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50/16MINUTES (AGENDA ITEM 1) 

The Minutes of the meeting held on 4 April 2016 were confirmed as a correct 
record and signed by the Chairman.

51/16APOLOGIES & SUBSTITUTES (AGENDA ITEM 2) 

Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Gould and Robinson.  
Councillors Darby and W Richmond were present as their Substitutes.

52/16DECLARATION OF INTEREST AND OF REPRESENTATIONS RECEIVED 
(AGENDA ITEM 3) 

Agenda Item 9 – Schedule of Planning Applications

Schedule Item 1 (Watton) – All Members had received direct representation.
Schedule Item 2 (Saham Toney) – All Members had received direct 
representation.  Councillor Bowes declared that she would not take part in the 
discussion and would abstain from voting as her family had a planning interest in 
a site in the vicinity.

53/16CHAIRMAN'S ANNOUNCEMENTS (AGENDA ITEM 4) 

Members were advised that there would be a presentation by Anglian Water at 
the May meeting.
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54/16REQUESTS TO DEFER APPLICATIONS INCLUDED IN THIS AGENDA 
(AGENDA ITEM 5) 

Agenda Item 8a – Deferred Item Report (Snetterton) – this item had been 
withdrawn.

Agenda Item 10 – Appeal against Tree Preservation Order 2016 No 1. – this item 
had been deferred.

55/16URGENT BUSINESS (AGENDA ITEM 6) 

None.

56/16LOCAL PLAN UPDATE (AGENDA ITEM 7) 

The Director of Planning & Business Manager presented the update.

For the benefit of the public he gave an explanation of Paragraph 216 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) on the weight that Members could 
apply to the emerging Local Plan documents.  As the Local Plan was still in its 
early stages very little weight could be given and the Development Plan Policies 
in the Core Strategy still applied at present.

The recent Local Plan Working Group (LPWG) had considered the 
representations received and reviewed each Policy with regard to the comments 
made.  Members had provided Officers with a steer on the future direction.  The 
next meeting of the LPWG would consider the review of rural village settlement 
boundaries and look at the allocation of sites.  Further consultation would take 
place on those issues soon.  The timetable of that consultation was yet to be 
confirmed.

The progress of the evidence base studies was noted and Members were 
advised of the dates when those reports were expected.

Neighbourhood Plan progress was also noted.

Councillor Claussen asked if it was correct that the Lead Local Flood Authority 
(NCC) would only advise on sites of over 900 dwellings.  He was concerned that 
the Environment Agency (EA) advice had sometimes left the Council open to 
error.

The Director of Planning & Business Manager said that there was work in 
progress to refine flood risk advice.  The importance of engaging with the Internal 
Drainage Boards (IDBs) was recognised and lessons had been learned from 
recent Appeal decisions.

Councillor Clarke had found the presentation to Committee by the Local Lead 
Floor Authority very helpful and he had understood from that that they would be 
looking at smaller applications and also considering the cumulative effect of 
applications.

The Director of Planning & Business Manager said that NCC were statutory 
consultees and therefore duty bound to provide substantive comments on 
applications.  There were on-going discussions about the thresholds for comment 
particularly where flooding/drainage issues had been raised by residents and 
Parish Councils. The problems with County commenting on more applications 
were largely a resource issue and they were attempting to recruit more staff.
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Councillor Sharpe asked at what stage an emerging Neighbourhood Plan (NP) 
could be given weight with regard to planning applications in that area.  He was 
advised that Case Law and guidance in the NPPF made it clear that little weight 
could be applied until a referendum had been carried out and the NP had been 
adopted.

Councillor Joel asked Officers to provide Members with a written timeline for the 
Local Plan.  He was advised that the timeline was subject to change as 
legislative changes were expected from the Housing Bill which was progressing 
through the House and information from the evidence base was also crucial to 
Plan preparation.  The Annual Monitoring report on commencements and 
completions was taking place and might also provide more information as there 
had been a significant number of large applications granted in the last year which 
might improve the five year housing land supply situation.  

Councillor Martin had attended the LPWG meeting and asked if there was to be a 
change to the criteria for Local Service Centre (LSC) villages.  It was confirmed 
that there would be a change and that would form part of the interim consultation 
due to take place in June/July 2016.

The Chairman noted that there had been a good turn-out of Members at the 
LPWG meeting but he wished more members of the public had attended.

57/16DEFERRED APPLICATIONS (AGENDA ITEM 8) 

57 .a SNETTERTON:  Proposed Biomass (Anaerobic Digestion); Applicant: 
GAG404 Ltd; Reference: 3PL/2015/1155/O  

This item had been withdrawn.

58/16SCHEDULE OF PLANNING APPLICATIONS (AGENDA ITEM 9) 

RESOLVED that the applications be determined as follows:

a) Item 1: WATTON: Land south of Mallard Road: Outline planning 
application for residential development of up to 177 dwellings: Applicant: 
Mr Mark Dakeyne: Reference: 3PL/2015/0254/O

All Members had received written correspondence on this item.  An 
additional representation from the RSPB was tabled.

This item had been due to be heard earlier in the year but had been 
deferred for further ecological information which had now been received.

The proposal was in outline form with all matters reserved except access.  
An indicative plan of how the site might be developed had been provided.  
The access proposals were acceptable to the Highways Authority.

Members were advised that as the site was subject to Habitat Regulations 
the presumption in favour of development, due to the Council’s lack of a 
five year housing land supply, did not apply in this case, although national 
policy including the need to boost the supply of housing was still a 
material consideration.  The contribution of 40% affordable housing 
should also be given considerable weight in the considerations.

One of the issues raised was that the site had previously been identified 
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as undeliverable; as part of the site was within the Stone Curlew buffer 
zone.  The additional ecological information explained the change of view, 
and the Appropriate Assessment concluded that the proposal would have 
no significant adverse effects on the integrity of the Special Protection 
Area (SPA).   Natural England had raised no objection to that conclusion 
but the RSPB had a different view.

Where there was differing advice from experts Officers double checked 
the evidence and referred back to previous cases.  At a previous appeal 
in Weeting the Planning Inspector had given more weight to the advice of 
Natural England, as they were the Government’s advisor on such matters.

NHS England had not commented on the application.  However, an 
objection had been received from Watton Medical Practice about the 
shortage of doctors.  At the recent appeal in Watton which had been for 
an application of similar size and location, the Inspector had not 
considered there to be any substantive issues regarding medical facilities 
and had commented that the difficulties appeared to result from the 
shortage of doctors rather than new development.  It was accepted by 
Officers that there was an issue caused by the shortage of doctors and 
not infrastructure, but it was not a matter that Planning could resolve.

On balance Officers felt that the application was acceptable and 
recommended approval subject to conditions and a legal agreement to 
secure financial contributions and 40% affordable housing.

Ms Osborne (on behalf of Watton Medical Practice) said the lack of 
doctors was causing problems.  The surgery had previously de-listed 
1500 patients but since the list had reopened numbers had increased due 
to new developments in the town.  The practice would be five doctors 
short by July 2016.  Remaining doctors would have 5,000 patients each.  
Locums could be used but cost £7,000 per week.  Without the new 
developments patient numbers would have been more manageable.  The 
demographic of those patients was also relevant as the percentage of 
elderly patients was growing.

It was confirmed that the medical practice infrastructure was adequate, it 
was just the staffing level that was a problem.  

Councillor Gilbert (Ward Representative) thought the application was 
wrong in every way.  Most of the site was in the Stone Curlew zone; the 
site had been deemed unreasonable and undevelopable in the Local 
Plan; three storey buildings were not appropriate adjacent to bungalows; 
Mallard Road had been built to a high specification as it was meant to 
form part of a North/South relief road; the development would prevent 
that.  Watton was suffering a population explosion and could not cope.  
Brandon Lewis MP had said on Radio Norfolk that local medical services 
should be taken into account when considering new development.

Mr Jacklin (on behalf of What Watton Wants) objected to the proposal on 
the following grounds: effect on the SPA; lack of open space; potential 
increased risk of flooding; out of keeping with existing single storey 
development; additional vehicle movements causing problems with 
congestion and on-road parking.

Mr Bishop (Watton Town Council) also opposed the proposal for the 
reasons already stated.  Watton residents felt totally powerless and that 

Action By



Planning Committee
25 April 2016

no-one listened to their wishes.  The large number of residential 
developments in the town was causing issues.  It was a serious problem 
for local democracy.

Mr Sharpe (RSPB) had set out their objections in their tabled response 
which disagreed with the comments of Natural England.  Too much 
weight had been given to the lack of Stone Curlew nesting sites close to 
the site; as they only nested in certain crops which were not grown in the 
same fields every year.  The site would support breeding birds in future.  
Too much weight had also been applied to the site being brownfield and 
the suggestion that that would have less effect on habitat.  It was the 
cumulative effect of housing that was a concern.  The report also failed to 
address the effect of additional use of local footpaths.  Access by the 
public could not be avoided and would have a significant adverse effect 
on the SPA.

Ms Rejeck (Agent) noted that the site was sustainable and had 
development on three sides.  The Stone Curlew buffer zone did not mean 
a blanket ban on development and the ecology study and the Appropriate 
Assessment had confirmed that the development was not likely to cause 
adverse effects.  The applicant would be making a half a million pound 
contribution to local schools and libraries.  The NHS had not requested a 
contribution.  Doctor recruitment was an existing problem which the 
application could not address.  Access arrangements were acceptable to 
Highways and the layout had been amended to minimise impact.  70 
affordable homes would be a significant contribution to the five year 
housing land supply shortage.

Councillor Wassell (Ward Representative) raised concerns about the 
disparity between Natural England, the RSPB and Norfolk Wildlife Trust 
(NWT).  He noted that Natural England was a Government body and 
therefore supportive of Government policy, whereas the other two 
organisations were independent bodies.  He showed photographs of the 
access routes, highlighting the narrow nature of Woodpecker Drive and 
the proximity of Mallard Road to the roundabout on Brandon Road.  He 
echoed all the other concerns raised and asked Members to refuse the 
application.

Councillor Duigan asked for clarification of the weight to be given to 
policies and he was advised that if Members were minded to refuse the 
application because it was outside the Settlement Boundary they needed 
to be able to show that it would cause significant harm which would 
outweigh any benefits of the scheme.

Councillor Duigan noted that in the recent appeal decision the Inspector 
had not considered the effects on Watton would be too great because of 
the rate of development.  He asked if that view would be changed by the 
cumulative effect of other developments increasing the build rate.

Councillor Joel had thought that the 1500 metre Stone Curlew buffer zone 
was sacrosanct.  However, he was advised that an appeal decision at 
Weeting had confirmed that it did not place a blanket restriction on 
development.  The Council’s interpretation had therefore been adjusted.

Councillor Clarke was surprised that no comments had been received 
from NHS England but it was pointed out that they did respond to 
applications when they were requesting a contribution to extend existing 
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medical facilities.  In such cases evidence of the need for extension was 
required.  In the current case there was no such evidence.

Councillor Newton understood the concerns about the medical practice 
and suggested that it was a matter for Norfolk County Council Health 
Scrutiny Committee to consider.

Councillor Sharpe accepted that the Officers’ recommendation was based 
on Planning law and policy, but he said that the Committee had the 
opportunity to have regard for local views.  He accepted that without 
strong grounds for refusal an appeal could be lost and if that happened, 
the Council might incur costs.

Councillor Claussen asked what the local MP had said and Councillor 
Gilbert explained that Brandon Lewis had said that Local Authorities must 
consider the situation of local medical authorities, which was the same 
thing he had said in his letter.

Councillor Claussen noted that Brandon Lewis was the Minister for 
Housing but his comments were not policy and the Committee could only 
take planning issues into account.  He did think that the Committee could 
refuse to give weight to the claim that the development would provide 
40% affordable housing without a viability study.  Finally he suggested 
that concerns should have been raised with regard to the SPA about 
possible predation by domestic cats.  

The Operations & Contract Manager pointed out that the issue of cats had 
been raised at the previous Watton appeal but the Inspector had not 
considered it to be significant as it had not been referred to by NWT or 
Natural England.

Councillor Bowes asked the representative from RSPB for his view on 
that and Mr Sharpe explained that the reasons Stone Curlews did not nest 
near development were not fully known but it was possible that cats 
caused problems.

Councillor Bowes had serious issues about sustainability.  Watton was 
being swamped on all sides by urban development.  There was no point 
in having an SPA if large developments were allowed close by, eroding 
the natural environment.  More weight should be given to the advice of the 
RSPB.

The Ward Representatives and Agent were invited to make a brief final 
comment.

Councillor Gilbert confirmed that the surgery building was big enough and 
no financial contribution for an extension was required it was just more 
doctors that were needed.

Councillor Wassell asked Members to consider the application on its own 
merits and to take into account the cumulative effects without putting too 
much weight on the previous Appeal Inspector’s decision.

Ms Rejeck reiterated that the site was in a sustainable location; accorded 
with the NPPF and had received no technical objections.  The contribution 
to the five year housing land supply was a material consideration in favour 
of the development.
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The Operations & Contract Manager asked Members to note that the 
recent appeal decision was a material consideration and if they were 
minded to refuse the application strong evidence of harm would be 
needed.  The Government’s main agenda was the provision of new 
homes.  Without strong grounds for refusal costs could be awarded 
against the Council.

The recommendation for approval was not supported.

Councillor Bowes proposed refusal on the grounds that the proposal was 
contrary to Policies CP4, CP10, CP11, CP14 and DC01.  Councillor 
Claussen seconded that and added that the comments of the RSPB 
should be included and the fact that Members were not applying any 
weight to the 40% affordable housing contribution because of the lack of a 
viability assessment.  Councillor Joel asked that the cumulative effects of 
development in Watton should also be added.

Refused, contrary to the recommendation on grounds of being 
contrary to Policy, ecological reasons and harm to the character of 
the area and local amenity.

b) Item 2: SAHAM TONEY: The Willows, Clay Lane: Residential 
development 5 houses: Applicant: Mr & Mrs Andrew Rawnsley: 
Reference: 3PL/2015/0450/O

Councillor Bowes took no part in the discussion and abstained from voting 
on this item.

All Members had received direct representation.

The additional information in the Supplement to the Agenda satisfied the 
Highways Authority that their objection could be overcome, subject to 
conditions.

This was an outline application.  An indicative site layout maintained the 
linear development and would retain some existing hedgerows and trees. 
Two of the dwellings would be affordable.

The Chairman noted that the application said there were five dwellings, 
but the indicative plan showed six (including the two affordable houses).  
He was also concerned that the two affordable houses were set further 
forward in the street scene.  Another issue was the potential for parking in 
front of the properties on the narrow road which would not be good for 
highway safety.  

There being no other issues raised, the Chairman asked Members if they 
were happy to delegate authority to Officers to approve the application 
once the correct number of houses had been confirmed.

The Operations & Contract Manager pointed out that only access was 
being considered as this was an outline application.  The design and 
layout needed further work and could be improved.

Deferred and the officers authorised to grant approval, subject to 
conditions and completion of a section 106 agreement relating to 
affordable housing, on confirmation of the number of dwellings 
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proposed.

c) Item 3: ATTLEBOROUGH: Former Grampian Food Site, Buckenham 
Road: Demolish buildings and erect up to 165 homes, together with public 
open space and associated infrastructure: Applicant: Raemoir Properties 
Ltd: Reference: 3PL/2015/0546/O

This was an outline application with all matters reserved except access.  
An indicative master-plan had been provided showing a mix of 1, 2, 3 and 
4 bedroom accommodation.  Approval would be subject to a legal 
agreement requiring financial contributions and affordable housing.  
Further information had been provided regarding drainage and the Local 
Lead Flood Authority had removed their objection.

Ms Rejeck (Agent) said that half of the site was brown-field and the other 
half was grade three agricultural land.  It was a highly deliverable scheme 
with all technical objections overcome.  A number of off-site highway 
works had been agreed.  The scheme would provide over  £1million in 
financial contributions and 25% affordable housing the viability of which 
had been agreed by the District Valuer.  

The Chairman read out the comments of Councillor Stasiak (Ward 
Representative) regarding potential parking issues.

Councillor Martin (also a Ward Representative) said there had been a lot 
of concerns about the state of the site and he was pleased to be able to 
support the application.

Councillor Joel was pleased that the proposal included a contribution to 
the doctors’ surgery.  His only concern was that Whitehouse Lane was 
used as a rat-run and it was prone to flooding.

The Principal Planning Officer advised that flooding issues had been 
taken into account and the drainage scheme included proposals for 
storage attenuation.

Deferred, and the Officers authorised to grant approval subject to 
conditions, on completion of the legal agreement. 

d) Item 4: GUIST: Bridge Road: Development of eight bungalows one two 
storey detached dwelling and two blocks of three terraces: Applicant: Mr 
Lester Palmer: Reference: 3PL/2015/1432/F

This full application was outside the Settlement Boundary.  The village 
had various pockets of development, some linear in form.  All four areas 
of existing development were on one side of the road.  The proposal 
would be a departure from that form.  The 27% affordable housing 
contribution was below the 40% required and had not been assessed for 
viability.  The community orchard and play area would mitigate against the 
visual intrusion of the development to a degree.  An e-mail of support from 
the Parish Council was read out for Members’ information.

The proposal was recommended for refusal on grounds of harm to the 
character of the village, sustainability issues and the lack of 40% 
affordable housing.  

Mr Stone (Agent) said the Applicant’s family were from the village.  The 
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land was too small for modern agricultural machinery.  They had worked 
closely with the Parish Council to provide a development that would 
address the growing need for bungalows and the lack of open space and 
play areas in the village.  Bunding and additional trees would be provided 
to minimise the visual impact of the development.

Councillor Bowes liked the circular layout but it did not match the existing 
linear development. 

Councillor Duigan asked why the District Valuer had not been consulted 
and Mr Stone advised that it was to reduce costs but the Applicant would 
pay for the appraisal if Members were minded to approve the proposal.

The Chairman was not happy with the design and layout and thought 
there was a stark difference between the two storey and single storey 
elements.

Refused, as recommended.

The Applicant was advised to discuss future proposals with the Planning 
Officers.

e) Item 5: SWANTON MORLEY: Land off Elsing Road: Residential 
development (two dwellings): Applicant: The Exors of Miss E M Hilton: 
Reference: 3PL/2015/1456/O

Additional information on ecological matters was included in the 
Supplement to the Agenda and following consultation further conditions 
were proposed.

This was an outline application with only access to be considered.  An 
indicative layout plan and street-scene depiction had been provided.  The 
site was on a slope and the dwellings would be prominent so additional 
landscaping would be required.

Mr Atterwill (Parish Council) showed photographs to give Members a 
better idea of the existing street scene.  He raised the following 
objections: the application site formed part of a larger area put forward for 
housing in the Local Plan; approval of the application could lead to 
piecemeal development; the visual and economic impact on the Grade II 
listed public house opposite and on the County Wildlife Site (CWS) had 
not been considered in the report; four bedroom properties did not meet 
the need in the village; there was no mention of a contribution to 
education, but the primary school was over-subscribed; and the site was 
not preferred in the emerging Neighbourhood Plan.  He asked Members 
to refuse the application on grounds of poor design which was out of 
keeping with the area.

Councillor R Richmond (Ward Representative) noted that Swanton Morley 
already had houses being built.  The site was outside the Settlement 
Boundary and comprised ancient permanent pasture of which only 5% 
was left in England.  The proposal was out of keeping with the more 
traditional buildings in the area.  His main concern was highway danger 
as the site was close to a very difficult junction which provided access to 
the shop, pub etc.  It had very poor visibility and there were already 
parking congestion problems.
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Councillor Darby asked if the Highways Authority had objected and was 
advised that they had requested off-site works to provide a footpath from 
the site to the junction.  Their concerns in the report had related to the 
initial application for four houses and they now had no objection.

Councillor Bowes asked that if the application was approved the Historic 
Building Officer’s comments could be conditioned and that was agreed.

Approved, as recommended. 

59/16APPEAL AGAINST TREE PRESERVATION ORDER (TPO) 2016 NO. 01 BY 
CHILDERHOUSE LODGE FARMS (AGENDA ITEM 10) 

This item had been deferred.

60/16APPLICATIONS DETERMINED BY THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF PLACE 
(AGENDA ITEM 11) 

Noted.

61/16APPEAL DECISIONS (AGENDA ITEM 12) 

Noted.

The meeting closed at 1.18 pm

CHAIRMAN
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