
APPEAL DECISIONS (FOR INFORMATION) 
 
 
 
APP/F2605/C/14/2220753:  ATTLEBOROUGH:  Land and buildings know as Saw 
Mills, Leys Lane:  Appeal by Mr. Becker against an enforcement notice requiring the 
use of the warehouses cross hatched in blue on the plan attached to the notice other 
than in accordance with condition 3 of the planning permission reference 
3PL/2004/1037/F dated 7 September, 2004.to cease.  The period for compliance was 
4 calendar months. 
Reference:  ENF/2012/0227/CAS 
 
Decision:  The appeal does not succeed.  The period for compliance is extended 
and the enforcement notice is upheld. 
 
Summary:  The appeal was made on the grounds that planning permission should 
be granted to carry out the original development (three warehouses) without 
complying with condition 3 which requires the premises only to be used for furniture 
storage in connection with the existing business on site and not for any other purpose 
within Class B8. 
The Inspector concluded that the main issue would be effect on highway safety if the 
use was not restricted as required by condition.  The removal of condition 3 could 
result in a material increase in vehicle movements resulting in material harm to 
highway safety.  It would not be appropriate to grant planning permission subject to a 
condition limiting use of the warehouses to Classes B1, B2 and B8 in the light of 
uncertainty regarding volume or nature of traffic that would result and effect on 
highway safety. 
The Inspector felt it appropriate to vary the enforcement notice to extend the period 
for compliance to 6 calendar months to allow consideration of the necessity and 
practicality of conditions advanced by the Highway Authority. 
 
 
 
 
 
APP/F2605/A/14/2218883:  HOCKERING:  Mattishall Lane:  Appeal by Mr. & Mrs. 
Thomas against the refusal of planning permission for the erection of a bungalow and 
detached garage including road improvements:  Reference:  3PL/2013/0932/F 
 
Decision:  Appeal dismissed 
 
Summary:  The Inspector concluded that the development would be visually, 
physically and functionally isolated from nearby settlements and would be unlikely to 
have a significant effect in maintaining or enhancing the vitality of nearby villages.. 
The benefits identified by the Inspector were not considered to outweigh the harm 
resulting from an isolated dwelling in this rural location. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
APP/F2605/A/14/2221720:  CRANWORTH:  Plot at Church Lane:  Appeal by Mr. 
Cole against the refusal of planning permission for the erection of one new dwelling:  
Reference 3PL/2014/0222/F:  Appeal A 
and 
APP/F.2605/A/14/2221724:  CRANWORTH:  Fredericks Loke, Southburgh:  Appeal 
by Mr. Cole against the refusal of planning permission for the erection of three 
dwellings: 
Reference 3PL/2014/0218/F:  Appeal B 
 
Decision:  Appeals dismissed 
 
The Inspector noted that the appeals concerned residential development of two sites, 
located on opposite sides of the same road and in close proximity to each other.  As 
such the proposals were considered jointly. 
 
Summary:  The Inspector concluded that in respect of both appeals, the proposals 
would be materially harmful to the character and appearance of the area, contrary to 
Policies CP11 and DC16 and would not meet the aims of the NPPF.   
The development of these sites would be materially harmful and would not meet the 
aims of the NPPF to manage patterns of growth to make the fullest use of public 
transport, waling and cycling.  The benefits of the proposals and their lack of harm to 
neighbouring living conditions or highway safety would be outweighed by harm to the 
character and appearance of the area and that resulting from development of 
isolated new dwellings in this rural location.  The contribution of the proposals to the 
supply of housing is not a compelling reason to allow either appeal. 
 
COSTS APPLICATIONS IN RELATION TO ABOVE APPEALS 
 
Decision:  The applications for award of costs are refused. 
Summary:  The Inspector considered the Council was not unreasonable in its 
determination of the applications or its refusal of permission for the proposals.  The 
costs incurred in the appeal process were necessary.  Unreasonable behaviour 
resulting in unnecessary or wasted expense has not been demonstrated. 
 
 
 


