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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 5 February 2018 

by Richard Aston  BSc (Hons) DipTP MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State   

Decision date: 26 February 2018 

 
Appeal Ref: APP/K2610/W/17/3183955 

Land off Clark’s Loke, Blofield Heath, Norwich 

 The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

against a refusal to grant planning permission. 

 The appeal is made by Mr P Rose (c/o Fusion 13) against the decision of Broadland 

District Council. 

 The application Ref 20170634, dated 10 April 2017, was refused by notice dated 6 June 

2017. 

 The development proposed is construction of 4 bedroom house with associated external 

works. 
 

Decision 

1. The appeal is allowed and planning permission is granted for construction of 4 

bedroom house with associated external works at Land off Clark’s Loke, Blofield 
Heath, Norwich in accordance with the terms of the application, Ref 20170634, 
dated 10 April 2017, subject to the following conditions: 

1) The development hereby permitted shall begin not later than three years 
from the date of this decision. 

2) The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance 
with the following approved plans: 02 Rev C and 01 Rev E. 

3) No development shall take place above slab level until details of the 

materials to be used in the construction of the external surfaces of the 
building hereby permitted have been submitted to and approved in 

writing by the local planning authority. Development shall be carried out 
in accordance with the approved details. 

4) Prior to the first occupation of the development hereby permitted the 

proposed access, passing bay and parking/turning areas shall be laid out, 
demarcated, levelled, surfaced and drained in accordance with details 

that shall first have been submitted to and approved in writing by the 
local planning authority and retained thereafter in the approved form. 

Procedural Matter 

2. The description of development in the heading above has been taken from the 
planning application form. However, in Part E of the appeal form it is stated 

that the description of development has not changed but, nevertheless, a 
different wording has been entered. Neither of the main parties has provided 
written confirmation that a revised description of development has been 

agreed. Accordingly, I have used the one given on the original application. 
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Application for costs 

3. An application for costs was made by Mr P Rose (c/o Fusion 13) against 
Broadland District Council. This application is the subject of a separate 

Decision. 

Main Issue 

4. The appeal site lies outside of any settlement boundary but the Council do not 

object to the principle of development and on the evidence before me I have 
no reasons to disagree. Consequently, the main issue is the effect of the 

proposal on highway safety. 

Reasons 

5. Clark’s Loke (‘CL’) is a single width, gravelled track which serves 3 residential 

properties. There are 2 entrances to CL, one via Mill Road (‘MR) and the other 
via High House Lane (‘HHL’) from Ranworth Road (‘RR’) which is subject to a 

30mph speed limit. High House Lane is a private road, much wider than CL and 
serves 6 detached dwellings. 

6. All of the properties have off street parking and CL is straight in its alignment. 

Therefore the driver of a vehicle entering CL from MR would have clear visibility 
before making any manoeuvre. Moreover, there is space at the entrance to 

pass and the plans show a new passing bay next to the access to the appeal 
site. In combination with the number of movements associated with a single 
dwelling and such low traffic speeds, I am satisfied that vehicles would be able 

to pass safely with no harm to users of the highway.  

7. At the junction of HHL with RR the entrance and the track are wide and in 

combination with the frontages of properties either side of it, there would be 
adequate visibility of vehicles approaching from the far side. Moreover, there 
would be adequate visibility towards nearside approaching traffic which to my 

mind is the more decisive consideration. 

8. At the junction with MR there is an existing brick outbuilding on its eastern side 

which is associated with No. 74 MR. The appellant accepts that this restricts 
visibility to 2m x 14.3m1 but also contends, amongst other things, that the 
preferred and primary access route will be from HHL. I agree that the CL 

junction with MR is a more direct route into the village and this would be an 
attractive route to future occupiers accessing the services and facilities within 

it. Nonetheless, it is also reasonable to conclude that a substantial number of 
trips would also take place via the HHL junction which provides quicker and 
easier access to the A47. 

9. I observed at my visit that a single vehicle was parked abutting the existing 
outbuilding and it appeared from the condition of the verge that this may be a 

typical occurrence. This has not been accounted for in the appellant’s visibility 
splays shown on drawing no. 03/002 Rev A. Manual for Streets (‘MfS’) advises 

on suitable visibility splays2 but in my experience, unless there is local evidence 
to the contrary a reduction in visibility below the recommended levels is not 
necessarily a problem and the objective standards within MfS are not entirely 

determinative. 

                                       
1 Paragraph 4.9 of appellant’s statement of case. 
2 In this instance, 2.4m x 43m. 
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10. Furthermore, MfS states a minimum figure of 2m setback (as opposed to 2.4m) 

may be considered in very lightly trafficked and slow speed situations and that 
the ability of users to see any overhang from a reasonable distance in order to 

manoeuvre around it should be considered. This has been subsequently 
amended in Manual for Streets 2 which refers to reduced setbacks of 2m when 
‘flows on the minor arm are low’ and that drivers in such situations cautiously 

will nose out into traffic. This also applies to ‘lightly trafficked rural lanes’. 

11. Conditions are such that drivers would indeed ‘nose out’ to improve visibility, 

access points are located on fairly straight sections of carriageway and there is 
a low flow of traffic. To my mind, any cyclist or vehicle passing along these 
routes would be able to see the bonnet of a vehicle exiting from the access. 

12. I am also mindful that there is no evidence of any accidents before me and 
future residents would have a choice as to which access to as there is nothing 

substantive to suggest that HHL would not be available for use by future 
occupants. Furthermore, the likely number of trips from an additional dwelling 
would be low and future occupants would have access to local bus services 

along MR. There is also a continuous footway on the northern side of MR and I 
am not persuaded that there would be any harmful conflict between 

pedestrians and vehicles were I to allow the appeal. 

13. Overall and for these reasons, the proposal would not result in the significant 
adverse impact upon the satisfactory functioning or safety of the highway 

network that Policy TS3 of the Broadland District Council Development 
Management DPD 2015 seeks to prevent. The proposal would therefore accord 

with this policy and it would also accord with the National Planning Policy 
Framework in terms of ensuring safe and suitable access for all people. 

Conditions 

14. I have considered the conditions put forward by the Council and have amended 
the wording where necessary in the interests of clarity and simplicity. A 

condition is required to ensure compliance with the approved plans as this 
provides clarity. A condition requiring details of the external materials to be 
agreed is necessary, in order to protect the character and appearance of the 

area. In the interests of highway safety a condition is required that the access, 
parking and passing bays are provided prior to occupation. As there is 

insufficient detail on the plans I have amended this to include approval of the 
details. 

Conclusion 

15. For the reasons set out above the proposal would accord with the development 
plan, when read as a whole. Material considerations, including the Framework 

do not indicate that a decision should be made other than in accordance with it. 
Having considered all other matters raised, including the concerns of Blofield 

Parish Council, I therefore conclude that the appeal should be allowed. 

 

Richard Aston 

INSPECTOR 
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