
SUPPLEMENTARY REPORT TO AGENDA ITEM 9 
 
REPORT AT SCHEDULE ITEM 4:   BRIDGHAM:   Land at Hall Farm and Field 
Barn Farm:  Solar farm and associated works:  Reference 3PL/2014/0589  
(see pages 30-46) 
 
Further representations have been received in response to the proposal raising 
similar issues and concerns.  It was considered in one representation that the 
planning application form had been incorrectly and misleadingly completed in that  
Item 22 had not been ticked relating to ‘Industrial or Commercial Processes and 
Machinery’; raising concern in particular with regard to noise.  The issue of noise has 
been fully considered by the Council’s Environmental Health Officer and to alleviate 
any concerns in respect of noise, conditions have been recommended and would be 
attached to any planning permission issued. 
 
 
 
REPORT AT SCHEDULE ITEM 9:  MATTISHALL:  Land South of Dereham Road:  
Erection of up to 90 dwelling houses with associated infrastructure:  Reference 
3PL/2014/1143/O  
(see pages 73-88) 
 
Amended reason for refusal 1 for application 3PL/2014/1143/O 
 
A development of the amount and scale proposed (up to 90 dwellings) would, based 
on the developable area of the site, result in a density of approx. 30 dwellings per 
hectare. Existing development within the immediate context of the site is 
characterised by a mixture of bungalows and houses on spacious plots built at a low 
density. The site is in an open countryside location with limited natural screening and, 
notwithstanding the landscaping and open space proposed within the site, the 
proposed development would be likely to have a distinctly suburban character, not 
reflective of the site's edge of village location and the established pattern of 
development in the immediate locality, and likely to create a hard edge to the village. 
Consequently the scheme would not successfully integrate into the existing rural 
character and setting of the village. The proposal would thus cause significant harm 
to the character and appearance of the area and would fail to contribute to the 
creation of a sense of local distinctiveness.  The application is therefore contrary to 
the NPPF, with particular reference to paras. 17, 61, 64 and 109, and would conflict 
with Breckland Core Strategy Policies CP11 and DC2. 
 
It is acknowledged that in the absence of a 5 year supply of housing land, the 
Council’s policies relating to the supply of housing cannot be considered to be up-to-
date and that paragraphs 14 and 49 of the NPPF are engaged.  However, for the 
reasons set out above, it is considered that the adverse effects of the proposal on the 
character and appearance of the area would significantly and demonstrably outweigh 
the benefits of the proposal.  Moreover, given the harm likely to be caused to the 
character and appearance of the area, the proposal is not considered to represent 
sustainable development. 
 


