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DEFERRED ITEM REPORT 
 
At the Development Control Committee on the 17th of March 2008 Members 
agreed to approve the application subject to the applicant entering into a S106 
legal agreement to secure the necessary affordable housing and Norfolk 
County Council contributions.  Subsequently, the application was referred 
back to the Committee on the 08th March 2010 as negotiations to secure the 
aforementioned contributions had stalled, and it was therefore recommended 
that the application be refused.  The Committee felt it appropriate to allow the 
applicant a further 9 months to finalise the S106 legal agreement.   
 
The applicant has now confirmed that it is not possible to secure the 
previously agreed access arrangements from the site onto the Station Road 
carriageway.  This is due to the applicant being unable to reach an agreement 
with adjacent landowners in order to secure agreed visibility splays.  This has 
resulted in a revised access being put forward to the Local Planning Authority 
for consideration.  This has subsequently been assessed by the Highway 
Authority who have confirmed the following: 
 
"In order to achieve the 2.4m x 90m splays shown on the previously approved 
plan, it has already been necessary to make the significant compromise of 
narrowing the existing B1145 carriageway to 6m in the vicinity of the site 
entrance.  Irrespective of the dimensions of the visibility splays, the survey 
drawings in my possession would suggest that the frontage of both semi-
detached dwellings would need to be set back in order to accommodate a 
6.0m carriageway and provide the 1.8m wide footway across the site frontage. 
 
Whilst I accept that the site is within a 30mph speed limit and could potentially 
be considered a 'Street' as defined by Manual for Streets, I cannot accept that 
the actual speed of traffic on the main road would justify any reduction in the 
previously approved visibility splay requirements and certainly not down to 
the 2.4m x 35m dimensions that are being promoted by the applicants.  I 
consider that there would be no point in carrying out a traffic speed survey 
since it is wholly apparent that the 85 percentile traffic speed is in excess of 
the prevailing speed limit." 
  
CONCLUSION 
It is considered that in light of the above highway concerns, the application is 
recommended for refusal. 


