
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ITEM: RECOMMENDATION: REFUSAL
REF NO: 3PL/2017/0993/F CASE OFFICER Lisa ODonovan

LOCATION: ROCKLANDS APPNTYPE: Full
Adjacent to Laurel Bungalow POLICY: Out Settlemnt Bndry
Watton Road, Rocklands ALLOCATION: N

CONS AREA: N

APPLICANT: Mr Andy Nixon
Laurel Bungalow Watton Road

LB GRADE: N

AGENT: Mr Andy Nixon
Laurel Bungalow Watton Road

TPO: N

PROPOSAL: Erection of new bungalow & garage

REASON FOR COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION

The application is brought to Planning Committee at the request of the Ward Representative.

KEY ISSUES

Principle of development
Impact upon character and appearance of area
Impact upon neighbour amenity
Highway safety
Impact on trees

DESCRIPTION OF DEVELOPMENT

The application seeks permission for the erection of a single storey dwelling on garden land to the west of
Laurel Bungalow.

SITE AND LOCATION

The site currently forms garden land to Laurel Bungalow and lies to the west of the main dwelling house.
The site is screened from the roadside (Attleborough Road) to the south by a well-established hedgerow.
There is also well established hedging along all other, side and rear boundaries.

EIA REQUIRED

No

RELEVANT SITE HISTORY

No relevant site history
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POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

The following policies of the adopted Breckland Core Strategy and Development Control Policies and the
adopted Site Specific Policies and Proposals Document, including the Proposals Maps, have been taken into
consideration in the determination of this application.  The provisions of the National Planning Policy
Framework and National Planning Policy Guidance  have also been taken into account, where appropriate

CP.01 Housing
CP.04 Infrastructure
DC.01 Protection of Amenity
DC.02 Principles of New Housing
DC.12 Trees and Landscape
DC.16 Design
DC.19 Parking Provision
NPPF National Planning Policy Framework
NPPG National Planning Practice Guidance
SS1 Spatial Strategy

OBLIGATIONS/CIL

Not Applicable

CONSULTATIONS

ROCKLANDS P C
Rocklands Parish Council acknowledges that the application falls well outside our settlement boundary but
has no objection to this application for a modest single dwelling, proposed for accommodating a close family
member. The proposal will not affect any other properties as they are located in a solitary position. The only
question would be the safety of access onto the main road from the one shared drive, but no doubt this is a
question for Highways to answer.
NORFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL HIGHWAYS
No objection subject to condition.
CONTAMINATED LAND OFFICER
I have considered the application and would not raise any contaminated land comments based on both the
accuracy of the information provided and the current records of contaminated land issues we hold to date.
TREE AND COUNTRYSIDE CONSULTANT
Please request a tree survey, arboricultural implication assessment and tree protection plan in accordance
with BS5837:2012
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH OFFICERS
I recommend approval providing the development proceeds in line with the application details. I note that the
proposed new development and the existing property will share a package treatment plant for foul drainage,
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and would recommend that a condition or agreement is made to show how the shared responsibility for
maintaining, servicing and repairing the system will be managed between those responsible for the two
properties in future.

LITTLE ELLINGHAM P C No Comments Received

REPRESENTATIONS

Site notice erected: 09-11-2017
Consultations issued: 08-11-2017

No representations received.

ASSESSMENT NOTES

1.0 Principle

1.1  The application site is located outside of any defined Settlement Boundary as designated by the adopted
Core Strategy and Development Control Policies Development Plan Document (2009). For this reason the
proposal conflicts in principle with Policies DC2 and CP14 of the Core Strategy and Development Control
Policies Development Plan Document which seeks to focus new housing within defined Settlement
Boundaries. However, paragraph 49 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that where an
authority does not have an up to date five year housing land supply, the relevant local policies for the supply
of housing as referred to above should not be considered up-to-date and that housing applications should be
considered in the context of the presumption in favour of sustainable development.

1.2  The Government defines sustainable development as having three broad roles:

- economic, in terms of building a strong economy and in particular by ensuring that sufficient land of the right
type is available in the right places

- social, by supporting, strong vibrant and healthy communities by providing the supply of housing required to
meet future need in a high quality environment with accessible local services and

- environmental, through the protection and enhancement of the natural, built and historic environment

1.3  Paragraph 8 of the NPPF also stresses that these roles should not be undertaken in isolation because
they are mutually dependent; therefore a balanced assessment against these three roles is required. In
terms of the economic and social criteria, the proposal would provide one new dwelling and would therefore
make a minimal contribution to the housing supply shortfall. The proposal would also provide some limited
short-term economic benefits through labour and supply chain demand required during construction, and
longer-term economic benefits through the additional household spend within the surrounding area that
would be generated by the provision of a single dwelling. However, given the small scale nature of the
development these benefits are not considered to be significant and not definitive in this instance.

1.4  The social role of sustainable development seeks to ensure, amongst other matters, the creation of a
high quality built environment with accessible local services.  Rockland All Saints includes a public house, a
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shop with post office, a primary school and village hall.  The proposed development would be approximately
0.8 miles from these services with Great Ellingham, a Local Service Centre approximately 1 mile away.

1.5  Whilst Great Ellingham contains adequate services and facilities to meet day to day requirements and
supplements the amenities on offer in Rocklands All Saints, the proposal site is a considerable distance away
from these services and would only be available on foot or by bicycle via a busy 'B' road with no footpath
provisioin.  Whilst Rockland All Saints is served by a daily bus service which links the village to Watton and
Attleborough, for the reasons highlighted above, this service would not be easily accessible, making it highly
unlikely that the occupiers of any new dwelling would make use of this option.

1.6  For these reasons highlighted above the proposal would not accord with the core planning principle in
paragraph 17 of the National Planning Policy Framework which is to actively manage patterns of growth to
make the fullest possible use of public transport, walking and cycling. The proposal would also not accord
with paragraph 34 of the Framework in terms of ensuring the need to travel will be minimised and the use of
sustainable transport modes will be maximised.

1.7  Environmentally, it is accepted that there is another dwelling to the east of the site however this proposal
introduces a new dwelling in an area where the existing residential development is minimal and the proposal
offers no improvements or benefits in terms of biodiversity, minimising waste and pollution or introduce any
features to reduce emissions.  There are no material benefits therefore that would outweigh the harm in this
regard.

1.8  On balance and in light of the above factors, the proposal is not considered sustainable nor does it offer
significant benefits in order to outweigh the harm caused by development contrary to the above mentioned
policies and taking account of paragraphs 7, 8, 14 and 34 of the NPPF.

2.0  Impact on the character and appearance of the area

2.1  In terms of impact on the character and appearance of the area, the dwelling proposed is modest in
scale and its form and design is sympathetic when viewed in the context of the existing dwelling, Laurel
Bungalow and is proposed to be constructed using similar materials to the main dwelling.  The hedge to the
front of the site will be retained to the west of the access, therefore there will be minimal views of the dwelling
as a result.  In light of the above factors, the proposal is considered to accord with Policy DC16 and
paragraph 17 of the NPPF.

3.0  Impact on amenity

3.1  Policy DC1 seeks to protect residential amenity and that all new development must have regard to
amenity considerations and states that development will not be permitted where there are unacceptable
effects on the amenity of neighbouring residents and future occupants.

3.2  As previously stated the proposed dwelling is small in scale and will be positioned approximately 22.6m
gable end to gable end with Laurel Bungalow.  This generous separation distance and single storey nature of
development, coupled with the ability to satisfactorily condition boundary treatments all help to ensure that
the development will not cause any adverse impact on the level of amenity currently received by the
occupiers of Laurel Bungalow, particulalrly in relation to overlooking, loss of light (due to the orientation of the
development), over-dominance and increased noise and disturbance.  The proposal also provides a good
amount of private amenity space for any future occupiers.  As a result of these factors, the proposal is
considered to have due regard to Policy DC1 and paragraph 17.
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4.0  Highway safety

4.1  Policy CP4 of the Core strategy seeks to ensure that all access and safety concerns are resolved in new
developments. Paragraph 32 of the NPPF states that development should only be prevented or refused on
transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development are severe.  Policy DC19 requires
sufficient Parking for all new development.  The Highway Authority was consulted on the proposal; they
advised that the site is located in an isolated location away from services and amenities, therefore the
occupiers of any new dwelling would be reliant on car use.  However, they go on to advise that should
permission be forthcoming, any highway concerns could be overcome by way of planning conditions relating
to: the access being widened to 4.8m; a visibility splay being provided; access and parking and turning being
provided and retained as shown.  In light of these conditions, it is considered that the proposal has due
regard to the above codntions in respect of highway safety.

5.0  Impact on trees (unconfirmed TPO to front (southern boundary)

5.1  Policy DC12 seeks to preserve the District's trees, hedgerows and other natural features and secure
appropriate landscaping schemes to mitigate the impact of, and complement, new development.

5.2  The proposal site is within a 12m distance of trees and well established hedgerow, the application has
not been accompanied by an Arboricultural Implications Assessment or Tree Protection Plan.  This was
requested during the course of the application, however this has not been provided.  Following the
consultation process, the tree to the south boundary, at the front of the site and to the west of the access,
has been brought to the attention of the Tree and Countryside Officer as a Tree worthy of protection.  A Tree
Protection Order is currently in the process of being agreed.  In light of this, there is considered to be a lack
of sufficient information in order to properly establish the impact of development in respect of the nearby
trees and hedgerow,which should also take account of the visibility required by Highways.  As a result, the
proposal is not considered to comply with Policy DC12.

6.0  Conclusion

6.1  In terms of the overall planning balance of the scheme, refusal is recommended.  The proposal is not
considered to meet all three roles of sustainable development as defined within paragraph 7 of the NPPF,
which will result in any future occuants being highly relaint on car use to access day-to-day services and
facilities.  The proposal also fails to protect or enhance the natural or built environment, nor does it provide
any improvement with regard to biodiversity nor does it help to minimise waste and pollution or mitigate and
adapt ro climate change.  There is also insufficient evidence in order to properly assess the impact of
development on the natural features, namely trees and established hedgerows.

RECOMMENDATION Refusal of Planning Permission

REASON(S) FOR REFUSAL

9900 Unsustainable location
The proposed dwelling would be remote from local services and facilities, and in the
absence of convenient and safe walking and cycling routes to larger settlements, future
occupants would be largely dependant on transport by car for access to work, shopping,
leisure and other purposes.  Consequently, it would also conflict with the principle that new
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development should make the fullest possible use of public transport, walking and cycling.
For these reasons, the Local Planning Authority is of the view that the proposal would not
represent a sustainable form of development, contrary to Policies DC2 and CP14 of the
adopted Breckland Core Strategy and Development Control Policies (2009) and paragraph 7
of the National Planning Policy Framework.

9900 Insufficient information - trees/hedgerows
Insufficient detail has been submitted as part of the application in respect of its impact on
nearby trees and hedgerows and it is not possible to assess the likely impacts of the
proposed development on these features.  The development does not therefore accord with
the requirements of Policy DC12 of the Core Strategy and Development Control Policies
Document (Adopted 2009).

2002 Application Refused Following Discussion - No Way Forward
The Local Planning Authority has acted positively and proactively in determining this
application in as timely a manner as possible, and by identifying matters of concern with the
application and discussing those with the Applicant.  However, the issues are so
fundamental to the proposal that it has not been possible to negotiate a satisfactory solution
and due to the harm which has been clearly identified within the reason(s) for the refusal,
approval has not been possible.

Copies of all documentation submitted in connection with this application can be viewed
online at http://www.breckland.gov.uk/content/planning-search-0

2009 Criterion E - Planning Apps Where Refused
Appeals against planning decisions

If you are aggrieved by the decision of your local planning authority to refuse permission for
the proposed development or to grant it subject to conditions, then you can appeal to the
Secretary of State under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.

If an enforcement notice is served relating to the same or substantially the same land and
development as in your application and if you want to appeal against your local planning
authority's decision on your application, then you must do so within: 28 days of the date of
service of the enforcement notice, or within 6 months (12 weeks in the case of a
householder appeal) of the date of this notice, whichever period expires earlier.

If you want to appeal against your local planning authority's decision then you must do so
within 6 months of the date of this notice.

Appeals must be made using a form which you can get from the Secretary of State at
Temple Quay House, 2 The Square, Temple Quay, Bristol, BS1 6PN or online at
www.planningportal.co.uk

The Secretary of State can allow a longer period for giving notice of an appeal but will not
normally be prepared to use this power unless there are special circumstances which
excuse the delay in giving notice of appeal.

The Secretary of State need not consider an appeal if it seems to the Secretary of State that
the local planning authority could not have granted planning permission for the proposed
development or could not have granted it without the conditions they imposed, having regard
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to the statutory requirements, to the provisions of any development order and to any
directions given under a development order.
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