was the case the primary consideration should be whether 
an alternative arrangement had been explored; in his view this had not 
been shown. 
 
On a show of hands Members voted against the recommendation to refuse 
planning permission. An alternative resolution was proposed: to approve 
the application on the grounds that the Stone Curlew adequately protected, 
their environment not be adversely affected by the proposed development 
and that the building was needed on economic grounds. 
 
The Solicitor advised Members that the onus was on the Council to show 
evidence that there would be no adverse effect on the Stone Curlews and 
approval should not be given unless completely satisfied this would be the 
case. 
 
The Development Services Manager commented that it would be a problem 
to prove there would be no adverse effect, which is why the buffer zone 
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was agreed. The effect of development up to 1500 metres could not be 
certain and he advised taking a precautionary decision. 
 
Resolved to approve the application, contrary to the officer 
recommendation, on the grounds stated above, subject to referral to the 
Secretary of State. 
  

131/10 BRECKLAND 5 YEAR SUPPLY OF HOUSING ASSESSMENT (FOR 
INFORMATION)  

 

  

 The Planning Policy Officer presented a report of the 5 Year Supply of 
Housing Update Statement 2010. Planning Policy Statement 3 required the 
Council to show it had a 5 year supply of deliverable sites to meet the 
housing need in Breckland. The Core Strategy identified that 19,100 new 
homes would be needed between 2001 and 2026, equating to 807 per 
year, including the previous shortfall. The five year housing requirement for 
the District is 4,035 dwellings and the District was 2,075 short of the target. 
 
There are 3 types of sites where housing could come from; existing sites 
with planning permission agreed, sites identified by the LDF process and 
new sites where housing would be deliverable and met the criteria of 
availability, suitability and achievability. The LDF sites would not be 
included in the statistics until they had been formally adopted by the 
Planning Inspectorate which should be by the end of 2011. On adoption of 
the LDF site specifics and the Area Action plans the 5 year land supply 
should be met.  
 
The Leader of the Council commented that he had met with the Secretary 
of State and discussed the 5 Year Plan process and the need to show local 
community support to make exception decisions for applications which 
conflict with policy. Potentially the 5 Year Plan could be used as a loophole 
allowing developers to circumvent the normal planning process. Community 
consultation would be a key process in identifying and supporting 
appropriate development based on local need, whether in terms of 
affordable housing or open market development. Where a developer could 
show there is considerable local support and the development offered some 
benefit to the community, then Breckland Council should support and reflect 
the local needs. 
 
Members discussed the potential pressure the Council would be put on to 
approve inappropriate developments in areas which had been identified as 
unsuitable or unsustainable. The Leader confirmed that that argument was 
likely to change. Members discussed the difficulties of planning 
developments in rural areas where there was generally a lack of public 
transport and employment and where some residents’ attitudes to any new 
developments could be negative. Further details on the changes to 
planning procedures and community involvement would be expected later 
in the year. 
  

 

132/10 BRADENHAM: HALE ROAD: PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL 
DEVELOPMENT FOR CLAYLAND ESTATES: REFERENCE: 
3PL/2010/0280/F  

 

  

 The Principal Planning Officer (Major Projects) presented the report of the 
application for 14 new dwellings. Whilst the site was generally outside the 
Settlement Boundary for Bradenham, due to the shortfall of housing land in 
the District, PPS3 required the Council to give favourable consideration to 
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sites like this provided the certain criteria were met. The proposed 
development generally performed well in terms of design, providing a 
traditional village street scene with mix of housing, and would exceed the 
policy requirement in terms of sustainability. Affordable housing targeted 
towards local people would be provided and financial contributions are 
proposed including £40,000 for community facilities. 
 
However, the village of Bradenham had not been identified as an area for 
significant development in the Core Strategy, there being no day to day 
facilities or services in the area, and the site is outside the Settlement 
Boundary. The site itself although not encroaching on the countryside 
would present a more built up appearance to the street scene, although 
retention of the hedging would help. The density of the housing build was 
relatively low. The site was elevated and although the houses were set 
back from the road they would affect the visual aspect.  
 
Objections had been received from the Parish Council and local residents 
relating to loss of amenity, harm to character of the area, drainage and 
flooding problems and highway issues relating to traffic on Hale Road. The 
Highway Authority had not raised any traffic issues but objected on the 
grounds of travel sustainability and reliance on access by car.  
 
The developer had offered to provide pedestrian refuges with short sections 
of footway and a crossing point to the footpath on the other side of the road. 
Further traffic management measures would help improve safety. The 
drainage issues should be addressed by additional drainage on site and 
gullies across the access road. There had been foul water drainage 
problems in the area but Anglia Water had raised no objections. 
 
Mr Evans, representing Bradenham Cricket Ground commented on the 
benefits of the financial contribution offered by the developer if it were to go 
towards a new pavilion, which would provide an enhanced village facility. 
 
Ms Stephan, representing Hastoe Housing Association, who would manage 
the affordable housing provision, supported the proposal. She said the 
plans were the result of lengthy consultation, were highly sustainable and 
would be built with quality materials and craftsmanship by a local 
developer. Wide consultation had been undertaken with the local 
community and details of 19 households had been taken with an interest in 
the affordable housing. Priority would be given to local families. 
 
One Member raised concern that that there was a growth of planning 
applications contrary to planning policies requiring exceptions to be made 
and with special interests pushing for developments. 
 
Although Members supported the provision of affordable housing as a 
means of enabling local people to stay in the village, they expressed 
concern regarding the elevated nature of the site, the standard of the 
design particularly for the affordable housing, the drainage problems and 
the objections from the local community and comments from the Highway 
Authority. Members voted against the recommendation for approval. 
 
Resolved, that the application be refused, contrary to officer 
recommendation, on the grounds that the development would conflict with 
the overall spatial strategy for the area, was in an unsustainable location, 
and would result in harm to the rural character and appearance of this part 
of the village.  
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133/10 DEREHAM:LAND ADJACENT TO PEARTREE COTTAGE, THE 
NEATHERD, NORWICH ROAD FOR MRS L SCALES: REFERENCE: 
3PL/2010/0502/F  

 

  

 Mr Duigan and Mr Fanthorpe declared a prejudicial interest and left the 
meeting. 
It was noted that Members had received written representations. 
 
The Principal Planning officer (Major Projects) presented the report of the 
application for 10 dwellings and construction of a new access road and 
improvements to an existing access road which crossed part of Little 
Neatherd, a registered common.  
 
The proposal generally accorded with national and local planning policy and 
met the requirement for 40% affordable housing. The low density of the 
proposed housing was in context with the character of existing housing in 
the area. It was well screened from the surrounding area with minimal 
impact on the street scene although additional landscaping would help 
mitigate the landscape view from Norwich Road. The applicant had tried to 
reduce the impact of the proposed development on neighbouring properties 
by ensuring they were sited at an appropriate distance from the boundaries, 
set at an angle and had relocated windows to avoid overlooking. 
 
The area of particular concern was the access to the site in relation to the 
effect on the character of Neatherd. Extensive discussions with the 
applicants had taken place to avoid changing the appearance by the repair 
and improvement of the existing access road. Improvements to the road 
would be carried out on in a sympathetic way using appropriate materials. 
The entrance to the site would involve removal and thinning of some trees 
but the Tree Officer’s view was that these trees were not significant and 
replacements would be provided where necessary. The access at the 
junction of Norwich Road would need to be widened to allow for 2 vehicles 
to pass which should not have significant adverse effect on the existing 
trees.  
 
Concern had been raised regarding traffic and the suitability of the access 
to Norwich Road. The Highway Authority had raised concern whether the 
access should be upgraded and adopted which would affect the character 
of the existing road. Plans were in hand by the applicant to cover the future 
maintenance and management of the road. 
 
Mrs Monument, Ward Representative, spoke on behalf of the objectors. 
The site was a rural area used as a paddock for grazing horses and would 
change fundamentally. There were concerns about the effect of the 
additional traffic to the site damaging the character and fabric of the access 
route to the Neatherd and having a detrimental effect to the old brick wall 
which ran along part of the boundary of the site. The potential traffic hazard 
of the access onto Norwich Road would be significant particularly at school 
times when the volumes were greater. The number of houses on the site 
was viewed as excessive and consideration should be given to a smaller 
scheme which would have a lesser impact.  
 
Mr Eaton, local resident and objector, recommended that this part of 
Neatherd Moor should continue to be protected against change, as it had 
been for the last 100 years. The access track had a shallow construction 
base and was not suitable for the volume of traffic that the proposed 
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development would generate. The planned improvements to the track were 
not suitable and would destroy the character of the Moor, which was the 
last free open space in the town and should be protected from loss, 
alteration and character. There was also concern about the potential effects 
of underground engineering works and lighting to the area. 
 
Mr Bird, Agent for the applicant, said that they had tried to mitigate the 
impact of the proposal while making efficient use of the land with low 
density housing. The site would be accessed using the existing metalled 
road and following improvements to the surface, the only visual difference 
would be a fresh finish to the road which would protect it and the existing 
trees.  
 
Members raised a number of queries, following which the Agent confirmed 
that the development site itself was privately owned and not in public use; 
the maintenance of the track would be the responsibility of the owners of 
the new homes and funding arrangements were being made with Dereham 
Town Council. A survey of the old boundary wall would be undertaken prior 
to any construction work to ascertain its condition and to ensure 
precautions would be taken to protect it from damage and included fencing 
along the boundary. A possible reduction in the numbers of properties 
would be considered but would affect the affordable housing provision. 
 
Members voted against the recommendation to approve the application. 
 
Resolved, to refuse planning permission, contrary to officer 
recommendation, on the grounds that the proposed development would 
have an adverse and detrimental effect on the appearance and character of 
the area. 
  

134/10 ATTLEBOROUGH; TEASEL ROAD: PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL 
DEVELOPMENT FOR TAYLOR WIMPEY: REFERENCE: 
3PL/2010/0518/F  

 

  

 The Principal Planning Officer (Major Projects) presented the report of the 
application for 21 dwellings on a plot of land that had been reserved as a 
primary school in an area of modern housing. The designers had tried to 
minimise the effects of the development on neighbouring housing by the 
retention of boundary screening; reduction of rear window size; provision of 
reasonable distance from neighbouring properties; housing set at an angle 
to avoid overlooking and change of one dwelling from a house to a 
bungalow. 
 
Objections had been received in relation to increased traffic and parking but 
the Highway Authority had been satisfied that the road network was 
adequate and 2 parking spaces per dwelling had been allowed. An area of 
open space had been left as a visual amenity but fears had been expressed 
that children playing in this area could be exposed to danger from traffic on 
the adjacent road junction. However, there was a large play area to the 
north of the site which provided public recreation. Overall the proposal was 
in line with planning policy and the officer recommended approval. 
 
Mr Palmer, local resident and objector, expressed concern about the 
adequacy of the fence around the open space to stop children running onto 
the road; the effect on local amenity; and the new development overlooking 
existing properties. Mr Ashbee, another resident and objector, said that he 
had asked the developer to consider replacing a 2 storey property with a 
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bungalow to avoid overlooking his property, to plant further hedging and to 
ensure the ditch was left un-piped but had had no response. He also said 
there were issues of ownership and access to the ditch and hedge. 
 
Mr Chapman, Agent for the applicant, said that adjustments had been 
made to the proposal to address residents’ issues and that there would be 
positive bio-diversity benefits and a financial contribution would be made 
towards community facilities. He confirmed that the ownership of the ditch 
had been investigated and it was covered by Riparian Rights and that there 
were no plans to pipe the ditch. 
 
A Member supported Mr Ashbee’s request to consider replacing the 
proposed 2 storey dwelling and to leave the existing hedge. Members 
discussed the possibility of adjusting the plans and suggested making units 
7 and 8 into single storey dwellings and that the grassed area and its 
boundary fencing needed to be reviewed.  
 
Resolved, to defer the application, and ask the applicant to reconsider the 
design and layout of the development taking account of the above 
comments. 
  

135/10 SCHEDULE OF PLANNING APPLICATIONS   

  

 RESOLVED that the applications be determined as follows; 
 

(a) Item 1: Bradenham: Hale Road; Proposed residential development 
for Clayland Estates: Reference: 3PL/2010/0280/F 

 
Refused, see Minute 132/10.  

 
(b) Item 2: Lyng: Baileys Lake Complex, Easthaugh Road, Wensum 

Valley: Lakes 1,2,3,5,6,7 change of use for recreational fishing & 
lake 4 breeding & growing of fish and car parking for Baileys of 
Norfolk Ltd: Reference: 3PL/2010/0319/F 

 
Withdrawn.  

 
(c) Item 3: Dereham: Land adjoining Peartree Cottage, The Neatherd, 

Norwich Road: Erection of 10 dwellings with associated garages 
and access for Mrs L Scales; Reference: 3PL/2010/0502/F 
 
Refused, see Minute 133/10.  

 
(d) Item 4: Beeston: Ploughshare, The Street: Alterations to 

Ploughshare Public House, car park and erection of three terraced 
dwellings for Mr R Scammell: Reference 3PL/2010/0516 

 
Deferred, see Minute 128/10. 

  
(e) Item 5: Attleborough: Teasel Road: 21 dwellings and associated 

infrastructure for Taylor Wimpey: Reference: 3PL/2010/0518/F 
 

Deferred, see Minute 134/10 
 

(f) Item 6: Stanfield; Wagtail Farm, Back Lane: Proposed change of 
use of land for the stationing of a mobile home to supervise the 
agriculture business for Mr G Middleton: Reference: 
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3PL/2010/0565/F  

 
This application and Item 7 were considered at the same time. 
 
The Principal Planning Officer presented the report of the 
applications for the siting of a mobile home and a piggery building. 
The applicant had been raising pigs and pullets on the site and had 
plans to increase production of pigs and raise pheasants and cob 
chickens. He had shown he had firm intention and the ability to 
develop the enterprise and that there was a need to check the stock 
during the night.  
 
The mobile home was well screened from residential properties by 
existing hedging and was not considered visually intrusive. It was 
recommended that this was approved for 3 years. The piggery was 
of modest proportion, consisting of 6 internal pens and was shown 
to be necessary for the welfare of the sows and piglets during 
farrowing.  
 
Objections had been received from local residents in relation to 
increase in noise, flies, smell, traffic, inadequate drainage/waste 
entering the watercourse. The Parish Council had not objected but 
asked for a review of the viability of the business. Environmental 
Health and the Environment Agency had no objections subject to 
conditions relating to foul/contaminated drainage and the removal of 
waste. 
 
Mr Middleton, the applicant, explained that he needed to check 
stock and equipment 3 times a night which involved excessive travel 
and time. The lack of suitable indoor facility for the pigs had resulted 
in loss of stock during the previous winter. He used a slurry 
container for waste and welfare barrels for disposal of fallen stock. 
There would be no increase in traffic to the site and dirty water 
would go in a slurry container. He confirmed he had an agricultural 
holding number.  
 
Members were satisfied with the information provided 
 

 Approved as recommended, subject to conditions.  
 

(g) Item 7: Stanfield: Wagtail Farm, Back Lane: Proposed piggery 
building for Mr G Middleton: Reference: 3PL/2010/0566/F 
 
Approved as recommended, subject to conditions. (See above) 

 
(h) Item 8: Old Buckenham: Scales Farm: Amendment to design & 

internal layout for application 3PL/2008/0370/F for J A Askew and 
Partners: Reference; 3PL/2010/0606/F 

 
The Principal Planning Officer presented the report of the material 
minor amendments, which were considered cosmetic changes to 
the external appearance and layout of the approved residential unit. 
 
Approved as recommended, subject to conditions. 

 
(i) Item 9: Stow Bedon/Breckles: Crows Farm, Breckles Heath: Change 

of use of land for the temporary standing of an agriculture workers 
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caravan for Mr R Childerhouse: Reference: 3PL/2010/0621/F 

 
The Principal Planning Officer presented the report of the 
application for 3 year temporary permission for a mobile home on 
the site for living accommodation for a member of the family who 
worked on the farm and his wife until one of the 2 permanent 
dwellings become available.  
 
Planning Policy PP7 required substantial justification for a new 
dwelling in rural areas. Although a functional need for an agricultural 
worker to look after the duck rearing had been shown, it was 
questionable whether the agricultural presence on the site could be 
met by an existing presence. As the policy applied to the need for 
the holding rather then the applicant the recommendation was for 
refusal. 
 
The Highways Authority had objected in terms of visibility issues 
relating to access on to the A1075. 
 
Mr Smith, Agent for the applicant, explained that they had a contract 
with Gressingham Foods for duck production and a worker was 
needed to live on site to look after the welfare of the ducks. It was 
recognised that there should be a limit to the number of dwellings on 
the site and it was expected that circumstances would change within 
3 years and the applicant would be able to move from the mobile 
home into one of the permanent properties. 
 
Mr Cowen, Ward Representative, described the traditional 
farmstead where the occupants of the farmhouse were too elderly to 
be active on the farm and the younger members needed to 
commute to work on the farm. The Parish Council had raised no 
objection to the applications although screening of the site from the 
Pingo trail had been suggested which was agreed. The Highway 
Authority views were not realistic as there was a need to use the 
access/roads and the proposal would not increase the existing 
usage. 
 
Members discussed the proposal and were minded to support the 
application on the basis that it would be for a temporary period and 
would be filling an agricultural need.  
 
Approved, contrary to officer recommendation, subject to 
conditions relating to agricultural occupancy; a 3 year time 
limit; and with appropriate screening.    
  

(j) Item 10: Garvestone: Land adjoining Lingwell House, The Lings, 
Reymerston: erection of dwelling and double garage for Hardingham 
farms Ltd: Reference: 3PL/2010/0670/F. 

 
The Principal Planning Officer presented the report of the 
application for a traditionally designed 5 bedroom dwelling on land 
between other residential dwellings outside the Settlement 
Boundary.   
 
Objections had been received from the Parish Council on the 
grounds that there was no identified local housing need and it was 
an infill plot outside the development boundary. A letter had been 
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received concerning the fence on the eastern boundary. The 
Highway Authority had recommended refusal on the grounds that it 
was not a sustainable site as the village was not linked to public 
transport. 
 
Mr Edwards, applicant, said that there was a need for this type of 
property which would fit into the adjacent cluster of development 
and would provide an attractive dwelling complimenting the existing 
housing. Planning permission had been given to build a similar 
house in Hardingham in similar circumstances in 2009.  
 
Mr Jordon, Ward Representative, made the point that there was a 
high demand for this type of dwelling in the area and it would be a 
great improvement on the current untidy state of the site. 
 
Following a query regarding other recent development in the area, 
the Principal Planning Officer said that an application in 2003 had 
been approved on personal grounds but others in the vicinity had 
been refused. He responded to a query about the proposal 
contributing to the Council’s housing figures, that a single plot was 
not a significant enough contribution to overcome policy objections 
in terms of the lack of sustainability and outside the development 
boundary.  
 
Members discussed access to public transport from the site and 
were informed that there were bus stops but at some considerable 
distance from the site. It was felt that the land was not used 
appropriately and that the development could be justified. Members 
voted not to support the officer recommendation for refusal. 
 
Approved, contrary to officer recommendation, on the grounds 
that the site was not fully utilised; the application could be 
sustainable; the proposal would make a positive environmental 
contribution to the area; and it would meet a commercial need. 

 
(k) Item 11: Sparham: Well Lane: Erection of three dwellings & access 

drive for Mr D Sayer: Reference: 3PL/2010/0700/O 
 

The Principal Planning Officer presented the report of the 
application for 3 dwellings which would provide a dwelling each for 
the applicant’s daughter, and his son, who was a key worker on the 
nearby farm. The third dwelling was required to provide finance for 
the other plots. 
 
Cllr Borrett had sent a written response to say that he had attended 
Sparham Parish Council and had been asked to pass on the views 
of the meeting which was of strong local support for the application, 
which would provide accommodation for local people and that the 
land was deemed suitable for infill development.  
 
The proposed development was contrary to planning policy being 
outside the settlement boundary and the site had been considered 
‘unreasonable’ in the Local Development Framework. The site is 
relatively isolated away from public services and facilities. New 
development on such a site would need special justification and 
should provided 100% affordable units. No provision for affordable 
housing had been made. 
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Three letters of concern from local residents had been received 
raising issues of overlooking and highway safety issues. Highways 
Authority and Environmental Health had raised no objections. 
Officers viewed this would be infill housing where there was a break 
in development and it would be detrimental to the rural character of 
the area. It was considered that there was insufficient justification for 
the development outside the Settlement Boundary and the 
recommendation was for refusal. 
 
Miss Sayer, daughter of the applicant, said that although the 
application was outside the Settlement Boundary, it was clearly in 
the village and would be would be filling in a vacant space left 
between housing and the farm. She pointed out that the application 
would meet the criteria of planning policy PPS3, being available, 
suitable and achievable, which was applicable where the Council 
had not identified a 5 year supply of new housing. She said that she 
wanted to remain living in the area but could not afford private 
housing in the village. In response to a Members query she said that 
local people had been positive about the development particularly 
as there had been break-ins to neighbouring property accessed 
through this plot and the development would accord more security. 
 
Members expressed concern that the site had already been turned 
down following consideration under the LDF process; the argument 
that such a development would fill the housing shortfall was not 
strong enough; and that there was not enough justification to 
contradict policy.  
 
Refused, as recommended 

 
(l) Item 12: Swaffham: 15a Market Place: Internal and External 

alterations for Fairways Partnership: Reference: 3PL/2010/0707/LB 
 

The Principal Planning Officer presented the report on the 
application for Listed Building Consent. The use of the retail outlet 
as a funeral parlour had caused considerable local interest and 
concern and it was pointed out that formal approval for Change of 
Use was not legally required as it was covered under retail Use 
Class. 
 
There had been in excess of 130 letters of objection received 
relating to the use of the building and 1 objection regarding the lack 
of notice to the owner of the land to the rear of the building and this 
had since been dealt with. 
 
The law regarding Listed Building consent stated that changes 
should preserve any feature of historical interest. The changes to 
the building were considered relatively minor and included: the 
provision of internal partition walls to provide different rooms; 
replacement doors, removal of a canopy, a ramp at the rear, and 
general repairs and redecoration. The application was 
recommended for approval. 
 
Mr Bishop, Thetford Town Clerk, speaking on behalf of the Town 
Council, said that it was not right that there was not a process where 
public views on this matter were taken into account. Having regard 
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to planning policy PPS5, relating to Planning for the Historic 
Environment, it was felt that the application should be turned down 
on the grounds that it would have a negative and detrimental effect 
on the character and economy of the area. It would be contrary to 
the setting, between a restaurant and the Assembly Rooms, and 
adjacent to the market place. It would have a detrimental effect on 
the cultural, social and historical environment of the area. 
 
Mr Young, a representative of the objectors, opposed the application 
with regard to the location and nature of the service provided by the 
funeral directors. He said the use of the rear delivery access through 
the Shambles was not suitable, as it was a private car park with a 
narrow public right of way which, was always congested. He also 
questioned the sustainability of transporting bodies between 
Norwich and the site in Swaffham. 
 
Mr Woods, another representative of the objectors, objected on 
grounds of art, history, taste and opinion and said that special 
regard should be given to the buildings and their setting in terms of 
historical interest and this was not an appropriate site for a funeral 
directors. The Listed Building consent did not provide benefit to the 
building itself or the other listed buildings nearby. 
 
Mr Sherwood, Ward Representative, felt that the number of 
objections received could not be ignored and that the application 
should be refused. He had received legal advice that, in particular 
cases, the Local Planning Authority could determine whether 
Change of Use/Ancillary Use consent was required and he felt this 
should be challenged. He advised Members to refuse consent and 
that the applicant be asked to reconsider his plans. 
 
The Solicitor emphasised that no-one wanted to stop discussion 
about the use of the property, but that the issue under consideration 
was the physical works to the building and not a Change of Use.  If 
the use was found to be unlawful then enforcement action could be 
taken. The Use Class Order was very clear that a Funeral Directors 
was classified as retail use. 
 
The Development Services Manager commented that there was no 
doubt the issue of concern was clearly the use of the shop and the 
Listed Building amendments were not an issue.  He advised that the 
use was an entirely separate issue to be taken up if required. 
 
A Member commented on the need to protect the status of the 
Listed Building and others in the area. He considered that a Funeral 
Directors business would be incongruous in the setting, have a 
negative impact on local business, and there would be increased 
problems of car parking and access to the site. He recommended 
that the applicant should rethink his plans and find a more discreet 
and suitable premises elsewhere in Swaffham. 
 
The Chairman advised members that the Listed Building Consent 
would not stop the applicant doing business at the premises; it 
would merely stop the improvements to the building. 
 
Members agreed that clarification was needed on the legal situation 
and that a definitive judgement should be sought on whether a 
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Change of Use application was required. 
 
Deferred, for officers to seek legal advice.  
 
Notes to the Schedule 
 

Item No. Speaker 
1 Mr Evans - Supporter 

Ms Stephan – Hastoe Housing 
3 Mrs Monument – Ward Representative 

Mr Eaton - Objector 
Mr Ryder - Objector 
Mr Bird - Agent 

5 Mr Palmer - Objector 
Mr Ashbee - Objector 
Mr Chapman - Agent 

6  & 7 Mr Middleton - Applicant 
9 Mr Cowen – Ward Representative 

Mr Smith - Agent  
10 Mr Gordon – Ward Representative 

Mr Edwards - Applicant 
11 Miss Sayer - Applicant 
12 Mr Sherwood – Ward Representative 

Mr Bishop – Town Council 
Mr Young – Objector 
Mr Woods - Objector 

 
Written Representations taken into account 
 

Reference No. No of Representations 
3PL/2010/0280/F 18 
3PL/2010/0502/F 31 
3PL/2010/0518/F 23 
3PL/2010/0565&6/F 7 
3PL/2010/0670/F 1 
3PL/2010/0700/O 3 
3PL/2010/0707/LB 113 

  
136/10 APPLICATIONS DETERMINED BY THE INTERIM CHIEF EXECUTIVE 

(FOR INFORMATION)  

 

  

 None. 
  

 

137/10 APPLICATIONS DETERMINED BY NORFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL 
(FOR INFORMATION)  

 

  

 None. 
  

 

138/10 APPEAL DECISION (FOR INFORMATION)   

  

 None. 
  

 

 
The meeting closed at 4.15 am 
 

CHAIRMAN 


	Minutes

