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1	 Introduction	

1.1 This appeal seeks outline consent for the construction of up to five new dwellings 
within the grounds of an existing dwelling known as Blofield Lodge.  Blofield Lodge is 
a substantial dwelling set in grounds extending to 6.5 acres, and is located just 
beyond the northern fringe of Blofield Village.  The Lodge is not Listed and lies 
outside of any designated Conservation Area. 

1.2 Blofield Village is identified as a Key Service Centre within Broadland District 
Council’s adopted Core Strategy, and offers a range of services and facilities 
including shops, a school, health centre and a library.  These facilities are all within 
400m of the appeal site. 

1.3 The appeal proposal, although outline in nature, includes the provision of a new 
pedestrian link from the site to the existing footway at the northern edge of Blofield.   

1.4 This appeal is made following the refusal of planning application 20171195.  That 
application was itself a resubmission following the withdrawal of application 
20170871.  This previous application proposed an identical scheme but did not 
include the provision of a footpath route connecting the site to Blofield village.  That 
application was withdrawn following advice from the Local Planning Authority (LPA) 
that they considered the site to be unsustainably located, principally due to lack of 
footpath links to the village. 

2	 Areas	of	agreement	

2.1 Informed by pre-application advice received from the LPA, the Planning Statement 
submitted in support of the application (and included here as Appendix 1) considers 
in detail the sustainable nature of the site and, accordingly, the LPA no longer appear 
to question that this is a sustainably located site.  

2.2 Also, not at issue is the fact that the site lies in an area where the LPA cannot 
demonstrate a deliverable five-year supply of housing and, as such, applications for 
new homes should be considered in the context of the presumption in favour of 
sustainable development. 

 

3	 Matter	1:	Planning	context	and	the	importance	of	delivering	
new	homes	

	
3.1	 National	Guidance	

3.1.1 With reference to decision making, Paragraph 14 states that, when making planning 
decisions, the presumption in favour of sustainable development means:  

Where the development plan is absent, silent or the relevant policies are out of date, 
granting planning permission unless any adverse impacts of doing so would 
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the 
policies in this framework taken as a whole. 
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3.1.2 When considering the balancing exercise set out at paragraph 14, it is first necessary 
to identify the benefits of the proposal, then consider whether any disbenefits 
associated with the scheme are considered sufficiently adverse to ‘significantly and 
demonstrably’ outweigh these identified benefits. 

3.1.3 In refusing the application, the Local Planning Authority acknowledge this exercise, 
and identify the ‘modest contribution’ the scheme would make to addressing the 
housing shortfall and, in addition, recognise the short-term economic benefits 
associated with construction of the houses. 

3.1.4 The first point to highlight when considering the refusal of this application is the clear 
government guidance emphasising the importance of delivering new housing: 
guidance in the Framework states that LPAs should, in both plan making and 
decision taking, given significant weight to housing delivery; requiring them to ‘boost 
significantly the supply of housing’ (para 47); to consider housing applications in the 
context of the presumption in favour of sustainable development (para 49); and  
requiring them to ‘deliver a wide choice of high quality homes (and) widen 
opportunities for home ownership’ ((para 50). In addition, the Written Ministerial 
Statement: Planning for Growth (March 2011) (Appendix 2) sites ‘when deciding 
whether to grant planning permission, LPAs should support enterprise and facilitate 
housing’. 

3.1.5 This is an approach which the LPA themselves appear to acknowledge in other 
applications in the locality, granting consents on a number of small sites located 
outside the development boundary both within the Parish of Blofield and the 
neighbouring parishes of Blofield Heath and Hemblington (see Table 1 of original 
Planning Statement, Appendix 1, for scheme details). It is not clear why this planning 
context has been given such limited weight in refusing this application.  

3.2	 Weight	afforded	to	housing	delivery	in	areas	of	persistent	undersupply		

3.2.1 The second matter to highlight is the limited weight the LPA have afforded to housing 
delivery when refusing this application, having regard to the specific circumstances of 
the housing market area within which it is located.  Whilst is it recognised that the five 
new dwellings proposed are not singlehandedly going to address the undersupply of 
housing within the Norwich Policy Area, it cannot be correct that in an area of 
persistent under delivery (as acknowledged by the Council; see, for example, para 
57 of PINS report on the Examination into Broadland Site Allocation Development 
Plan Document – see Appendix 3) housing delivery can be afforded such limited 
weight. 

3.2.2 It is the case that this is a small-scale development, however its scale and location 
close to Blofield Village make it an attractive and – crucially – deliverable site which 
is attracting interest from developers wishing to proceed to build out the scheme (see 
Appendix 4 for expression of interest from local developer).  Attaching limited weight 
to the benefit of housing delivery on the basis that the site would make only a modest 
impact on the persistent record of undersupply is incorrect: in an area where housing 
delivery has been demonstrated to be persistently below the levels required by 
national planning guidance, the delivery of any new sustainably located housing 
should be given significant weight when considering the balancing exercise at 
paragraph 14.  
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3.3	 Boosting	supply	of	small	and	medium	sized	housing	sites	

3.3.1 When considering the weight to be ascribed to delivery of five new dwellings it is not 
only relevant to highlight the general focus in national planning guidance on 
significantly boosting housing delivery in national planning guidance and the 
particular importance of housing delivery in in an area of persistent under delivery, 
but the specific focus on increasing opportunities for small and medium sized 
builders must also be considered.   

3.3.2 The Housing White Paper 2017 (Fixing Our Broken Housing Market: 2017) 
recognises lack of opportunities for small and medium sized builders and highlights 
the growing tendency for local development plans to relying on allocation of a smaller 
number of large sites, at the expense of smaller sites better suited to small and 
medium sized builders.  

3.3.3 The White Paper notes that the number of new homes registered by small builders is 
down from 44,000 in 2007 to 18,00 in 2015, and makes a specific commitment to 
help this sector grow, identifying a commitment to amend the NPPF to state that 
there is an expectation that local authorities will have policies within their local plan to 
support the development of small ‘windfall’ sites (those not allocated in plans but 
which come forward on an ad-hoc basis) (see paras 129 - 133–see extract at 
Appendix 5) 

3.3.4 Considering sites allocated in the adopted Local Plan, the Site Allocations DPD 
(adopted 2016) allocates four sites in the Parish of Blofield and one site in the 
neighbouring Parish of Blofield Heath: 

Reference Site Size Anticipated no of 
dwellings 

Notes 

BLO1 9.9ha 175 dwellings + 
4,000m B1 floor 
space 

 

BLO2 1.4ha 22 dwellings  Planning consent 
was granted in 2012 
for 22 dwellings and 
policy requires 
development in 
accordance with that 
consent 

BLO3 4.5ha 64 dwellings  
BLO4 2.5ha 75 dwellings Planning consent 

was granted in 2012 
for 75 dwellings and 
policy requires 
development in 
accordance with that 
consent 

BLO5 
(Blofield 
Heath) 

0.9ha 20 dwellings  

 Table 1: Allocations in the adopted Broadland Site Allocations DPD 
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3.3.4 Reviewing these allocations, it is clear that opportunities for smaller to medium sized 
buildings firms are limited in respect of allocated sites in the vicinity of the appeal 
site. Bringing forward a sustainably located, small-scale and deliverable site such as 
that subject of this appeal clearly adds further weight to the benefits associated with 
this scheme.   

3.4	 Summary	

3.4.1 In summary, in the context of increased focus on delivery of sustainably located 
housing, and mindful of the specific emphasis on delivery of smaller sites suited to 
small and medium sized developers, it is considered that in refusing the application, 
the LPA have failed to give sufficient weight to the benefits of this scheme (identified 
with reference to national planning guidance) when carrying out the balancing 
exercise identified at paragraph 14 of the NPPF. 

 

4	 Matter	2:		Paragraph	14	and	adverse	impacts	

4.1 Turning to the adverse impacts which the LPA consider ‘significantly and 
demonstrably’ outweigh the benefits of this scheme (and notwithstanding the 
discussion above regarding the scale and nature of the benefits ascribed to the 
proposal), the LPA appear to identify two distinct elements:  

1) Harm to the local landscape character; and 
2) Harm to the historic environment 

Each of these matters is considered in turn, below: 

4.2	 Landscape	Character.	

4.2.1 The issue of landscape impact is considered in detail in the planning statement which 
accompanied the application covered by this appeal, and the matters advanced in 
that statement remain valid.   

4.2.2 In the decision notice the LPA note the ‘attractive countryside location, which has an 
open character of surrounding fields with a rural rather than semi-rural character’.  
The decision goes on to note that ‘The site itself, although within the curtilage of an 
existing property physically and visually reads as countryside. In this context, the 
LPA consider that the development – including provision of the footpath link – would 
have an urbanising effect on the locality and which would ‘detract, rather than 
enhance its open character and appearance’. 

4.2.3 In response to the LPA’s comments in the decision notice, it is noted that whilst the 
surrounding countryside does have an open, and rural character, the appeal site 
presents a notably different landscape character.  In contrast to the open, arable, 
fields which surround the site, the appeal site is enclosed on all four sides by high 
hedging and has the appearance of a restored parkland, being laid to grass and 
containing a relatively large amount of young tree planting throughout this grassland.   

4.2.4 Whist it is acknowledged that a small cluster of dwellings may have adverse 
landscape impacts if sited within the open, arable landscape which surrounds the 
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site, the appeal proposal locates the new dwellings within the enclosed, restored 
parkland setting of the appeal site.   This is a landscape distinct from the surrounding 
open countryside and one in which a modest amount of new development need not 
(with appropriate design, to be secured at reserved matters stage) appear 
incongruous.  This assessment appears to be supported by the LPA’s own 
Conservation Officer (Landscape and Trees), who raises no objection to the proposal 
(and welcomes the proposed removal of the large conifer hedge – described as 
being ‘out of place in a rural landscape’ – and its replacement with a new, native 
species hedge).   

4.2.5 Furthermore, the fact that a parkland setting can, in principle, accommodate a 
modest amount of appropriately designed developed was accepted by the LPA in 
granting planning consent for seven new detached dwellings in historic parkland at a 
site just a few kilometres west of the appeal site (consent reference 20162173 - a 
larger scheme in a more sensitive landscape and heritage setting – see Appendix 6 
for a LPA Planning Committee report, which provides a summary of the 
development). This recent decision, granted by planning committee on the same day 
this appeal proposal was refused, also brings into question the LPA’s statement that 
‘the development indicated would create a row of housing uncharacteristic to the 
area and result in a realignment of the historic approach’.  It is not clear how 
development in this restored parkland setting is uncharacteristic, whilst that in a more 
sensitive parkland setting containing a number of listed buildings, is acceptable.  
With reference to the matter of access, it is the case that the historic approach would 
be retained, albeit ‘downgraded’ to a dedicated pedestrian and cycle route.  

4.2.6 In addition to raising concerns about intrinsic landscape harm, the LPA identify a 
specific concern that the proposed new footpath would have an urbanising effect.  
Without sympathetic design this could be the case, however this is an outline 
application and precise details of the new path are not determined at this point.  The 
link – to be provided entirely within existing highways verge – could range from a 
simple rural style ‘trod’ (unmade path) up to a full lit and surfaced footpath.   

4.2.7 Within this range of options, it is considered that a scheme which strikes an 
appropriate balance between accessibility and maintaining the semi-rural character 
of the area can be agreed at reserved matters stage 

4.2.8 Having regards to the specific landscape setting of the site, and mindful of a lack of 
an objection from the LPA’s own landscape consultee and the identified landscape 
benefits derived from removing the existing conifer hedge, it is not considered that 
there are any landscape impacts which significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 
benefit of housing delivery in this location. 

4.3	 Harm	to	the	Historic	Environment	

4.3.1 In respect of heritage impacts, there is again a clear and inexplicable inconsistency 
in officer approach when this application is compared to the decision in 20162173.  In 
that case officers raised no objection to a development of seven large detached 
dwellings set in historic parkland and in the immediate vicinity of two listed buildings.   

4.3.2 In this instance, the nearest Listed building is over 600m away, and the Lodge itself 
is not Listed or formally protected in any way.  Whist it is appreciated that each case 
must be considered on its own merits, neither the officer report nor the decision 
notice provides any explanation as to why this scheme is unacceptable in principle 
whilst a larger scheme on a more sensitive site is acceptable. 
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4.3.4 Considering the proposal on its own merits, the LPA identify Blofield Lodge as a non-
designated heritage asset.  Non-designated heritage assets are defined as 
‘buildings, monuments, sites, places, areas or landscapes identified as having a 
degree of significance meriting consideration in planning decisions but which are not 
formerly designated heritage assets’. (Para 039, PPG: Conserving and enhancing 
the historic environment – See Appendix 7 for relevant extract)  

4.3.5 This is a broad definition; however, it is clear that not every old building can be 
considered a non-designated heritage asset. In determining whether Blofield Lodge 
and its associated grounds should be considered a non-designated heritage asset, it 
is instructive to refer to the independent and expert assessment of the local area 
undertaken by Scott Wilson on behalf of the Highways Agency in 2007.  

4.3.6 This study - a stage III Environmental Assessment - was commissioned in 2007 to 
assess the significance of cultural heritage along the A47 corridor 
between Blofield and North Burlingham in 2007. This corridor covered at least 500 m 
on each side of the A47, an area that includes Blofield Lodge and its grounds. The 
report considered listed buildings, significant buildings, conservation areas and 
historic villages. This report identified three Grade 1 Listed sites and ten Grade 2 
Listed sites. Additionally, fourteen undesignated sites were identified, which were 
considered to be of local significance only. Blofield Lodge was not identified at all in 
this study as being of any significant heritage value, despite being located well within 
the study area’s boundaries.  A copy of this report is included at Appendix 8. 

4.3.7 Planning guidance recommends that ‘local planning authorities are encouraged to 
consider making clear and up to date information on their identified non-designated 
heritage assets, both in terms of the criteria used to identify assets and information 
about the location of existing assets, accessible to the public’ (Para 006, PPG: 
Conserving and enhancing the historic environment, Appendix 9). Neither 
the Blofield Parish Plan, Broadland District Council plan or the Norfolk County 
Council heritage assets register has identified Blofield Lodge as a non-designated 
heritage asset of any significance. In addition, neither the house nor its grounds was 
identified or described as a non-designated heritage asset on any report or 
consultation response in any of the three recent (within the last seven years) 
planning consents granted at the site (20101636 – Extension to West Wing, 
continuation of portico and various internal and external works; 20130506 – 
Construction of an orangery extension; 20151202 – Subdivision of plot and 
conversion of coach house to single new dwelling) 

4.3.8 Having regards to the findings of the 2007 assessment and the fact that no party has 
ever previously identified the Lodge or parkland as a non-designated heritage asset 
(despite the Level 3 assessment, the adoption of the Parish Plan and a number of 
planning applications at the site), it is concluded that the Lodge and Grounds should 
not be considered a non-designated heritage asset and, by wrongly categorising it as 
such, the LPA have given disproportionate weight to the matter of heritage impacts. 

4.3.9 Notwithstanding the above, even if it is accepted that the lodge and grounds can be 
considered at non-designated heritage asset, it is the case that the impacts of the 
proposed development are not sufficiently detrimental so as to outweigh the benefit 
of housing delivery. 

4.3.10 When considering development proposals impacting a non-designated heritage 
assets, the appropriate test is set out at para 135 of the NPPF: this requires ‘a 
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balanced judgement …having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the 
significance of the heritage asset’.  

4.3.11 In this instance, there would be no loss of, or even direct impact on, the Lodge.  
Rather the proposal would impact the setting of the building, a setting which has 
already been substantially altered, with large sections lost to the plough, the creation 
of the A47 and, more recently, use of the site for grazing and exercising of horses.   

4.3.12 In this context, the significance of the Lodge is considered to be low (a conclusion 
supported by the findings of the 2007 Scott Wilson study), and the scale of harm 
slight.  The public benefits of the scheme – considered at section 3 of this statement 
– are significant and, mindful of the balancing exercise required by both para 135 
and para 14 of the Framework, it is not considered that any adverse heritage impacts 
outweigh the benefits of the appeal proposal. 

4.3.13 In considering this balancing exercise it is also instructive to have regard to previous 
decisions made by the LPA.  The Manor House in Blofield is identified in the Scott 
Wilson report as an undesignated heritage asset of local significance.     The Manor 
House is a property approximately 100 years older but similar architecturally 
to Blofield Lodge, and until 2001 stood in its own substantial plot of approximately 8 
acres within the centre of the village. Since 2001 the Manor House has had a several 
new housing developments approved within its grounds, reducing its plot by more 
than half, including the provision of 2 new unadopted roadways and a number of  
new dwellings (see appendix 10 for summary of the site’s relevant planning history). 
Heritage issues were not deemed significant enough to outweigh the benefits of 
development, at a time when housing shortfall was deemed less severe than it is 
currently and, additionally, the Blofield Manor site illustrates the difficulties if 
development comes forward in a piecemeal fashion rather than a single, 
comprehensive scheme such as that subject of this appeal. 

4.3.14 Having regards to the above, the LPA’s conclusion that the heritage impacts of the 
proposal demonstrably and significantly outweigh the public befits of the scheme is 
not supported by either expert evidence, national planning guidance, the particular 
circumstances of the appeal site nor recent local precedent. 

 

5	 Procedural	Matters	

5.1 It is understood that this appeal will consider the planning merits of the case and, as 
such, concerns regarding the decision-making process by the LPA are not 
necessarily material to this appeal decision.  It is the case, however, that certain 
information was incorrectly presented or excluded from the officer report to the 
planning committee which ultimately voted on the decision (copy of committee report 
included at Appendix 11).  These matters are set out in the representation from the 
appellant (Appendix 12), however the following matters are considered to be of 
specific relevance to the planning decision taken in this appeal: 

5.2 Planning history - The report to committee stated that there was “no relevant 
planning history”. This is not true. Since the applicants purchased the property 7 
years ago they have undertaken extensive renovation and repairs to the building. 
During the ownership, the applicants have had separate planning permissions 
approved for extensive renovation and extension to the building itself, the building of 
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an orangery, and planning permission to convert a coach house (in close proximity 
to Blofield Lodge) into a separate residential dwelling with the provision of its own 
garden and access. It is not apparent that heritage concerns were raised in any of 
these applications and no correspondence on any of the applications files refers to 
either the property or its grounds as a designated heritage asset.   Given this, it is 
unclear why the site is now considered to be a non-designated heritage asset and – 
equally unclear – why the preservation of this ‘non-designated asset – is afforded 
such weight. The planning committee may have questioned this incongruity if they 
had been informed of the planning history. The planning history is documented in the 
LPA case file, but was not presented to the planning committee 

5.3 Retained parkland - The LPA reports that the proposed development would result in 
the loss of ‘about a third of the surviving section of parkland’ The plot would be 
reduced from 6.5 acres to 5 which is not a third, but rather less than a quarter. If the 
application is approved, Blofield Lodge would still be sitting centrally within a 5-acre 
plot.  

5.4 Relationship between Blofield Lodge and Parkland -. Blofield Lodge has a pond to 
the immediate east and established tree belts to the south and east of the house 
which introduce a visual break between the Lodge from the parkland. This includes 
a 200-year-old established oak and other trees midpoint between the building and 
the proposed development. None of these points were included in the officers’ 
report.  

 

6	 Conclusion	

6.1 In conclusion, this appeal proposal seeks consent for a small scale residential 
development at a sustainably located site situated in an area of housing need. 

6.2 In refusing the application, and with specific reference to the guidance at paragraph 
14 of the Framework, it is considered that the LPA have failed to give sufficient 
weight to the delivery of new housing generally, failed to give sufficient weight to the 
fact that the proposal would deliver new homes in an area of persistent undersupply 
of new houses, and have failed to recognise the specific benefits associated with 
delivery of small sites such as the appeal sites. 

6.3 These factors are significant benefits associated with the proposal and, considering 
the balancing exercise required by paragraph 14, weigh strongly in favour of the 
appeal proposal. 

6.4 In refusing the application the LPA appear to identify two factors, each of which they 
consider to ‘significantly and demonstrably; outweigh the benefits deriving from the 
scheme.  

6.5 In respect of landscape impacts, the application site is not viewed as part of the 
surrounding open countryside but, rather, as an enclosed restored parkland setting 
which is distinct form the open, arable fields which surround it.  In this context, the 
proposed modest level of development is not considered to have any adverse 
impacts on landscape character: a conclusion the LPA also seemed to arrive at on a 
very similar (but, due to the presence of Listed Buildings, more sensitive) site located 
just a few miles west of the appeal site.  Given this setting, and mindful of the small 
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sale of the appeal proposal, it is not the case that there are any adverse landscape 
impacts which significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of the proposal. 

6.5 Considering the matter of heritage, it is unclear why the LPA have categorised the 
Lodge as a non-designated heritage asset when this description has not been 
applied in any of the three recent (all within seven years) planning consents granted 
at the site, nor was the site identified as a non-designated heritage asset in the Stage 
III Environmental Assessment undertaken by the Highways Agency in 2007.  
Furthermore, even if it is accepted that the site should be considered a non-
designated heritage asset, the relatively low significance of the asset together with 
the modest scale and limited impacts of the scheme mean there would be no 
significant and demonstrable harm to the Lodge.  

6.6 For the reasons set out above, the Inspector is respectfully requested to allow this 
appeal. 
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