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 Action By 
89/14 MINUTES (AGENDA ITEM 1)   
  
 When the Minutes had been presented to the full Council meeting on 25 

September 2014 the following amendments had been requested: 
 
Minute No 87/14a – Item 1: Watton 
Councillor Gilbert had sought clarification of the penultimate sentence on page 45 
which said the recommendation of refusal had not been supported.  On the 
following page it had been resolved to refuse the application. 

 
The sentence should be amended to read that the recommendation of approval 
had not been supported. 
 
Minute No 87/14b – Item 2: Dereham 
In the second paragraph on page 5 Councillor T Monument advised that he had 
said that Dumpling Green was a pedestrian public right of way and only partly lit, 
and that cyclists had no right of way. 
 
Subject to those amendments, the Minutes of the meeting held on 1 September 
2014 were approved as a correct record and signed by the Chairman. 
  

 

90/14 APOLOGIES & SUBSTITUTES (AGENDA ITEM 2)   
  
 Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Carter, Chapman-Allen 

and Robinson. 
 
Apologies were also received from Substitute members, Councillors Goreham, 
Joel and W Richmond. 
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91/14 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST AND OF REPRESENTATIONS RECEIVED 

(AGENDA ITEM 3)  
 

  
 Councillors Lamb and Spencer declared that they were members of Thetford 

Town Council.  They would listen to the presentation regarding Agenda Item 8a 
(Croxton) and then make comments before leaving the room. 
 
Councillor Bowes declared that she had a non-pecuniary interest in some land 
close to Schedule Item 1 (Saham Toney).  She would not take part in the 
discussions or vote on the application. 
  

 

92/14 CHAIRMAN'S ANNOUNCEMENTS (AGENDA ITEM 4)   
  
 The Chairman introduced Ms Charlotte Lockwood, Solicitor who was in 

attendance to give legal advice to the Committee. 
 
He reminded Members of the coach tour arranged for 10 October 2014 to view 
sites that had received planning permission from the Committee.  (Following the 
meeting the date of the Tour was changed to 14 November 2014). 
 
Finally he welcomed Nick Moys back to the Council. 
  

 

93/14 LOCAL PLAN UPDATE (AGENDA ITEM 7)   
  
 The Planning Manager provided the update. 

 
The final section of the Issues and Options consultation would be considered by 
the Local Plan Working Group on 30 September 2014 and would predominantly 
consider the approach to the market towns.  The Issues and Options document 
would then need to be agreed by Cabinet on 22 October 2014 prior to the public 
consultation which would also include a call for sites for land to be included within 
the Local Plan. 
 
A statement of common ground had been agreed between Breckland and Norfolk 
County Council (NCC) on the Norwich Northern Distributor Road (NNDR).  There 
were still areas of dispute including the timing of mitigation works. 
 
A good level of response had been received from the parish councils on the 
Open Space Assessment, particularly with regard to new amenity areas.  The 
site visits should be completed by the end of October. 
 
A public meeting had been held on 13 September 2014 by the parish councils to 
consider the key issues that residents would like to have included within the 
Croxton, Brettenham and Kilverstone Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
Councillor Claussen noted that he had attended a meeting about the NNDR and 
the Inspectors had put pressure on NCC about mitigation.  He hoped that County 
would hold meetings with the parish councils directly affected by the route.  
 

 

94/14 DEFERRED APPLICATIONS (AGENDA ITEM 8)   
  
94 .a CROXTON: Land off Croxton Road: Skate Park: Applicant: Thetford Town 

Council: Reference: 3PL/2014/0458/F   
 

   
 Councillors Lamb and Spencer declared an interest in this item as Thetford Town 

Councillors. 
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Councillor Kybird declared that he was also a Town Councillor but that he would 
be speaking in his capacity as Ward Representative of the adjoining Ward. 
 
Councillor Childerhouse sought clarification of the position of Town Councillors 
on the Committee.  It was confirmed that they would exercise their right to speak 
on the application before leaving the room.  
 
Members were given a brief reminder of the application which had previously 
been presented to the Committee in July and deferred for further information.  It 
was noted that the Officer’s recommendation had been changed to one of 
approval. 
 
The following information had been provided: 
 

• An amended plan had been received showing a new footpath to access 
the site, running parallel with Joe Blunts Lane, adjacent the Academy car 
park.  Vehicular access would utilise the existing car park when it was 
open with a proposed drop-off point adjacent the footpath connection.  
When the car park was closed cars would use the existing entrance and 
pedestrians would then access the new footpath via Joe Blunts Lane. 

• The proposed opening hours for the skate park of 8am to 9.30pm on 
weekdays and 8am to 5.30pm at weekends would align with the opening 
hours of the Academy sports facilities.   

• Lighting would be turned off 30 minutes before the car park closed. 

• An additional CCTV camera would be installed in the car park to provide a 
view of the skate park. 

• Details of the Management Plan had been submitted. 

• Many other sites had been considered but none had been suitable or 
available.  Access could not be secured to the previous site with planning 
permission. 

 
The merits and issues of the application were then explained.  The leisure use 
was consistent with the adjacent use and the location was away from housing so 
there were no noise amenity issues.  It was also consistent with the Thetford 
Sustainable Urban Extension (SUE) proposals which showed the adjacent land 
as open space.  With regard to the SUE a correction was pointed out.  The report 
referred to Phase 1, but that was for 1000 houses.  The land adjacent the site 
formed part of Phase 2 of the SUE which was not likely to start for seven to ten 
years. 
 
The key concerns were the suitability of the site in terms of surveillance and 
safety as it was not directly overlooked.  Those concerns were addressed by the 
proposal to tie the opening hours to those of the sports facility, the additional 
CCTV camera and the fact that the site would be managed by the Town Council 
in conjunction with the local community. 
 
It was noted that a public right of way already existed and the skate park would 
not alter that. 
 
The ambulance and fire services had confirmed that they had no access issues. 
 
Members were reminded that they needed to consider the suitability of the site 
applied for rather than the availability of other sites. 
 
The local County Councillor had raised objections due to the location of the site 
and problems with anti social behaviour. 
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In conclusion although the site was not ideal in every way the scheme was 
supported by Officers and recommended for approval. 
 
Mr King (Croxton Parish Council) wanted a skate park but not in a location that 
did not serve the community.  The alternative site was still available and if the 
same efforts had been applied there the skate park would already be in use.  He 
asked who would fund and construct the footpath and raised concerns about 
damage to trees during its construction and the fact that the CCTV system was 
not monitored. 
 
Ms Fulford (Applicant) said they had strong local support.  The previous site was 
not available. All three adjoining businesses had refused to allow access across 
their land.  Many meetings had been held without progress despite their best 
efforts.  The land was no longer available.  The footpath would provide a 
combined cycle/pedestrian access taking skate park traffic from Joe Blunts Lane 
and would form part of the phased infrastructure for the SUE.  Trees could be 
transplanted. 
 
Councillor Kybird (Ward Representative – Guildhall Ward) said that 25% of the 
youth of Breckland lived in Thetford.  It had been a Moving Thetford Forward 
priority to provide the skate park for six years.  There were few existing facilities 
and much of the land around Thetford was protected for wildlife.  The issues had 
been addressed and there would be no detriment to residential amenity.  Half a 
million pounds had been spent on the Thetford Area Action Plan which had the 
motto ‘Historic Past, Healthy Future’.  Skateboarders were a strong and healthy 
part of the community.  This would be the first application to provide infrastructure 
for the SUE.  
 
Councillor Childerhouse (Ward Representative) said it was a misconceived and ill 
thought through application.  The additional information did not alter that fact.  It 
was common sense not to locate a children’s play area where it could not be 
seen and close to an area of anti social behaviour.  The other site was still 
available and the adjacent businesses had written saying that a robust 
management plan would address their concerns.  The Council would put children 
at risk if the isolated site was approved. 
 
Councillor Spencer asked for clarification of the position regarding the other site.  
Ms Fulford advised that all three neighbours (Parkwood Leisure, Healthy Living 
and Keystone Development Trust) had refused access to the site.  In early 2014 
Breckland Council had advised that as there had been no progress, the land was 
no longer available. 
 
Councillor Lamb stressed the point that the town had been trying to get the skate 
park for many years.  He was disturbed that the Town Council had been accused 
of not trying hard enough to secure the other site.  All of the Town Councillors 
had been dismayed that the skate park could not proceed there due to the 
intransigence of the neighbours. 
 
Councillors Lamb and Spencer left the room. 
 
Councillor Sharpe asked who would monitor the CCTV.  He was also concerned 
about the policing of the site. 
 
Ms Fulford advised that it was not a live system, but it could be accessed by the 
Police if there were issues.  The police had not raised any concerns. 
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Councillor Claussen was dismayed by the constant referrals to anti social 
behaviour.  Skate boarding was an expensive and serious sport.  He was 
pleased the site was surrounded by open space and hoped it would remain that 
way as there was evidence of noise causing problems with skate parks 
elsewhere. 
 
Councillor Duigan disagreed.  He was aware that there had been an increase in 
anti-social behaviour when Dereham skate park had opened.  However, it had 
been other people using the site that caused the problems and they had been 
addressed.  Such issues could be designed out.  He hoped that the skate park 
would be concrete, not wood, as wood was much noisier.  He had concerns 
about light pollution, parking, the CCTV being dependent on a third party and he 
thought the lighting hours in Condition four were wrong. 
 
Councillor North asked who would pay for the footpath and when construction 
would begin. 
 
Ms Fulford advised that the Town Council would pay for the footpath and were 
happy to accept a condition that it be constructed first.  It would be made of 
concrete and therefore its construction was weather dependant.  Existing 
skateboarders had been consulted and would be involved in the management 
plan. 
 
The recommendation for approval was supported with the following amendments 
and additional conditions included: 
 

• Hours of use restricted to those proposed 

• Additional condition re lighting  (including design and hours of use) 

• CCTV requirement for Town Council to take on responsibility if 
Academy ceased to monitor 

• Landscaping – suggested native hedging to field boundaries only 
 
The Officer did not consider there to be a need for a parking condition as the 
Academy car park would be available during skate park opening hours. 
 
The Chairman suggested that during winter months and school holidays lighting 
could be used when necessary subject to it being turned off 30 minutes before 
car park closure. 
 
Councillor Childerhouse asked how the car park would be used when the 
Academy was not in use and the gates were locked and who would enforce 
people leaving the site when the lights went off? 
 
Ms Fulford advised that the Academy had a full community use in evenings and 
holidays and it was rare for the gates to be closed.  The lighting would be solar 
powered and environmentally friendly.  The details were in the Management 
Plan.  It would not be possible to stop people staying in the park after the lights 
went out but it would be very dark there then. 
 
It was agreed that the Management Plan should also be conditioned. 
 
Approved, as recommended, subject to the conditions in the report as 
amended and including the additional conditions above. 
 
Councillors Lamb and Spencer returned to the room. 
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95/14 SCHEDULE OF PLANNING APPLICATIONS (AGENDA ITEM 9)   
  
 RESOLVED that the applications be determined as follows: 

 
a) Item 1: SAHAM TONEY: Greys Farm, Hills Road, Saham Hills: Demolish 

workshop and outbuildings and erect 3 dwellings with associated parking 
and amenity space: Applicant: Mr P Garner: Reference: 3PL/2014/0602/F 

 
For transparency Councillor Bowes declared a non-pecuniary interest in 
some nearby land.  She did not take part in the discussion and refrained 
from voting. 
 
This application was on a brownfield site, previously in commercial use.  
The local character was varied with a mixture of old and new properties 
and the development was not considered to be out of place.  The site was 
part in and part outside the Settlement Boundary. 
 
Highways had raised an objection due to the lack of visibility at the 
access.  The fencing and hedging restricting visibility were not in the 
applicant’s ownership.  As the site had permission for commercial use the 
traffic implications were not considered to be significant. 
 
Part of the access track was not in the ownership of the applicant and 
therefore any improvement works would have to be carefully conditioned, 
with no development before the works were complete. 
 
Overall the impact was considered to be small with significant benefits 
from the removal of the large commercial building. 
 
Mr Valk (Objector) lived close to the site and his property used the same 
access track.  His main concern was localised flooding.  The land sloped 
down to his house and any additional hardstanding on the application site 
could exacerbate existing problems and the flood risk to his house. 
 
Mr Futter (Agent) advised that there was no rainwater provision on the 
existing site and it was almost 100% impermeable.  However, the 
proposal had permeable paving, garden areas and a drainage scheme 
with provision for a 100 years storm.  The site was currently unsightly and 
the commercial use could be intensified.  A previous permission for two 
dwellings had lapsed.   
 
Councillor Lamb asked why the new proposal was for three houses and 
the Agent advised that it was a more efficient use of the land. 
 
Councillor Spencer asked how the Unilateral Undertaking was calculated 
and the Officer explained that there was a formula in the Local Plan which 
required a certain amount per dwelling, depending on the number of 
bedrooms. 
 
Councillor Sharpe asked if the site was definitely viable in view of the 
amount of money it would take to decontaminate the land, etc.  The Agent 
confirmed that it was. 
 
Councillor Claussen asked what the National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF) advised with regard to such applications.  It was explained that 
the NPPF required a balanced view and for various factors to be taken 
into account including environmental issues, form and character, efficient 
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use of land, re-use of brownfield sites, housing, economic benefits, etc. 
 
Councillor North had no objection to the proposal.  She asked if the 
application had full drainage details to protect the objector. 
 
Only basic details had been provided but the Officer confirmed that it 
would be possible to add a condition requiring them.  Another condition 
would be needed regarding the surfacing of the access track, which 
provided some drainage itself, and might cause problems if it was hard 
surfaced. 
 
Approved, as recommended, subject to additional conditions.  
Councillor Bowes abstained. 

 
b) Item 2: BEETLEY: Land to rear of 50 Elmham Road: Proposed dwelling 

and detached garage: Applicant: Mr & Mrs P Andrews: Reference: 
3PL/2014/0622/F 

 
This application proposed a dwelling in the rear garden of No 50 in line 
with the adjacent property which was set well back from the road.  
Permission had been granted for a new dwelling to the front of that 
dwelling, in line with the rest of the development locally. 
 
The main issue to be considered was the impact on the character of the 
area, on trees and on the existing property.  It was a finely balanced 
application which was a departure from the general character of the area 
but exactly like the adjacent dwelling.  On balance it was considered 
acceptable and would provide an additional dwelling within the Settlement 
Boundary. 
 
Mr Leigh (Parish Council) also spoke on behalf of residents who had sent 
comments.  There were concerns that further windows could be added, 
affecting amenity; mature trees would be removed or damaged; 
development would set a precedent; and that it would not preserve or 
enhance the existing character of the area. 
 
Mr Burton (Agent) noted that the Council did not have a specific policy 
regarding back-land development.  One additional house would not affect 
the quiet rural area.  Permission had been granted nearby for a 
development of eight houses as well as the permission for the adjacent 
property. 
 
Councillor Duffield (Ward Representative) clarified that the site opposite 
for eight houses had been a former lorry driver’s site and had been given 
permission as a brownfield site when he had relocated.  The Parish 
Council had requested that the Settlement Boundary be amended to 
prevent back-land development, but the Council had not done so.  There 
were a lot of local objections to the proposal and many other potential 
sites for back-land development.  He urged Members to refuse the 
application. 
 
Councillor Bowes asked if the permission for the adjacent dwelling had 
been a Committee decision and it was confirmed that approval had been 
granted under delegated powers.  She was concerned that garden 
development was detrimental to the area. 
 
Councillor Claussen thought that the Committee needed to listen to the 
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local community.  He asked why the Council had no policy regarding 
back-land development and asked the Planning Manager to ensure that 
one was included in the new Local Plan. 
 
Councillor North was also concerned about wildlife and asked if an 
ecology study had been carried out.  The Agent advised that no study had 
been done as he had not been required to provide one. 
 
The Planning Manager asked Members to focus on what they did not like 
about back-land development.  The real problem with one house behind 
another was the loss of amenity caused by the passing of traffic.  The 
issues were noise and precedent.  There was no overlooking and wildlife 
was not a reason for refusal.  He agreed that he would take forward the 
Local Plan policy issue. 
 
The recommendation for approval was not supported. 
 
Refused, contrary to the recommendation on grounds of precedent, 
noise and the effect on the character of the area. 

 
Notes to the Schedule 

Item No Speaker 

Agenda Item 
8a 

Cllr Childerhouse – Ward Representative 
Cllr Kybird – Ward Representative 
Mr King – Parish Council 
Ms Fulford – Applicant 

1 Mr Valk – Objector 
Mr Futter – Agent 

2 Cllr Duffield – Ward Representative 
Mr Leigh – Parish Council 
Mr Burton – Agent 
Mr Andrews – Applicant  

 
Written Representations taken into account 

Reference No No of Representations 

3PL/2014/0622/F 15 

3PL/2014/0602/F 6 

3PL/2014/0458/F 17 

  
96/14 APPLICATIONS DETERMINED BY THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF PLACE 

(AGENDA ITEM 10)  
 

  
 Noted. 

  
 

97/14 APPEAL DECISIONS (AGENDA ITEM 11)   
  
 Councillor North asked for statistics about the number of successful appeals and 

the Planning Manager said they would be reported to the next Committee. 
 
The report was otherwise noted. 
  

 

 
The meeting closed at 11.30 am 
 
 

CHAIRMAN 


	Minutes

