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 * Capita for Breckland Council 
 
 
 Action By 
25/15 MINUTES (AGENDA ITEM 1)   
  
 Councillor Claussen requested an amendment to clarify the comments he had 

made on the two Hockering applications (Schedule Items 4 and 6)(Minute No 
22/15d and f).  He had said that insufficient water pressure was a material 
planning consideration in determining the applications. 
 
Councillor Robinson noted that at Schedule Item 2 Attleborough (Minute No 
22/15 b) he had referred to a permission for 350 (not 250) homes on London 
Road. 
 
The Operations and Contract Manager (Planning Services) also clarified that in 
the Resolution to Agenda Item 8b – Watton (Minute No 21/15b) the increased 
flood risk related to the Highway works not to the site itself. 
 
Subject to those amendments the Minutes of the Planning Committee meeting 
held on 16 February 2015 were confirmed as a correct record and signed by the 
Chairman. 
  

 

26/15 APOLOGIES & SUBSTITUTES (AGENDA ITEM 2)   
  
 Apologies for absence were received from Councillors T Carter and Lamb.  

Councillor W Richmond was present as Substitute for Councillor Carter. 
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27/15 DECLARATION OF INTEREST AND OF REPRESENTATIONS RECEIVED 

(AGENDA ITEM 3)  
 

  
 Councillor North declared that she was Ward Representative for Agenda Item 8a 

- Attleborough. 
Councillor Bowes declared that she was Ward Representative for Agenda Item 9, 
Schedule Item 3 – Watton. 
  

 

28/15 CHAIRMAN'S ANNOUNCEMENTS (AGENDA ITEM 4)   
  
 None. 

  
 

29/15 REQUESTS TO DEFER APPLICATIONS INCLUDED IN THIS AGENDA 
(AGENDA ITEM 5)  

 

  
 Schedule Item 1 – Banham had been withdrawn from the Agenda for legal 

advice.  It was expected that it would be presented to the next meeting. 
  

 

30/15 URGENT BUSINESS (AGENDA ITEM 6)   
  
 None. 

  
 

31/15 LOCAL PLAN UPDATE (AGENDA ITEM 7)   
  
 The Director of Planning & Business Manager read out the Local Plan update 

from the Agenda.  He informed Members that a new scheme of delegations 
would be considered at the Cabinet meeting on 24 March, due to the changes in 
regulations regarding Neighbourhood Plans.  
 
Councillor Duigan asked if the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) 
would be a verbal or written report to the Local Plan Working Group (LPWG).  He 
was advised that it would be a verbal report.  The written report would not be 
available until the end of April and was expected to be presented to Council in 
May. 
 
Councillor Duigan asked when the land options for the site specifics document 
would be looked at and it was pointed out that the criteria for site selection would 
need to be agreed by the LPWG before a full assessment of all the sites that had 
been submitted could be carried out.  The Spatial strategy would be looked at 
first. 
 
Councillor W Richmond asked why Suffolk and West Norfolk were not included in 
the SHMA preparation and it was explained that the joint initiative was being 
prepared centred around Norwich.  However, it was recognised that areas to the 
west and south west of the district including King’s Lynn and Brandon also 
influenced the housing markets.  Further work might be needed to define the joint 
initiative area.  Other authorities were being contacted. 
 
Councillor Claussen asked what the strategic housing numbers were based on 
as they had previously been based on social housing. 
 
The Government had set clear guidelines for local authorities to use to set 
housing market need.  The process would be explained in the report to the 
LPWG and Cabinet. 
 
Councillor Claussen said that Members needed to be kept informed of what 
weight to give to local and national policies as the Local Plan progressed. 
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The Director of Planning & Business Manager confirmed that all current adopted 
plans were weighted in accordance with their compliance to the NPPF.  All of the 
Council’s policies were compliant except the settlement boundary and housing 
policies which were out of date. 
  

32/15 DEFERRED APPLICATIONS (AGENDA ITEM 8)   
  
32 .a ATTLEBOROUGH: Land north of Norwich Road: Residential development of 

up to 350 dwellings: Applicant: Gladedale Estates: Reference: 
3PL/2013/1161/O   

 

   
 This application had been deferred from the meeting held on 16 February for 

further information on drainage issues/flood risk and impact on town centre traffic 
flows.  Members were given a run-through of the application details. 
 
Additional information had been provided and the Applicant’s engineers were 
present to answer any technical questions about drainage.  The intention was to 
realign the flood plain through attenuation works which would include basins, 
swales and crates.  Anglian Water had confirmed that the development would 
require upgrading works to the Carver Lane pumping station and a new rising 
main.  The costs would be met by the developer.   
 
Other concerns were addressed in the report provided in the Agenda 
supplement.   
 
Mr Morgan (owner of the garage site affected by the application) again requested 
Members’ support to secure the future of his business by applying a condition 
requiring mitigation works before development started. 
 
Mr Armstrong (Agent) confirmed for the record that they were happy for a suitably 
worded condition to be included and for those works to be done at the start of 
development. 
 
Mr Parfitt (Applicant’s Transport Consultant) said that traffic signals would be 
provided at the Norwich Road junction along with a pedestrian crossing.  A new 
footway link would be provided to the schools and town centre.  Additionally land 
had been safeguarded to allow for future improvement works to the A11 junction. 
 
Mr Totman (Applicant’s Drainage Consultant) said that modelling had been 
carried out to cover a worst case scenario in relation to flooding and surface and 
waste water management.  With regard to the Internal Drainage Board’s (IDB) 
concerns about discharge to the Besthorpe Stream, additional on-site storage 
would ensure that flows to the stream would not increase.   
 
Councillor North, who was also Ward Representative, thanked the Agent for 
confirming that Mr Morgan’s premises would be safeguarded.  She was still very 
concerned about flooding especially with regard to the cemetery extension which 
appeared to be within the flood zone and graves would be below the water table.  
She thought there would be safety issues for young children with the large 
attenuation tanks.  She also thought that signalisation would add to the traffic 
problems.  The aim was to keep vehicles moving. 
 
Mr Totman agreed that the west end of the site was the most susceptible to 
flooding and the cemetery extension would have to be carefully considered.  He 
also acknowledged that there would be large areas of water on site.  However, 
they had been designed to be shallow water with shallow side slopes and to be 
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well over-looked.  The bulk of the large quantities of water to be stored would be 
above ground, but there would also be underground crate storage.  At the 
reserved matters stage the levels above and below ground might change, but it 
had all been designed to completely contain the water on site with no outflow for 
24 hours. 
 
Councillor Chapman-Allen was also concerned about flooding and noted that the 
IDB did not think that surface water drainage was achievable.  She asked what 
would happen if they were not content to adopt the scheme. 
 
Mr Totman explained that in cases where drainage systems were not adopted it 
was now common for a commuted sum to be paid to a Management Company 
appointed to maintain them. 
 
There was further discussion by Members about possible contamination from the 
cemetery extension; the drainage issues; and the traffic problems. 
 
It was confirmed that the drainage scheme adoption was in perpetuity.  Councillor 
Duigan noted that on one such scheme Dereham Town Council had taken on the 
role of Management Company.   
 
Councillor Claussen thought that the cost of the water/sewerage upgrade might 
impact on the provision of affordable housing.  A viability study was needed. 
 
Councillor North referred to the safeguarded area for the A11 improvements and 
asked if there was any news on progress.  The Director of Planning & Business 
Manager advised that there was nothing planned at present but the land had 
been left to protect the possibility of future works. 
 
Councillor Robinson said that it was well documented that Attleborough had 
specific issues with the town centre gyratory system.  He was also concerned 
about potential safety issues at the A11 junction caused by additional traffic. 
 
The recommendation for approval was not supported.  Councillor North proposed 
refusal and that proposal was seconded by Councillor Claussen. 
 

RESOLVED that the application be refused on the grounds that the 
drainage issues had not been adequately sorted out and the proposal 
was not sustainable in its current form. 

   
33/15 SCHEDULE OF PLANNING APPLICATIONS (AGENDA ITEM 9)   
  
 RESOLVED that the applications be determined as follows: 

 
a) Item 1: BANHAM: Land adjacent to Kenninghall Road: Outline planning 

application for the erection of up to 43 dwellings: Applicant: MLN (Land 
and Properties) Ltd: Reference: 3PL/2014/1006/O 

 
This application had been withdrawn from the Agenda.  See Minute No 
29/15 above. 

 
b) Item 2: ROCKLANDS: Land adjacent to 17 The Street: Erection of 2 

detached dwellings & garages: Applicant: Mr D J Barham: Reference: 
3PL/2014/1225/F 

 
This was a site adjacent the Settlement Boundary in open countryside.  It 
was considered to be a sustainable location as it was close to a shop, 
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school, Post Office and bus stop.  It was therefore recommended for 
approval. 
 
Councillor Smith (Ward Representative) had been asked to speak against 
the application on behalf of the Parish Council as they had concerns 
about flooding in the village; the impact of the development on the 
adjacent property; and setting a precedent of development outside the 
Settlement Boundary.   
 
It was noted that there was no condition about flooding and the Officers 
advised that they had been unaware of any concerns as the Parish 
Council had not commented on the application.  A drainage condition 
would be included if the application was approved. 
 
Approved, as recommended, subject to an additional condition 
requiring drainage details. 

 
c) Item 3: WATTON: Plaswood, Griston Road: Erection of 31 residential 

units (comprising of 18 flats and 13 houses, estate road, parking areas 
and open space): Applicant: Serruys Property Company Ltd: Reference: 
3PL/2014/1314/O 

 
This site already had planning permission for 31 dwellings.  The main 
difference in the proposal was an increase in floorspace to improve the 
viability of the site.  The application did not provide any affordable housing 
or financial contributions.  If Members were minded to approve the 
application a legal agreement was suggested with a claw-back clause 
requiring contributions if profit exceeded 17.5%. 
 
Mr Osborne (Objector) raised concerns about inadequate footpath 
provision.  The road was busy and a footpath was desperately needed.  
The existing footpath was on the wrong side of the road for the site and 
was too narrow in places. 
 
Mr Watling (Objector) spoke on behalf of residents of the adjacent estate.  
They strongly objected to the proposed footpath link co-joining the estates 
and asked for the link to be via Wood Lane. 
 
Mr Futter (Agent) pointed out that the site already had permission for 31 
dwellings and there was no less open space proposed and no changes to 
the footpath links.  The brownfield site would provide sustainable 
development.  In its current form it would deliver a loss.  The Leader of 
the Council had asked why Breckland was being targeted by developers 
and he thought there were two reasons: 1) the lack of a five year housing 
land supply and 2) the amount of money required by town and parish 
councils for planning obligations.  The site was available and the 
developer was ready to build.  The applicant was happy to accept the 
claw-back legal agreement and a two year time limit for commencement. 
 
Councillor Wassell (Ward Representative) objected to the developer 
trying to renege on their commitment to the community.  The Committee 
had previously refused an application to waive the obligations.  There 
were many outstanding housing developments in Watton and approval 
would set a dangerous precedent.  He questioned the reasons that the 
site was not viable and said that it had not been explained to the 
Committee.  He stressed that fear of an application going to appeal was 
not a good reason for approving an unacceptable application and asked 
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Members to carefully consider the precedent they could be setting.  If they 
were minded to approve the application he suggested that the claw-back 
should be reduced to 10% and start being paid after 25% of the homes 
were built. 
 
Councillor Gilbert (Ward Representative) endorsed those comments.  He 
objected to the form of development which did not enhance the area and 
also raised concerns about the footpath.  A footpath to Norwich Road had 
been conditioned previously but not provided by the developer. 
 
The Operations and Contract Manager pointed out that the footpath 
provision had been considered and agreed when the previous permission 
had been granted. 
 
Councillor Sharpe questioned the viability of the site even without the 
contributions and the agent advised that a lower profit was better than 
nothing. 
 
Councillor Bowes (who was also a Ward Representative) had supported 
the principle of housing in the past but was unhappy about the lack of 
planning obligations and thought the application should be refused. 
 
Councillor Duigan thought it was difficult to assess viability at outline 
stage when the quality of design and build was not known.  He asked the 
Leader of the Council to comment on the Agent’s remarks about the 
Council’s tardiness in providing a five year housing land supply. 
 
Councillor Wassell said that the Council was ahead of all other local 
authorities in Norfolk in preparing its new Local Plan. 
 
Councillor Canham did not support the application as there was a need 
for social housing and approval would set a precedent. 
 
The Solicitor advised Members that clawback clauses in S106 
agreements were common due to the fluctuation in viability.  An appeal 
Inspector might not apply such a clause.  At this stage Members had 
control over what was included in the legal agreement. 
 
Councillor Claussen said the applicant should have considered viability 
when they bought the site.  He did not think that the Council should have 
to support bad business.  However, it was pointed out that the applicant 
had owned the site when it was in commercial use and had not bought it 
for profit. 
 
Councillor Robinson noted that the District Valuer had been consulted 
when the original application to remove the legal agreement had been 
submitted in 2014.  The market had changed since then and he thought 
that the District Valuer’s report was not relevant now. 
 
Councillor North proposed that the application be deferred for an updated 
assessment by the District Valuer and her proposal was seconded by 
Councillor Duigan. 
 
Deferred, for an up-to-date report from the District Valuer. 
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d) Item 4: SPORLE: Plot 9, Hill Farm, The Street: New house and garage: 

Applicant: Mr & Mrs John Bristow: Reference: 3PL/2014/1318/F 
 

This was a revised design for a previously approved dwelling which 
formed part of a scheme for nine houses.  Members were shown the 
amended elevations and the slight change in orientation that was 
proposed.  No objections or representations had been received. 
 
Approved, as recommended. 

 
e) Item 5: SNETTERTON: Land West of Mulberry Cottage, North End: 

Erection of 2 dwellings forming a pair of 3 bed semi-detached cottages 
with appropriate off street parking: Applicant: Mr & Mrs Goodley: 
Reference: 3PL/2014/1347/F 

 
This application site was on garden land outside the Settlement 
Boundary.  The key issue was sustainability as there were no local 
services.   
 
Mrs Foley (Parish Council) supported the application which was a natural 
infill between existing properties.  Snetterton had lots of businesses and 
people would be able to walk or cycle to work. 
 
Mrs Goodley (Applicant) noted that sustainability was the only reason for 
refusal and there had been no objections from statutory consultees.  
There were many employment opportunities within close reach and 
Shropham was only 2km away with a village hall, gym and butchers shop.  
The site was only 100m from a local school bus service and there was a 
railway station close by. 
 
Mr Goodley (Applicant) said the two modest residential units were a 
logical infill and entirely appropriate.  They would help to maintain the 
vitality of the village. 
 
Councillor Askew (Ward Representative) advocated gradual growth and 
said this sort of development should be promoted as it kept villages 
vibrant.  An area of land close to the site had been sold by the Council to 
develop 12 houses.  If that had been sustainable, why was the current 
application not?   
 
Councillor Chapman-Allen agreed and said that most villages in Norfolk 
did not have public transport. 
 
Councillor Claussen agreed with the Ward Representative that 
incremental development was right for the village.  He also noted that all 
the local people said it was a sustainable location. 
 
Councillor North asked for clarification of land ownership issues noted on 
page 59 and the Applicant confirmed that he owned the land. 
 
Councillor Robinson had a lot of sympathy for villages.  As a resident of 
Thetford he had a 20 minute walk to the local pub and his nearest Post 
Office was three miles away.  Norfolk was a rural county and people had 
to use their cars.   
 
The recommendation for refusal was not supported. 
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Councillor Claussen proposed approval and Councillor Duigan seconded 
that proposal. 
 
Approved, contrary to the recommendation, on grounds that the site 
formed a natural infill and was in a sustainable location close to 
employment opportunities. 

 
Notes to the Schedule 

Item No Speaker 

2 Cllr Smith – Ward Representative 

3 Cllr Wassell – Ward Representative 
Cllr Gilbert – Ward Representative 
Mr Osborn – Objector 
Mr Watling – Objector 
Mr Futter - Agent 

5 Cllr Askew – Ward Representative 
Mrs Foley – Parish Council 
Mr & Mrs Goodley - Applicants 

Agenda Item 8a 
Deferred Item 

Mr Armstrong – Agent 
Mr Totman – Applicant’s Consultant 
Mr Parfitt – Applicant’s Consultant 
Mr Morgan - Speaker 

 
Written Representations taken into Account 

Reference No No of Representations 

3PL/2014/1225/F 1 

3PL/2014/1347/F 5 

3PL/2013/1161/O 32 

3PL/2014/1314/O 41 

  
34/15 APPLICATIONS DETERMINED BY THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF PLACE 

(AGENDA ITEM 10)  
 

  
 Noted. 

  
 

35/15 APPEAL DECISIONS (AGENDA ITEM 11)   
  
 Noted. 

  
 

 
 
The meeting closed at 12.20 pm 
 
 
 

CHAIRMAN 


	Minutes

