
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ITEM: RECOMMENDATION: REFUSAL
REF NO: 3PL/2018/0527/F CASE OFFICER Lisa ODonovan

LOCATION: WRETHAM APPNTYPE: Full
Church Lane POLICY: Out Settlemnt Bndry
Wretham ALLOCATION: N

CONS AREA: N

APPLICANT: Mr Terry Young
1 Keepers Corner Church Lane,
Wretham

LB GRADE: N

AGENT: Clayland Architects
The Glass House Lynford Gardens

TPO: N

PROPOSAL: New Dwelling

REASON FOR COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION

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

KEY ISSUES

Principle of development
Impact upon character and appearance of area
Amenity impact
Highway safety
Ecology impact
Impact upon trees

DESCRIPTION OF DEVELOPMENT

This application seeks permission for the erection of a single dwelling with an attached double carport.  The
dwelling will comprise of part brick and part boarding with a dark roof.  A glazed balcony is proposed to the
rear at first floor.  The dwelling has an agricultural/barn like aesthetic.

SITE AND LOCATION

The land is currently grassland and is visible from Church Lane.  The site is surrounded by agricultural land,
with other residential uses starting further along Church Lane to the west on both sides of the road.

EIA REQUIRED

No

BRECKLAND COUNCIL - PLANNING COMMITTEE - 30th July 2018

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



 

 

 

 

 

 

RELEVANT SITE HISTORY

No relevant site history

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
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

WRETHAM P C
My Council objects on the grounds that this is a proposal to develop in the open countryside, and therefore
against current and proposed future Breckland policies. Permitting this paddock to be developed would set a
precedent which could lead to development right the way along Church Road, resulting in increased traffic on
a single track road. Additionally, although not within the Conservation Area, the site is only just outside it, and
so will form an unacceptable intrusion into the rural scene
NORFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL HIGHWAYS
No objection subject to conditions.
CONTAMINATED LAND OFFICER
There are no objections or comments on the grounds of Environmental Protection, providing the
development proceeds in line with the application details.
TREE AND COUNTRYSIDE CONSULTANT
I am satisfied that the proposed entrance will not be located within the RPA of any retained tree and therefore
an arboricultural method statement will not be required. Tree protection barriers will be required to ensure
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that retained trees are not damaged during construction. Works shall not commence until written confirmation
has been obtained to confirm that protective fencing is in place to fully protect the identified root protection
areas. Fencing shall consist of secured weld mesh panels. The protective fencing shall be retained in a good
and effective condition for the duration of the construction of the development and shall not be moved or
removed, temporarily or otherwise, until all site works have been completed and all equipment, machinery
and surplus materials removed from site, unless the prior written approval of the local planning authority has
been sought and obtained.
ECOLOGICAL AND BIODIVERSITY CONSULTANT
No objection subject to conditions.

NATURAL ENGLAND No Comments Received

REPRESENTATIONS

Site notice erected: 23-05-2018
Consultations issued: 16-05-2018

Three letters of support were 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.

1.4  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
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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.

1.5  The village of Wretham is classed as a rural settlement and does not have a defined Settlement
Boundary in the current local plan or the emerging plan.  These villages contain limited services and facilities.
The spatial strategy states that these villages are not capable of supporting consequential growth as they rely
on higher order settlements for the majority of these services and facilities.

1.6  The nearest Market Town to the site is Thetford which is approximately 6.5 miles to the south west would
provide the majority of the day-to-day services. Thetford is not walkable in terms of distance and the route is
unlit with no footpaths/along a busy A road.  The route to local facilities is not therefore safe for pedestrians.

1.7  The nearest bus stop to the proposed site is approximately 0.6 of a mile from the site, opposite The
Camp.  This bus service links the village to Watton and Thetford however,  given the lack of footpath
provision within the village and the nature of the road linking the site to the A1075 to the east  the likelihood
of future occupants walking to this bus stop is limited.  For these reasons occupants of the dwellings would
rely on the use of the private car to gain access to local facilities.  This 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.

2.0  Impact on the character and appearance of the area

2.1  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.

2.2  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.

2.3  The application proposes a single large, two-storey dwelling comprising of traditional form and design, in
keeping with the rural character of the area.  Notwithstanding the above, it is considered that the proposal
relates as a further intrusion into the open countryside.  The primary character of the eastern end of Church
Road is obtained primarily through its green fields and rural/agricultural context.  The further erosion of this is
considered to be of detriment to the overall character and appearance of the area which is largely
undeveloped and the development here does not relate as a natural extension to the existing settlement
boundary.   In light of the above, the application is considered contrary to the environmental role of
sustainable development and Policies CP11 and DC16 of the adopted core strategy.

2.4  Whilst it is acknowledged that the proposal would make a positive, albeit modest, contribution to
reducing the deficit of housing land, this benefit would be demonstrably outweighed by the harm caused as
set out above.  The site is therefore not considered to be in a sustainable location and is inconsistent with the
social and environmental dimensions of sustainable development. This consideration weighs against the
proposal.
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3.0  Amenity impact

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  The proposed dwelling is positioned in a relatively stand-alone location and therefore is unlikely to have
a significant impact on neighbouring residents, particularly in terms of loss of light, overlooking/over-
dominance and increased noise and disturbance.  The proposal also provides the proposed dwelling with a
generous amount of private amenity space, the application is therefore considered to have due regard to
Policy DC1.

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.  Policy DC19 requires sufficient parking for all new development.

4.2  The proposal will be able to accommodate sufficient parking and turning within the site.  The Highway
Authority was consulted on the proposal and subsequently advised that the site is located in a village with
limited facilities and any residents of this dwelling will have a high reliance on travelling by car.

4.3  Church Road varies between single track in width to areas which allow a two way flow of traffic. The site
lies on a single track section and it is noted that the submission includes a proposal to widen the carriageway
to 4.8m along the site frontage.  On this basis a highway objection isn't raised subject to conditions.

5.0  Ecology implications

5.1  Policy CP10 seeks the enhancement of biodiversity and geodiversity in the district.  Proposals need to
ensure that the ecological network and protected species are not harmed or detrimentally impacted and
mitigation measures are put in place where appropriate.

5.2  The application was accompanied by a Preliminary Ecological Appraisal report (Riverdale Ecology Ltd;
2018) and a PEA Report Addendum Great Crested Newt Results report (Riverdale Ecology; 2018).
Additional information was also received in an email from Riverdale Ecology on the 8th June 2018.   It was
concluded that the proposed development will not result in the loss of any suitable terrestrial habitat and will
not constitute as a barrier to great crested newt movement between the breeding pond and nearby terrestrial
habitat. Furthermore, the pond will not be affected by the development and as there is no refuge or
hibernation habitat within the site presently, it is reasonably unlikely that great crested newts will be disturbed
by the development. As such a European Protected Species Mitigation Licence is not considered necessary
(PEA Report Addendum Great Crested Newt Results (Riverdale Ecology; 2018).

5.3  The mitigation measures advised in section 4.2 and 4.3 of the PEA Report Addendum Great Crested
Newt Results report (Riverdale Ecology; 2018) to ensure great crested newts cannot access the site during
construction activities.
The Preliminary Ecological Appraisal report (Riverdale Ecology Ltd; 2018) highlights individual trees (T1, T2
and T3) on the eastern site boundary with potential roost features for bats. Trees, shrubs and scrub on the
eastern boundary provide a suitable linear feature for foraging and commuting bats are supported. These
trees are anticipated to be retained as part of the development, but in the future, any major arboricultural
works to these trees will require further advice from a suitably qualified ecologist as outlined in section 4.3.2
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of the Preliminary Ecological Appraisal report (Riverdale Ecology Ltd; 2018) The mitigation measures
advised in section 4.3.2 of the Preliminary Ecological Appraisal report (Riverdale Ecology Ltd; 2018) to
reduce the impacts of the proposed development on commuting/ foraging bats to acceptable levels are
supported.

5.4  The Preliminary Ecological Appraisal report (Riverdale Ecology Ltd; 2018) highlights suitable nesting
habitat exists within trees, shrubs and dense scrub on the eastern boundary, however, it is anticipated that
this habitat will be retained. Any woody vegetation (trees and scrub) clearance must be subject to a timing
constraint to avoid the bird nesting season.

5.5  The NCC Ecology Team agree with the Preliminary Ecological Appraisal report (Riverdale Ecology Ltd;
2018) that there are unlikely to be impacts on designated sites. However, the proposed development site is
located within Natural England's SSSI Impact Risk Zone (IRZ) and meets the criteria for residential
development within the IRZ and therefore consultation with Natural England by the local planning authority is
required.

5.6  It is recommended that some enhancement for ecology is conditioned, in line with the NPPF (Para 118).
The applicant would be required to provide enhancement measures outlined in section 4.4 of the Preliminary
Ecological Appraisal report (Riverdale Ecology Ltd; 2018) should approval be forthcoming.

5.7  Natural England was consulted and their comments will be reported at a later date.

6.0  Impact upon 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.

6.2  The Council's Tree and Countryside Officer has advised that details of trees adjacent to the site have
been provided and it is unlikely that the proposal will cause any significant harm.   Following the revised plan,
the Tree and Countryside Officer is content that the entrance will not be located within the Root Protection
Area of any retained tre therefore there is no requirement for an Arboricultural Impact Assessment.  A
condition requiring protective fencing for the retained is requested.  This will be attached if approval is
forthcoming.

7.0  Conclusion

7.1  When applying the planning balance, the small scale of development proposed alongside the
environmental impact and harm identified above is not considered to outweigh any benefits in this regard.
As a result, the proposal is recommended for refusal as it fails to meet all three roles of sustainable
development.

RECOMMENDATION Refusal of Planning Permission

REASON(S) FOR REFUSAL

1 Character and appearance
The Local Planning Authority considers that the introduction of an additional dwelling in this
location, where residential development is limited, would appear as a further visual intrusion
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of development within the countryside.  The further erosion of this is considered to be of
detriment to the overall character and appearance of the area which is largely undeveloped.
As such the proposal would conflict with the environmental dimensions of sustainable
development as defined by paragraph 7 of the NPPF and adopted Core Strategy Policies
DC1, DC16 and CP11.
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