
 

 

 

 

 

 

ITEM: RECOMMENDATION: REFUSAL
REF NO: 3PL/2017/1365/F CASE OFFICER Lisa ODonovan

LOCATION: GREAT ELLINGHAM APPNTYPE: Full
Land North Corner of POLICY: Out Settlemnt Bndry
Bow Street,Great Ellingham ALLOCATION: N

CONS AREA: N

APPLICANT: Mr Maurice Wilkins
Care of Parker Planning Services

LB GRADE: Adjacent Grade 2

AGENT: Parker Planning Services Ltd
Ketteringham Hall Church
Road,Ketteringham

TPO: Y

PROPOSAL: 2 Detached Dwellings

REASON FOR COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION

The application is requested to be heard at Planning Committee at the request of the Ward Representative.

KEY ISSUES

-  Principle of development
-  Impact on the character and appearance of the area
-  Impact on the historic environment
-  Access and highway Impact
-  Amenity impact
-  Impact on trees (subject to a TPO)

DESCRIPTION OF DEVELOPMENT

The application proposes the erection of 2no. two-storey dwellings with single storey projecting elements to
the front, forming an 'L' shaped design.  The dwellings are proposed to be constructed using dark pantiles,
red mult facing bricks with contrasting brick detailing to the front, side and rear elevations with wood textured
cladding/fascia boards within the central sections of the front and rear elevations.

The single storey element will incorporate a garage element.

SITE AND LOCATION

The application site comprises a roughly square parcel of land to the north of the corner of Bow Street and
Hingham road in Great Ellingham.  The site is approximately 500m from the defined settlement boundary of
Great Ellingham.  The site extends to approximately 0.3 hectares.  Residential development exists to the
south on the opposite side of Bow Street.  To the east of the site is an agricultural business.  Surrounding
land use is largely agricultural.
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Trees, which are subject to an area Tree Preservation Order (2016:No.12), exist along all boundaries of the
site.  Rose Farmhouse lies to the south of the site on the opposite side of Bow Street and is Grade II listed.

EIA REQUIRED

No

RELEVANT SITE HISTORY

3PL/2017/0394/F - Erection of 4 no four bed dwelling houses with garages off private drive - Refused

3PL/2016/1357/F: Erection of 4 x four bed dwellings with garages - Refused

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.04 Infrastructure
CP.10 Natural Environment
CP.11 Protection and Enhancement of the Landscape
CP.14 Sustainable Rural Communities
DC.01 Protection of Amenity
DC.02 Principles of New Housing
DC.12 Trees and Landscape
DC.16 Design
DC.17 Historic Environment
DC.19 Parking Provision
LBC Planning(Listed Building & Conservation Areas) Act 1990
NPPF National Planning Policy Framework
NPPG National Planning Practice Guidance
SS1 Spatial Strategy

OBLIGATIONS/CIL

Not Applicable

CONSULTATIONS

GREAT ELLINGHAM P C

BRECKLAND COUNCIL - PLANNING COMMITTEE - 12th February 2018

COMREPORT (ODB-Ocella One Click Agenda/Officer report)



Councillors object to this application. It is outside of the settlement boundary and Councillors also noted
concerns relating to highways safety at the site. Should, despite these objections, the application be
approved, in view of Great Ellingham's "dark sky" status, Councillors request that a lighting clause is included
in any permission granted. National Planning Policy Framework Clause 125 and Norfolk County Council's
Environmental Lighting Zones Policy both recognise the importance of preserving dark landscapes and dark
skies. In order to minimise light pollution, we recommend that any outdoor lights associated with this
application should be: 1) fully shielded (enclosed in full cut-off flat glass fitments) 2) directed downwards
(mounted horizontally to the ground and not tilted upwards) 3) switched on only when needed (no dusk to
dawn lamps) 4) white light low-energy lamps (LED, metal halide or fluorescent) and not orange or pink
sodium sources.
NORFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL HIGHWAYS
No objection subject to condition, however would like the trod and/or footpath element to be removed from
the scheme.
HISTORIC BUILDINGS CONSULTANT
The conclusion that is reached within the submitted heritage impact assessment is considered to be
generally acceptable, although it is considered that considerable weight should be given to paragraph 7.2
which states that the site is sheltered and contained by existing mature vegetation that provides screening
which minimises the visual impact of the proposed dwellings. Consequently, it is considered that the existing
screening should be retained in perpetuity so the visual impact of the development does not result in harm to
setting as is concluded in paragraph 7.1. Notwithstanding this, paragraph 7.4 of the heritage impact
assessment and part 3 of the submitted planning supporting statement jointly opine that the revised design
proposal for the new units is much improved; whilst It is understood that the proposed design of the units has
been revisited to provide an external envelope not dissimilar to that of a converted barn, and it is agreed that
the revised proposals are of a more appropriate response to context in general terms than that submitted
previously, it is considered that further amendment could provide a design response better suited to the
immediate context. Within this part of the district, although there are exceptions, it is more usual for
agricultural or domestic ancillary buildings to be finished externally with tarred or colour washed render or
daub on a masonry plinth of either brick or flint with brick dressings. Roofs are generally covered in clay
pantiles with 1/3 round clay ridge, with timber bargeboards, cappings and fascias. Weatherboarding is also
used for walling. It is recommended that this palette of materials be incorporated within the proposed design.
In addition, it is recommended that the overall eaves height of the building is reduced. In addition, the
proposed recreation of a wagon entrance to the south elevation could be reinforced via the provision of
increased glazing. Window joinery detail should be detailed to provide flush fixed and opening casements.
The proposed use of weatherboarding is acceptable on the assumption that it will be in decorated feather-
edged as opposed to a man-made alternative.
TREE AND COUNTRYSIDE CONSULTANT
The supplied arboricultural implication assessment/tree protection plan is based on a (TPP&AIA) different
layout. The proposed layout appears to require the removal of trees subject to TPO. An updated TPP and
AIA will be required.
CONTAMINATED LAND OFFICER
No objection subject to condition.
RAMBLERS ASSOCIATION:  NORFOLK AREA
No comments
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH OFFICERS
There are no objections or comments on the grounds of Environmental Protection, providing the
development proceeds in line with the application details.
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PRINCIPAL PLANNER MINERAL & WASTE POLICY No Comments Received

REPRESENTATIONS

Site notice erected: 22-11-2017
Consultations issued: 17-11-2017

6 letters of objection received raising concerns in respect of: Development outside of the settlement
boundary; development out of character with the area/poor design; setting a precedent; concerns regarding
the footpath raised; intrusion into the countryside and traffic safety implications.

Councillor Cowen's comments:

As you will be aware I share my ward with Bill Smith and whilst we normally split our ward duties I am
obviously aware of the large number of housing applications in Great Ellingham that have been submitted
recently and of which many have been approved.

However it is also of interest to note that not only have substantial applications been made that are 'major'
applications but that a number of smaller, easily deliverable and more appropriate applications have also
been lodged. One such is referred to above at the corner of Hingham Road and Bow Street.

Whilst many of these 'large' applications are recommended for approval, often against the wishes of the
community, many of the smaller more deliverable applications are treated in a different way apparently.

Given that substantial growth is to take place in Great Ellingham it seems to me that smaller applications
such as 3PL/2017/1365/F should be recommended for approval and in particular as this applicant has
offered to provide a footpath to link the village along Hingham Road.

Please take this note as confirmation of my support for this application and in doing so recognise that both
ward members for Great Ellingham support the proposal that we believe should be recommended for
approval

ASSESSMENT NOTES

1.0  The application follows a recent refusal for four dwellings on the same site.  The application was refused
for the following reasons:

-Contrary to Housing Policies
-Impact on the heritage asset (Rose Farm)
-Design
-Insufficient detail to demonstrate that the proposal would not result in the loss of, or the deterioration in the
quality of, important natural features within the application site.

1.1  The current submission has reduced the number of dwellings to two and has been accompanied by a
Heritage Statement and a Tree Survey.

2.0  Principle
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2.1  The application site is located outside of the Great Ellingham 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.

2.2  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

2.3  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 criteria, the proposal would provide two new dwellings 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 two dwellings.

2.4  The social role of sustainable development seeks to ensure, amongst other matters, the creation of a
high quality built environment with accessible local services.  The site lies approximately 500m to the edge of
the Great Ellingham (a Local Service Centre) Settlement Boundary.

2.5  Whilst Great Ellingham contains adequate services and facilities to meet day to day requirements, 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 limited/no footpath provision.  Whilst Great Ellingham is served by a daily bus
service which links the village to Watton, Attleborough and Norwich, 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.

2.6  It is noted that the proposal also seeks to provide a trod or footpath linking the site to the start of the
main settlement of the village, this trod will measure approximately 480m.  Whilst this would enable a walking
route to the start of the village, Norfolk County Council Highways are of the opinion that trods invariably
involve a disproportionate amount of maintenance to keep clear if underused.  In this instance the trod would
be likely to see little pedestrian traffic on a regular basis, in particular the winter months where the rural, unlit
nature of the area together with the speed of traffic on Hingham Road would be likely to act as a deterrent,
particularly to more vulnerable users, i.e. children, pedestrians pushing buggies and those with mobility
difficulties.

2.7  In terms of a footpath, there is concern that a footpath all the way to the Hingham Road section will
appear as an intrusive urban addition into what is primarily a rural/green area.  Norfolk County Council has
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also advised that would not support this addition given the likely cost.  The only way in which support would
be provided is if the applicant entered into a Section 278 Agreement to secure the following:

-A Bond of Surety equal to the estimated value of the highway works, (including any necessary statutory
undertaker's diversionary costs), to be lodged with the County Council to guarantee the Agreement.
-An administration fee equal to 2% of the estimated value of the highway works, payable upon completion of
the agreement.
-The County Council's actual staff costs (plus overheads) in relation to checking the detailed design and
specification of the works.  The County Council's actual staff costs (plus overheads) in relation to overseeing
the
construction of the works.
-A commuted sum covering a 30 year period to cover any likely increased maintenance liability arising from
the Works.
-Any compensation that may be properly paid in relation to Parts 1 and 2 of the Land Compensation Act 1973
or Regulations made thereunder as a result of carrying out or use of the Works.

2.8  This requirement is considered onerous and disproportionate with a development of two dwellings and
the Local Planning Authority has also confirmed that they would not would not be interested in adopting the
proposed footpath or trod. The only footpaths that BDC are responsible for are those either associated with
public open space or former council house developments. The proposed footpath appears to serve only the
two proposed dwellings, and would require regular maintenance to keep it free from vegetation growing over
it from the verge and would be a liability for the Council if taken on.

2.9  In addition, given the small scale of development, it is considered unlikely that the provision of this
trod/footpath could put potential developers off buying the site for development, given the additional cost this
would involve proportionate to the return likely from the erection of two dwellings.

3.0 Impact on character and appearance

3.1  The environmental role of sustainable development seeks to, in part, contribute to protecting and
enhancing the natural, built and historic environment. Consideration of a development's impact on the
character and appearance of the area within which it is situated is, therefore, integral to the environmental
dimension of sustainable design, as is its design.

3.2  Policy DC16 requires all new development to achieve the highest standard of design. As part of this, all
design proposals must preserve or enhance the existing character of an area. Consideration will also be
given to the density of buildings in a particular area and the landscape/townscape effect of any increased
density.

3.3  Policy CP11 seeks the protection and enhancement of the landscape for the sake of its intrinsic beauty
and benefit to the rural character.  Development should have particular regard to maintaining the aesthetic
and biodiversity qualities of natural and man-made features within the landscape, including consideration of
individual or groups of natural and man-made features such as trees, hedges and woodland or rivers,
streams or other topographical features.

3.4  Environmentally, the site is undeniably rural in its appearance and therefore, in character terms clearly
part of the countryside.  It falls outside of what is the defined built up parts of the settlement, despite the
dwellings opposite (south and to the east), however it should be noted that these dwellings are primarily
historic properties/outbuildings.  The land is heavily wooded and is surrounded by a protected tree belt,
covered by TPO reference 2016: No.12, inside the tree belt lies overgrown, established vegetation and
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clearly acts as a green buffer between the road and the agricultural land beyond.

3.5   The proposed development would create new development in an area which is not considered to be a
logical extension to the Great Ellingham Settlement Boundary.  Whilst in close proximity to existing built form,
due to the well established, protected green belt of trees and the location of the existing, primarily historic
dwellings lying on the opposite side of the road, new development here would appear somewhat divorced
from this existing development in character terms and would appear discordant, particularly given the
prominent corner location.  It is acknowledged that the majority of the trees/planting surrounding the site are
proposed for retention which will help to screen the development, however this provides further concern in
respect of the future retention of the trees.  Notwithstanding this, development should be acceptable in terms
of its character and visual effects, its success should not rely on how well hidden it would be.  In addition, the
proposal offers very little in the way of  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.

3.6  In design terms, it is considered that further amendments is required in order to provide a design better
suited to the context of the area.    It is accepted that the overall aesthetic proposed is one of a converted
barn however it was suggested that if the principle of development was considered acceptable that a revised
design of dwellings should be considered.  Amendments to include a lower eaves height and the material
pallete to be changed to match those used for the agricultural/ancillary buildings these dwellings are
proposed to emulate.  As currently submitted, and principle of development aside, the proposal is also
considered unacceptable in design terms.

4.0  Impact on the historic environment

4.1  The application has been accompanied by a Heritage Statement.  Policy DC17 seeks to ensure that new
development will preserve or enhance the character, appearance and setting of Conservation Areas,
Scheduled Monuments, Historic Parks and Gardens and other areas of historic interest.  Where a proposed
development will affect the character or setting of a Listed Building, particular regard will need to be given to
the protection, preservation and enhancement of any features of historic or architectural interest.

4.2  Any decisions relating to listed buildings and their settings must address the statutory considerations of
the Planning, (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas), Act 1990, in particular section 66, as well as
satisfying the relevant policies within the National Planning Policy Framework and the Development Plan.
National policy states that when considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a
designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset's conservation.  Core Strategy Policy
DC17 seeks to ensure that new development preserves and enhances the character, appearance and
setting of conservation areas and listed buildings.

4.3  The significance of the listed building (Rose Farmhouse) derives principally from its historic fabric and
architectural features.

4.4  The site is immediately opposite Rose Farmhouse and its associated former farm buildings. The
farmhouse is Grade II Listed and this dictates that the adjacent pre 1948 former farm buildings are curtilage
listed, all of which are, therefore, designated heritage assets.

4.5  The proposed dwellings would be sited a good distance from the heritage asset which is also partly
screened by established hedging around the site frontage.  The application site itself is also well screened
which would also limit the visual impact.  The development is on the opposite side of the road and will
therefore not be viewed in the context of the Rose farm holding.  Accordingly, it is considered that the
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scheme would preserve the setting of the adjacent listed building, and that the proposal is acceptable in
these terms having regard to the requirements of Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings & Conservation
Areas) Act 1990.

4.6  The Historic Buildings Officer was consulted on the proposal and subsequently raised no objection to the
scheme in terms of the harm and impact on these heritage assets, however considers that further
amendments need to be considered in relation to the overall design.

5.0  Access and highway impact

5.1  The NPPF requires new developments to provide safe and suitable access to the site for all people.
Policy CP4 seeks to ensure that all access and safety concerns are resolved in new developments.

5.2  The application proposes a new access directly off Bow Street with sufficient visibility and parking and
turning within the site/plots.

5.3  Norfolk County Council was consulted and has commented on the application as follows:  On the basis
of the limited size of the current proposal, whilst this Authority would point out that there would be a high
dependency on the use of the private car to access services and amenities, we appreciate that Transport
Sustainability only forms part of the matters for consideration and would not specifically wish to raise an
objection on these grounds for a development of only two dwellings, subject to conditions.

5.4  Further concerns were raised by them in respect of the proposed trod or footpath, these have been
detailed earlier in the report.

6.0  Impact on trees

6.1  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.  The site is
surrounded by a belt of protected trees, via TPO reference 2016 No.12, therefore the protection of these
trees is paramount as part of any assessment for development on this land.

6.2  The application has been accompanied by an Arboricultural Impact Assessment (updated to include the
revised proposal).  The Tree and Countryside Officer was consulted as a result and advises that the proposal
is contrary to Policy DC12 as it necessitates the removal of category B trees which are subject to a
preservation order.  In addition, works are proposed within the root protection area of retained trees which
has the potential to be harmful.  Shading and other nuisance factors associated with the proximity to
dwellings is likely to result in future pressure for tree removal or heavy reductions, which again would prove
harmful, as a result, the proposal is not considered to have due regard to Policy DC12.

7.0  Conclusion

7.1   In terms of the overall planning balance of the scheme and in light of the above factors, the proposal is
not considered to meet all three of the roles of sustainable development 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.

7.2  In addition, the proposal as submitted is not considered to be of a sufficient quality in design terms to
outweigh the harm caused by approving development in this location and fails to take account of Policy
DC12 as the development will result in the loss of tress subject to a TPO and will also add future pressure on
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the removal or heavy reduction of the remaining trees.

RECOMMENDATION Refusal of Planning Permission

REASON(S) FOR REFUSAL

9900 Unsustainable location
The site is outside and significantly distanced from any settlement boundary and the local
facilities within.  The proposed development is therefore contrary to policies SS1, CP14, and
DC02 of the Adopted Breckland Core strategy and Development Control Policies
Development Plan Document.  In addition, the proposal is not considered to meet the
environmental role of sustainable development and development here is considered to be an
unwarranted intrusion into the rural landscape.  As a result the proposal would not form
sustainable development.  Furthermore there are no material considerations that would
outweigh the harm caused and the proposal would be contrary to the policies contained
within the National Planning Policy Framework, in particular paragraphs 7 and 17.

9900 Design
The proposed dwellings are not of an exceptional design that would outweigh the balance to
approve planning permission. The design does not sufficiently take account of the
rural/agricultural context, resulting in a development out of keeping with the character and
appearance of the limited houses within the vicinity.   As a result, the proposal does not
comply with Policy DC16 of the Adopted Core Strategy Development Control Policies
Development Plan Document and, in particular paragraphs 55 and 64 of the National
Planning Policy Framework.

9900 Impact on Trees (subject to a TPO)
The proposal necessitates the removal of category B trees which are subject to a
preservation order.  In addition, works are proposed within the root protection area of
retained trees which has the potential to be harmful.  Shading and other nuisance factors
associated with the proximity to dwellings is likely to result in future pressure for tree removal
or heavy reductions, which again would prove harmful, as a result, the proposal is not
considered to comply Policy DC12.

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
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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
to the statutory requirements, to the provisions of any development order and to any
directions given under a development order.
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