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 Action By 
14/15 MINUTES (AGENDA ITEM 1)   
  
 Members were advised that Councillor Jolly and an objector had requested some 

amendments to Minute No 9/15(d) (Bridgham).  Their comments had been 
considered and Officers were proposing to include the word ‘unacceptable’ in the 
final sentence on page 7 of the agenda.  However, Members were content with 
the Minutes as presented, therefore no amendment was made. 
 
The Minutes of the meeting held on 19 January 2014 were confirmed as a correct 
record and signed by the Chairman. 
  

 

15/15 APOLOGIES & SUBSTITUTES (AGENDA ITEM 2)   
  
 Apologies for absence were received from Councillor Canham. 

  
 

16/15 DECLARATION OF INTEREST AND OF REPRESENTATIONS RECEIVED 
(AGENDA ITEM 3)  

 

  
 All Members had received direct representation on the following items:  Schedule 

Items 2 Attleborough; 5 Banham; 7 Caston; 8 Lyng; 16 Thompson. 
Councillor North noted that she was Ward Representative for Schedule Item 2 – 
Attleborough. 
Councillor Claussen noted that he was Ward Representative for Schedule Item 4 
– Hockering, and that he lived on the same road as the application site. 
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17/15 CHAIRMAN'S ANNOUNCEMENTS (AGENDA ITEM 4)   
  
 Due to the length of the Agenda the Schedule had been split into two parts; 

applications which would be heard in the morning and those that would be heard 
in the afternoon.  Public speakers had been advised, but the Chairman read out 
the lists to avoid any misunderstandings. 
  

 

18/15 REQUESTS TO DEFER APPLICATIONS INCLUDED IN THIS AGENDA 
(AGENDA ITEM 5)  

 

  
 None. 

  
 

19/15 URGENT BUSINESS (AGENDA ITEM 6)   
  
 None. 

  
 

20/15 LOCAL PLAN UPDATE (AGENDA ITEM 7)   
  
 The Director of Planning & Business Manager gave a short update. 

 
Changes to the legislation on Neighbourhood Plans had been brought in on 9 
February and were intended to speed up the designation process of plan areas 
where they were not contentious and followed parish boundaries. The 
consultation period for such plan areas has been reduced from six to four weeks 
and Councils now had only eight weeks to determine them. There was a 
continued increase in queries regarding neighbourhood plans and the most 
recent updates were:  
 

• Mattishall parish had now formally applied to have the plan area 
designated. A four week public consultation was currently underway and 
would close on 11 March. The neighbourhood plan area would be 
considered by Cabinet on 24 March  

 
• Kenninghall neighbourhood plan area was approved by Cabinet on 13 

January, as the first stage in preparing a neighbourhood plan  
 

Breckland Council was hosting and participating in a Norfolk Association of Local 
Councils’ (NALC) Seminar on Neighbourhood Planning in the Anglia Room, 
Conference Suite, Elizabeth House on 27 March between 10:00 – 16:00 hrs. 
Amongst others there would be a speaker from the Department of Communities 
and Local Government. Attendance would be limited and by invitation. 
 
The issues and options consultation for the new Local Plan had closed on 9 
January and the team had been busy analysing the results.  Initial findings in 
regard to housing numbers, the spatial strategy; including distribution and the 
approach to local service centre villages, would be considered by the Local Plan 
Working Group towards the end of March. 
 
Councillor Claussen asked who had been invited to the NALC Seminar but that 
information was not available.  Space was limited.  If Members wanted to attend 
they should contact the Planning Policy Team. 
  

 

21/15 DEFERRED APPLICATIONS (AGENDA ITEM 8)   
  
21 .a Attleborough:  Old Hall Farm Barn: Erection Of Two Bedroom Agricultural 

Dwelling: Applicant: Mrs J Syrett: Reference: 3PL/2014/0009/O   
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 This application had been previously considered by the Committee and 

recommended for refusal but Members had deferred the application to allow the 
applicant time to provide additional supporting information.  In the meantime an 
additional representation had been received from a local resident objecting to the 
proposal. 
 
No additional information had been received to prove an essential need for the 
dwelling. 
 
Mr Phelan (Objector) had submitted a letter detailing reasons for refusing the 
application.  There was insufficient justification and no evidential proof that 
another dwelling was needed.  He had lived nearby for 25 years and it was a safe 
and crime free environment.  If security was an issue he suggested erecting 
fencing and gates. 
 
Mr Hickman Smith (Agent) apologised for the delay in submitting additional 
information.  The original consultant had been unable to do the work.  A 
replacement had provided a report which corroborated their arguments.  It was 
not possible to build an annex and all existing buildings were already in use for 
the business.  There was a public right of way through the farm.  The horses 
were expensive and security was needed.  The applicant was away a lot and it 
was important to have someone on site.  The development would improve the 
health of the business and also improve the traffic situation. 
 
Councillor Martin (Ward Representative) said that the reasons for refusal had 
been failure to demonstrate functional need and the lack of an Open Space 
contribution.  That contribution had now been agreed. 
 
Councillor Carter asked why Members had not seen the supporting statement. 
He was advised that it had been assessed by Officers and found to be lacking in 
substance.  A summary of the report was contained in the Officer’s assessment 
notes. 
 
Councillor Claussen thought it was a great shame.  The Committee had wanted 
to support Suffolk Punches and had sent a strong message that they needed 
persuading that the development was essential.  Not enough evidence had been 
provided. 
 
The route of the public right of way was clarified and it was pointed out that it 
passed through fields where the horses grazed and between the buildings of the 
farm. 
 
Councillor Chapman-Allen asked about the financial contribution and was 
advised that due to the change in legislation, no contribution would be required.  
She disagreed that the applicant had failed to demonstrate essential need and 
said that the Suffolk Punch was a protected breed. 
 

RESOLVED to refuse the application due to the failure to demonstrate an 
essential need, as required by Policy.  

 

   
21 .b Watton: Red Hill Park, Redhill Lane: Extension To Mobile Home Site: 

Applicant: Lifestyle Living Group: Reference: 3PL/2014/0672/F   
 

   
 Members had been advised that Highways objections had been the only reason 

for the previous refusal on the site and that was not the case.  All the reasons 
were set out on page 20 of the Agenda and the report set out the Officers’ views 
on how those objections had been overcome.   
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Members were given a brief recap of the application.  At the meeting in 
December Members had asked for clarification of off-site highway works and the 
details were set out in the Agenda.  Mr Shaw (NCC) Highways Officer was in 
attendance to answer any questions. 
 
There were two additional updates.  1) The affordable housing contribution would 
be £60,000; the £40,000 contribution referred to Open Space and 2) the Time 
Limit for commencement would be two years.  In conclusion it was considered 
that subject to a legal agreement the development would be acceptable.   
 
Mr Lincoln (Objector) had lived on Town Green Road for 30 years and used it six 
to eight times a day.  His main concern was the congestion at either end of the 
road.  He showed photographs of parked vehicles which caused problems, and 
of the blind corner by the Church.  The lane was regularly used by pedestrians. 
The road was not good enough to support additional traffic.  The density of the 
proposal was also a concern as the development appeared cluttered. 
 
Mr Laister and Mr Stacey (Agents) had provided additional information about the 
improvements which would all be on Highway land and would make the road 
safer for all users and provide a footpath for almost the whole length of the lane 
with five passing places.  The lane would be widened where possible.   
 
Councillor Gilbert (Ward Representative) noted that the objectors had a good 
understanding of the road conditions.  There would still be no footpath for part of 
the lane and the corner by the Church would still be a problem as two cars could 
not pass there.  The site was currently tidy and attractive but the proposal would 
be over-development.  There was an issue with land ownership; one passing bay 
appeared to be in the entrance to the cemetery which was land owned by the 
Town Council.  Even if the width of the road could be doubled there would be 
problems at each end. 
 
Councillor Wassell (Ward Representative) listed reasons that Members could 
refuse the application including: unsustainable development; lack of a 
satisfactory contribution to affordable housing; and inadequate roads.  The 
applicants maintained that the proposal was for caravans or mobile homes – not 
dwellings.  They were using that as a reason for not providing a meaningful 
contribution to affordable housing, yet the legal definition of a dwelling included 
mobile homes.   The issue of land ownership had not been addressed and a 
clearer map of the road improvements had not been provided.  He urged 
Members to refuse the application. 
 
Councillor Sharpe noted that the Highways objection had been removed based 
on information submitted by the applicants.  He asked if that information had 
been verified. 
 
Mr Shaw explained that applicants had been asked to provide evidence and they 
had done so.  It consisted of an automated traffic count and a video camera 
survey and he had seen the full results.  They indicated that the site only 
produced about half of the expected traffic movements and that there was a lot of 
pedestrian activity.  The reason they were now supporting the application was 
that the improvements would overcome the pedestrian safety issue.  It was a fact 
that the road was narrow and visibility was poor but the extra traffic generated 
was balanced by the footway provision. 
 
Councillor Chapman-Allen asked the Agents to explain how they would widen the 
road when there were narrow banks and ditches to each side.  It was clarified 
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that a 1.5m footway would be provided from the site access to the bend.  There 
would be a couple of 1.2m pinch points but the path would still be wide enough 
for wheelchair/pushchair use. 
 
Some time was spent discussing the road improvements and whether the road 
would be widened.  Clarification was sought about the provision of the footpath 
and whether it would have to be placed over the ditch and if so, whether the ditch 
would be piped.  
 
The Agents advised that the road width would be improved where the passing 
bays were provided and those bays would all be on land within the adopted 
Highway boundary.  The footway would be inserted on the verge and the ditch 
would remain on one side of the road and the passing places would be provided 
on the other side of the road. 
 
Mr Shaw clarified that the land might not all belong to the Highways Authority but 
they had rights to carry out works on it.  He also pointed out that the proposals 
provided more improvements than had been asked for and would widen the road 
to safety standard without encroaching on other people’s land. 
 
Councillor Duigan thought that the affordable housing issue raised by Councillor 
Wassell needed to be addressed. 
 
Councillor Bowes asked where the Public Open Space contribution would be 
spent and was concerned that the development would have an urbanising effect 
on an attractive lane. 
 
Councillor Spencer proposed another deferral and asked Officers to provide 
clearer plans. 
 
The Chairman agreed that it was difficult to make a decision without all the 
details. 
 
Councillor Robinson proposed that the application should be refused and that 
proposal was seconded by Councillors Sharpe and Bowes. 
 

RESOLVED that the application be refused on grounds of unsustainable 
development as the benefits were outweighed by environmental harm; 
insufficient provision of affordable housing; insufficient details of highway 
improvements; and increased flood risk.  

   
22/15 SCHEDULE OF PLANNING APPLICATIONS (AGENDA ITEM 9)   
  
 RESOLVED that the applications be determined as follows: 

 
a) Item 1: DEREHAM: Crane Fruehauf Site, South Green: Demolition of 

existing factory buildings, residential redevelopment with access roads & 
landscaping: Applicant: City & West End Property Investments Ltd: 
Reference: 3PL/2009/0385/O 

 
This application had originally been approved in 2009 subject to a legal 
agreement which had not been signed.  The site had been cleared and 
was suitable for residential development.  The TPO tree would be 
retained.  Drainage issues on site were being addressed. 
 
The District Valuer had advised that the site could support £91,000 
towards affordable housing.  Some Open Space would be provided on 
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site and there would also be a financial contribution to off-site provision.  
Approval was recommended subject to the prompt signing of the legal 
agreement and authority was requested to refuse the application if that 
did not happen. 
 
Councillor Duigan was glad the site had come forward as the Town 
Council wanted the area to be developed.  He did not think that the 
recreation area on site was in the right place and hoped that could be 
addressed at Reserved Matters stage. 
 
Deferred and the officers authorised to grant approval, subject to 
conditions, on completion of the section 106 agreement.  Authority 
was delegated to officers to refuse the application if the section 106 
agreement was not signed promptly. 

 
b) Item 2: ATTLEBOROUGH: Residential development up to 350 dwellings, 

associated access, footpaths, cycle path, open space and landscaping: 
Applicant: Gladedale Estates: Reference: 3PL/2013/1161/O 

 
All Members had received direct representation.  Councillor North noted 
that she was a Ward Representative for this area. 
 
This site fell between existing development and the A11.  An access to 
Attleborough Hall Farm crossed the site and an existing garage enterprise 
would be surrounded on three sides by development.  An indicative layout 
plan showed allotments, a cemetery extension, an extension to the school 
playing field, pitches for school and public use, open space and parcels of 
development laid out to include existing trees which would be retained. 
 
A two year time limit would be imposed and an additional condition 
requiring 10% on-site renewable energy was proposed.  Highway 
improvement works would be provided in advance of, and would work 
side by side with those required from the Taylor Wimpey permission. 20% 
affordable housing would be required and a claw-back clause would be 
included. 
 
Mr Morgan (Objector) said he was not actually an objector.  He had been 
trading in Attleborough for 30 years and asked for Members’ support to 
continue.  His garage would effectively be operating in the middle of a 
housing estate and he had asked to meet with the developers to discuss 
possible solutions such as screening to protect his business which should 
be provided in advance of the main development. 
 
Mr Armstrong (Agent) apologised for not responding to Mr Morgan’s 
request and said that he would be happy to accept a condition to provide 
security fencing and planting before development started.  They were in 
discussion with the Town Council and the Neighbourhood Forum 
regarding the transfer and future management of areas of land for 
allotments, cemetery and playing fields. They would be happy to deliver 
those at an early stage of the process. 
 
Councillor Chapman-Allen was concerned that part of the site was a 
major flood risk area.  She could not see how conditions would be able to 
address those problems.  It was noted that a licence would be required 
from the Internal Drainage Board (IDB) to discharge to a drainage ditch. 
 
The Chairman noted the comments from Besthorpe Parish Council about 



Planning Committee 
16 February 2015 

 
  Action By 

 
the area being a lake formerly, although it had only flooded twice since 
the A11 bypass had been built 20 years ago. 
 
Councillor Duigan was concerned about the speed of delivery of the 
housing.  The site was being considered in view of the Council’s Housing 
Land Supply deficit.  He wondered if there was any way to speed up the 
submission of the full application, because the Council was considering 
lots of applications outside the Settlement Boundary partly due to the slow 
delivery of large developments in Attleborough and Thetford. 
 
Councillor Claussen was frustrated by the effect the Housing Land Supply 
shortage was having on the planning system.  It took control out of the 
hands of local people who knew the problems of the site.  He was 
nervous about the flooding issue and also about the effects on the 
existing traffic problems in Attleborough. 
 
Councillor Robinson reminded Members that permission had been given 
two years ago for 250 homes on London Road.  This site was closer to 
the town centre and near to the High School.  Residents of the 
development would have to go through the town centre to access the 
south which would increase pressures on the gyratory system which was 
already at breaking point.  He asked if there was a traffic management 
plan and also suggested that if approved the viability should be 
independently assessed. 
 
Councillor Bowes said that Attleborough had an identified need for 
affordable homes yet the proposal was only offering 20%.  She also 
raised concerns about the negative impact on the sensitive landscape. 
 
Councillor North was Ward Representative for the area and she was very 
concerned about the flood plain.  When the bypass had been built a 
stream had been diverted but the area was still very wet.  If further 
attenuation works were carried out she was worried that it might have an 
effect on the TPO trees.  It was a good proposal which provided 
significant contributions for schools, libraries, etc but no significant 
improvement for walking and cycling.  The traffic surveys had not been 
taken into account.  She did not agree that there would only be moderate 
harm to residents and reiterated her grave concerns about flooding. 
 
Councillor Lamb said the open meadow land was an attractive buffer.  It 
was a water meadow and should not be built on. 
 
The Chairman pointed out that with the land for the allotments, cemetery 
use and school playing fields it would retain an open aspect.  The 
indicative plan also showed a green belt alongside the road, not complete 
blocks of housing. 
 
Councillor Chapman-Allen asked who would be liable if houses were built 
there and then suffered flood damage.  It was clarified that there was no 
intention to build within flood zones 2 and 3. 
 
Councillor Martin was not the Ward Representative for the site but was 
present to offer some local knowledge.  He said that the worst end of the 
site was in the development area and that works were being carried out 
there digging trial trenches – all of which were currently full of water.  The 
water would have to go somewhere if it was built over. 
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Councillor Chapman-Allen said that local knowledge was important.  
When housing had been developed on a water meadow in Thetford a 
large tree plantation had been needed to suck up the displaced water. 
 
The Operations and Contract Manager (Planning Services) sensed strong 
concerns of Members and asked them which issues needed to be 
addressed to satisfy their concerns. 
 
Councillor Lamb’s proposal to refuse the application was not seconded 
but Councillor Duigan proposed that the application be deferred and that 
proposal was seconded by Councillor Carter. 
 
Deferred, contrary to the recommendation for further information on 
flooding and impact on the town centre. 
 
It was confirmed that all matters would be open to consideration when the 
application was brought back to the Committee. 

 
c) Item 3: SWAFFHAM: 7A Whitsands Road: Proposed six 1 bed flats 

(ground floor), seven 2 bed maisonettes (1st & 2nd floor) one 3 bed 
attached dwelling: Applicant: MG Property Developments: Reference: 
3PL/2014/0090 

 
Councillor Bowes was absent from the room for this application. 
 
This application proposed amendments to a previously approved scheme, 
reducing development from three storey to two, with accommodation in 
the roof.  Viability had been agreed by the District Valuer.  A requirement 
for 10% renewable energy would be added to the conditions. 
 
Mr Cummings (Agent) said that more than 10% renewable energy would 
be provided on site.  A legal agreement had already been signed by all 
parties.  He showed photos of the previous and proposed schemes to 
highlight the height difference. 
 
Deferred and the officers authorised to grant approval, subject to 
conditions, on completion of the section 106 agreement. 
 
Councillor Bowes returned to the room. 

 
d) Item 4: HOCKERING: Land off Heath Road: Outline application for up to 

10 dwellings: Applicant: Greatbrisk Ltd: Reference: 3PL/2014/0486/O 
 

For transparency Councillor Claussen declared that he was Ward 
Representative for this site and he lived on Heath Road. 
 
This was an outline application with all matters reserved.  A suggested 
site layout had been submitted showing a new access through the hedge.  
A previous application for 15 had been considered detrimental to the 
character of the area and the current proposal for up to ten dwellings was 
considered more suitable.  Previous Highway concerns had been 
overcome.  10% renewable energy and other conditions would be applied 
including a two year time limit.   
 
Mr Ward (Agent) said there had been numerous amendments to the 
scheme which had originally proposed 18 then 15 and now 10 dwellings.  
The current proposal would provide three to four bedroom detached 
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homes with two to three parking spaces and garages.  Access had been 
carefully designed to have a small impact on the hedge and all houses 
had been positioned to maintain existing hedging.  Good quality trees 
would also be retained. 
 
Councillor Claussen was concerned that the new houses would impact on 
water pressure which was already insufficient.  He was also concerned 
that the Northern Distributor Route would affect traffic in the village and 
thought that lots of planning issues had not been addressed. 
 
Councillor Lamb commented that many villages were being suburbanised 
with small housing estates leading to a loss of rural atmosphere.  It was 
not sustainable and not environmentally friendly. 
 
Councillor Duigan asked if Anglian Water should have been consulted 
and was advised that they were only consulted on large schemes. 
 
Approved, as recommended.  

 
e) Item 5: BANHAM: 63 Crown Street: Erection of 3 dwellings and sub-

division of partially constructed dwelling into 2 dwellings (Revised 
Scheme): Applicant: S & J Developments: Reference: 3PL/2014/0845/F 

 
All Members had received direct representation from Councillor Askew, 
Ward Representative. 
 
This revised scheme would provide a net increase of four dwellings.  Two 
dwellings in the original scheme were already built. A third which was 
partially constructed was now proposed to be sub-divided into two.  The 
junction had been recently improved. 
 
Mr Sizer (Agent) said revisions had been made to overcome concerns. 
The ‘Right to Buy’ scheme for affordable housing would regenerate an 
untidy area of the village in a sustainable location. 
 
Approved, as recommended. 

 
f) Item 6: HOCKERING: Land west of Heath Road and east of the playing 

field: Outline application for 18 dwellings: Applicant: Mr Eagle: Reference: 
3PL/2014/0945/O 

 
This was an outline application with all matters reserved except access.  
A suggested layout had been submitted.  The proposal included an 
affordable housing and recreation contribution.  A condition would be 
required to provide a footpath to give access to the playing field through 
the site.  Design could be negotiated at the Reserved Matters stage. 
 
Ms Lockwood (Agent) explained that the site was a remnant of land given 
to the National Playing Fields Association in 1992 and managed by the 
Parish Council.  They had sought to address the Parish Council’s 
concerns about scale, parking and drainage.  A drainage strategy had 
been submitted which would improve the existing situation.  A number of 
local Housing Associations had expressed interest in the affordable 
housing. 
 
Councillor Claussen raised the same concerns as for Item 4.   
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Councillor Duigan noted that Anglian Water had been consulted but had 
failed to comment. 
 
It was confirmed that access to the playing field would be by car as well 
as by foot and that parking was already available on the playing field. 
 
Deferred and the officers authorised to grant approval, subject to 
conditions, on completion of the section 106 agreement. 

 
g) Item 7: CASTON: The White House, The Street: Demolition of existing 

dwelling and erection of 8 new dwellings: Applicant: Godfrey & Hicks Ltd: 
Reference: 3PL/2014/1002/F 

 
All Members had received direct representation. 
 
This site was dilapidated and the house had been unoccupied for some 
time and was in very poor repair.  A similar shceme had been refused last 
year and the current application addressed the reasons for that refusal. 
 
Mr Blincow (Parish Council) said they were unanimously opposed to the 
proposal and sorry that an iconic house had been allowed to deteriorate.  
There were three grounds for refusal: 1) safety, as the service road 
junction was immediately opposite the school and would cause increased 
traffic, congestion and on-road parking; 2) development outside the 
Settlement Boundary; and 3) design not in keeping especially the three 
storey terrace. 
 
Mr Haggett (Objector) said the preferred option would be to restore the 
White House and maintain the open style development and the habitat of 
the water vole.  He was concerned about encroachment on the TPO and 
water vole territory. 
 
Mr Daines-Smith (Agent) said the majority of consultees were happy with 
the proposal.  A detailed structural report on the White House had found it 
to be unsound.  Highways issues had been addressed.  The design and 
layout was in a courtyard style with a terrace at the front to contribute to 
the linear development of the village.  There had been principle policy 
changes since the appeal decision.  The development would support the 
village. 
 
Councillor Lamb thought it would create a housing estate in a rural village 
and noted that the Historic Buildings Officer strongly recommended 
retention and restoration. 
 
Councillor North accepted that the White House was past saving but 
thought that eight was too much development. 
 
The Operations and Contract Manager (Planning Services) asked 
Members to bear the Inspector’s decision in mind as he had not required 
the retention of the White House and that was a material consideration. 
 
The recommendation of approval was tied and the Chairman used his 
casting vote to support it as he did not feel the house was of historic value 
and felt that the site needed to be sorted out. 
 
Approved, as recommended. 
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h) Item 8: LYNG: Land to rear of Fox & Hounds, The Street: Construction of 

2 new 3 bedroom houses: Applicant: Mr Jonathon Powley: Reference: 
3PL/2014/1012/F 

 
All Members had received direct representation. 
 
This application had been reduced from three to two and a new site layout 
plan had been provided.  A brick wall would be built to separate the 
development from the pub car park. 
 
Mr Marks (Objector) said the site used to be an overflow car park for the 
pub and without it vehicles sometimes parked on the street which caused 
problems for drivers and pedestrians particularly at night as there were no 
street lights.  He also had concerns about: overlooking and shadowing; 
buildings out of character; lack of parking provision for visitors; flooding in 
Soames Court; and noise. 
 
Mr Tring (Agent) advised that the site was part of the beer garden which 
was disused, fenced off and overgrown.  They had worked with Planning 
and Highways Officers to make amendments to overcome access safety 
concerns.  The improvements would benefit the pub by providing clear 
delineation for parking in the car park.  The proposal had been designed 
for privacy and additional screening would be provided. 
 
Councillor Bambridge (Ward Representative) asked for an e-mail from a 
neighbour to be read out, but was advised that all Members had received 
a copy.  He said that the residents of Lyng were pleased to have a well 
run pub but concerned about the two storey development and that 
additional hard surfacing would add to flooding problems. He suggested 
that the application should be amended to single storey dwellings and that 
access and parking issues should be addressed. 
 
Councillor Sharpe asked the distance to existing dwellings and was 
advised that the closest point would be six metres, but the only window in 
that elevation would be a bathroom window. 
 
Councillor Lamb thought that the pub would need overflow parking 
provision in future and that the spaciousness around the listed church 
should be protected. 
 
The Operations and Contract Manager (Planning Services) advised that 
English Heritage (EH) had been consulted on this application and the one 
in Caston and had not yet responded.  If Members were minded to 
approve the application(s) the approval would be deferred until EH’s 
comments were received and if any objection was raised the 
application(s) would be returned to Committee. 
 
Councillor North was concerned about parking on Parish owned land 
opposite the pub; flooding; the narrow access; and that the time limit 
should be reduced to two years.  She asked if bin lorries could access the 
site and was advised that they could but that residents might be asked to 
bring their bins to the front of the site. 
 
It was confirmed that the applicant owned land which could be used to 
widen the access entrance. 
 
Councillor Robinson asked if the pub was likely to hold live music events 
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and was advised that they had a normal pub/restaurant licence and had 
no plans to hold music events. 
 
Councillor Claussen asked about the two storey development and it was 
pointed out that the pub and a couple of other dwellings in the vicinity 
were also two storey. 
 
Deferred and the officers authorised to grant approval, subject to 
conditions including an additional slab level condition, on receipt of 
no objections from English Heritage.  

 
i) Item 9: ASHILL: Land on Hale Road: 3 new dwellings and detached 

garage (1 No 2 bed and 2 No 3 beds): Applicant: Mr Tony Rowe: 
Reference: 3PL/2014/1059/F 

 
This application outside the Settlement Boundary would result in a loss of 
openness but no intrusion into the countryside.  Highways required a 
footway to be provided to join the existing path.  In view of the Council’s 
Housing Land Supply shortage it was considered that the benefits 
outweighed any harm.   
 
Councillor Darby (Ward Representative) said it was natural infill and the 
owner was happy to provide the required footpath. 
 
Councillor Bowes asked that details of materials should be included on 
applications outside the Settlement Boundary. 
 
Approved, as recommended subject to a two year time limit. 

 
j) Item 10: ASHILL: Land off Dunnetts Close: Residential development of 25 

dwellings: Applicant: Bennett Homes: Reference: 3PL/2014/1105/D 
 

Items 10 and 12 were considered together.  Item 10 was for the main 
approval of Reserved Matters and Item 12 sought the removal of a 
condition requiring a Design Brief.  That condition had been applied in 
case the site was split up and developed separately.  However, that had 
not happened and the condition was no longer relevant. 
 
The development was on land adjacent Goose Green.  Seven units of 
affordable housing would be provided, equating to 30% and there was a 
financial contribution to Open Space as none was provided on site. The 
density was lower than indicated at Outline stage. 
 
Comments had been received from Norfolk County Councillor, Ian 
Monson.  He raised concerns about the access from Dunnetts close and 
its effect on amenity and safety.  He suggested an alternative access 
should be provided where a pedestrian access was currently proposed 
but that would mean using part of the village green.  Although his 
concerns were understood, the principle of development had been 
approved at Outline stage when those issues had been considered.  With 
regard to the pedestrian access, a lighting condition was proposed to 
overcome police concerns. 
 
Mr Leighton (Parish Council) asked for the application to be deferred for 
three items to be settled: 1) to provide bungalows on the western 
boundary; 2) to alleviate flooding problems in the south west corner of the 
site; and 3) the original plans had shown a bridge from the development 
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to the village green to avoid a long walk to access Open Space which was 
missing from the current proposal. 
 
Mr Abram (Objector) suggested deferral for consideration of an alternate 
access from Hale Road to overcome concerns that the access via 
Dunnetts Close had insufficient width to achieve adopted standard. 
 
Mrs Pickering (Objector) spoke on behalf of seven farmers who needed 
access down Dunnetts Close for their farm machinery all year round and 
were concerned about additional vehicles causing obstruction.  An 
alternate access should be provided for the new development; there was 
no other access for the farm vehicles. 
 
Mr Bell (Agent) pointed out that the access had been agreed at the 
Outline stage when the application had been submitted by the Parish 
Council.  There had been extensive discussions with Officers about 
bungalows but the distances to existing dwellings were not a problem.  
They would re-engineer if there were flooding issues.  Mr Bingham had 
spoken to Highways and they were happy that the access could provide a 
satisfactory road which could be adopted. 
 
The Chairman asked about the footbridge to the Green and Mr Bell noted 
that they would need the consent of the landowners but they would 
consider it. 
 
Councillor Darby (Ward Representative) said the access was very bad 
and that the bedrooms in two bungalows would be in direct line with 
headlights from vehicles.  He did not think the Committee would approve 
such a plan if it was submitted today.  He also thought the view onto 
Goose Green could be improved.  The Green was the pride of the village.  
He raised concerns about access to rear gardens of properties in 
Dunnetts Close and loss of trees. 
 
Councillor Bowes acknowledged that access had been agreed in principle 
but asked if the application could be deferred to consider alternatives. 
 
The Operations and Contract Manager (Planning Services) advised that 
the applicants had bought the site on the understanding that it could be 
accessed from Dunnetts Close so it was unlikely.   
 
Councillor Lamb said that the Committee had been unaware of the 
problems that the farmers had when they had first considered the 
application. 
 
The Chairman agreed but said that the decision had been made and the 
road already served a number of houses and it was difficult to control on-
street parking. 
 
Councillor Bowes asked if the Officers could guarantee the safety of trees 
which overshadowed properties and was advised that it could not be 
guaranteed, but the houses had been designed with their main amenity 
areas away from the trees.  It was also noted that if a protected tree was 
removed a replacement had to be provided. 
 
Approved, as recommended subject to additional conditions for 
footpath lighting, slab level and a management plan for 
construction. 
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k) Item 11: GREAT DUNHAM: The Smithy, Castle Acre Road: Demolition of 
existing cottage and construction of two dwellings and garage block with 
parking: Applicant: Mr P Grange: Reference: 3PL/2014/1116/F 

 
This application proposed the demolition of an existing cottage with no 
known historic value and its replacement with two dwellings and garages.   
 
Mr Wakelin (Parish Council) had two objections: 1) the water table was so 
high that septic tanks and soakaways had problems with back-filling; and 
2) it was the oldest building in the village and a better option would be to 
renovate it. 
 
Mrs Reeve (Objector) lived opposite and showed photographs of the old 
house from her windows.  She was concerned about overlooking and the 
loss of a heritage asset.  Replacing one house with two would add to 
drainage problems.  She also had concerns about light, privacy and 
access due to the narrow road. 
 
Mr Grange (Applicant) said the house had never been a Smithy and had 
been altered many times.  Drainage solutions had been designed to suit 
local conditions.  It was a good use of land and would help to sustain 
schools and local businesses.  Air source heat pumps would be used and 
the roof lines had been lowered to reduce overlooking.  There would be 
no adverse effect on Highway safety. 
 
The Chairman noted that Councillor Kiddle-Morris, Ward Representative 
had sent in a representation saying it was a balanced application. 
 
In response to a question from Councillor Lamb it was confirmed that 
external materials would be a traditional mix with some flint. 
 
Approved, as recommended. 

 
l) Item 12: ASHILL: Land off Dunnetts Close: Removal of condition 5 of 

planning permission 3PL2006/0441/O: Applicant: Bennett Homes: 
Reference: 3PL/2014/1119/O 

 
This application was considered with Item 10 (see Minute No 22/15 j). 
 
Approved, as recommended. 

 
m) Item 13: GRISTON: Land at The Old Dairy, Caston Road: New dwelling 

with cartlodge and room over, new access: Applicant: Mr Graham Lond-
Caulk: Reference: 3PL/2014/1150/F 

 
This site was adjacent a Grade I listed church outside the Settlement 
Boundary but amongst existing development.  The ecological appraisal 
had raised no objection subject to conditions.  A response was awaited 
from English Heritage and any approval would be subject to no objection 
from them.  Delegated authority was therefore requested if the application 
was approved. 
 
Mrs Roberts (Agent) said the proposal had been designed to care for the 
location and surroundings. The advice of the Historic Buildings Officer 
had been sought regarding the sort of design.  The site was close to the 
centre of Griston which had a lot of employment opportunities and was 
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close to a cycle route to Watton. 
 
Deferred and the officers authorised to grant approval, subject to 
conditions, on receipt of no objections from English Heritage. 

 
n) Item 14: KENNINGHALL: Land to the west of Kenninghall, Garboldisham 

Road: MMA to 3PL/2012/1088/F - increase size of DNO sub-station, inc, 
module layout, inverters, substation, etc: Applicant: Lark Energy Ltd: 
Reference: 3PL/2014/1224/F 

 
Members were given a brief update of the approved scheme with the 
areas to be changed highlighted.  In some respects the changes would 
reduce the impact of the development.  An amendment to the time limit 
was suggested by Officers requiring commencement by September 2017. 
 
Ms Rafaluk (Agent) advised that the minor amendments were for 
technical reasons and would improve the efficiency and capacity of the 
scheme. 
 
Approved, as recommended.  Councillor Chapman-Allen abstained 
from voting. 

 
o) Item 15: GUIST: The Barn, Malthouse Road: Erection of new dwelling: 

Applicant: Mr & Mrs J Hackett: Reference: 3PL/2014/1247/F 
 

This application site on land outside the Settlement Boundary was 
opposite a new dwelling allowed on appeal.  Highways had objected in 
view of the substandard visibility at the junction however, in view of the 
Inspector’s comments it was not considered that the objection would be 
upheld at appeal.  A late objection had been received from the Parish 
Council raising concerns about the sewage system and too many 
dwellings down the track. 
 
Mr Took (Agent) clarified that the application site did not encroach into 
open countryside as it was bounded by hedgerows. 
 
Approved, as recommended. 

 
p) Item 16: THOMPSON: 1 Redbrick Farm Barns, Marlpit Road: Removal of 

condition 3 on 3PL/2014/0595/F – Pavers: Applicant: Miss S Kelly: 
Reference: 3PL/2014/1251/F 

 
All Members had received direct representation. 
 
This application sought the removal of a condition which required vehicles 
to turn on site to re-enter the road in forward gear.  Evidence had been 
provided of some ‘near-misses’ caused by vehicles reversing out of the 
site.  The site was served by an unclassified road and the Highways 
Authority had raised no objection. 
 
Mrs Yerby (Objector) said the condition had been applied for safety 
reasons.  The road was used by cyclists and pedestrians.  There was a 
similar condition on a nearby property.  She had provided video evidence 
of the danger caused by reversing vehicles and if that evidence was 
ignored it would put her family at risk. 
 
Councillor Cowen (Ward Representative) noted that the applicant could 
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comply with the condition sometimes but when other vehicles were on the 
site there was not room to turn.  The evidence from the neighbour showed 
reversing vehicles and was open to interpretation. 
 
Councillor Sharpe thought it was difficult to dictate how people entered 
the road and the Chairman agreed that it would be difficult to police. 
 
Councillor North said that many people reversed out of driveways and 
pedestrians were aware of the dangers. 
 
The Operations and Contract Manager (Planning Services) reiterated that 
the condition was not required by the Highways Authority. 
 
Approved, as recommended.  

 
q) Item 17: DEREHAM: Westfield House, 12 Westfield Road: Extensions 

and alterations (Revised scheme, granted on appeal 3PL/2012/1115/F): 
Applicant: Black Swan International Ltd: Reference: 3PL/2014/1298/F 

 
The previous scheme had been granted on appeal.  The current proposal 
was to add two bedrooms in a single storey extension to the rear with a 
hip roof and to increase the overall height.  As the site was already a care 
home and the appeal had allowed extensions it was considered that the 
small changes were insignificant. 
 
Mr Money (Objector) had lived to the north of the site for 30 years.  The 
site had been a residential home then but with only four occupants.  It had 
been extended to 14 and would now be extended to 26.  He was 
concerned about the height of the extension causing shadowing to his 
garden; that the surrounding space would be reduced affecting trees and 
shrubs; and about insufficient car parking for the additional staff and 
visitors. 
 
Councillor Duigan said the development was adjacent to his Ward and he 
had attended the Town Council meeting when they had discussed the 
application.  They had not objected to the height but they had objected to 
the two additional bedrooms and the loss of garden area for residents.   
 
Approved, as recommended. 

 
Notes to the Schedule 

Item No Speaker 

Deferred Item  
8a 

Cllr Martin – Ward Representative 
Mr Phelan – Objector 
Mr Hickman Smith – Agent 
Mrs Hocking - Applicant 

Deferred Item  
8b 

Cllr Wassell – Ward Representative 
Cllr Gilbert – Ward Representative 
Mr Lincoln – Objector 
Mr Laister – Agent 
Mr Stacey – Agent 
Mr Shaw – NCC Highways 

Schedule 
Items 

 

2 Mr Morgan – Objector 
Mr Armstrong – Agent 
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Cllr Martin – adj Ward Representative 

3 Mr Cumming - Agent 
Mr Bales - Applicant 

4 Mr Ward – Agent 

5 Mr Becker – Agent 
Mr Sizer – Agent 

6 Ms Lockwood – Agent 

7 Mr Blincow – Parish Council 
Mr Haggett – Objector 
Mr Daines-Smith – Agent 

8 Cllr Bambridge – Ward Representative 
Mr Marks – Objector 
Mr Tring – Agent 

9 Cllr Darby – Ward Representative 

10 Cllr Darby – Ward Representative 
Mr Leighton – Parish Council 
Mrs Pickering – Objector 
Mr Abram – Objector 
Mr Bell – Agent 
Mr Bingham – for Agent 

11 Mr Wakeling – Parish Council 
Mrs Reeve – Objector 
Mr Grange – Applicant 

12 Cllr Darby – Ward Representative 
Mr Leighton – Parish Council 
Mr Bell – Agent 
Mr Bingham – for Agent 

13 Mrs Roberts – Agent 

14 Ms Rafaluk – Agent 

15 Mr Took – Agent 

16 Cllr Cowen – Ward Representative 
Mrs Yerby – Objector 
Mr Shaw – NCC Highways 

17 Mr Money - Objector 

 
Written Representations taken into account 

Reference No No of Representations 

3PL/2009/0385/O 2 

2PL/2014/0945/O 2 

3PL/2014/1002/F 3 

3PL/2014/1247/F 2 

3PL/2014/1116/F 7 

3PL/2014/0486/O 4 

3PL/2014/1012/F 8 

3PL/2014/1298/F 4 

3PL/2013/1161/O 31 

3PL/2014/0672/F 15 

3PL/2014/1224/F 2 

3PL/2014/0090/F 2 

3PL/2014/1105/D 47 

3PL/2014/0009/O 1 

3PL/2014/1251/F 4 

3PL/2014/0845/F 16 
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23/15 APPLICATIONS DETERMINED BY THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF PLACE 

(AGENDA ITEM 10)  
 

  
 Noted.  

 
 

24/15 APPEAL DECISIONS (AGENDA ITEM 11)   
  
 Noted.  

 
 

 
 
The meeting closed at 4.45 pm 
 
 
 

CHAIRMAN 


	Minutes

