
  

 
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate 

 
 

 

Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 30 January 2018 

by Nick Palmer  BA (Hons) BPl MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date: 14 February 2018 

 
Appeal Ref: APP/K2610/W/17/3186686 

Blofield Lodge, Bullacebush Lane, Blofield, Norwich NR13 4SG 

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

against a refusal to grant outline planning permission. 

 The appeal is made by Dr A Dhesi against the decision of Broadland District Council. 

 The application Ref 20171195, dated 13 July 2017, was refused by notice dated 

7 September 2017. 

 The development proposed is up to five dwellings including associated access road and 

infrastructure improvements within the site and provision of a new footway link to 

Blofield village. 
 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Procedural Matter 

2. The application is for outline permission with details of access submitted for 
approval and all other matters reserved.  A site layout plan has been submitted 

which is intended to be indicative of a possible scheme and I shall consider that 
plan on this basis. 

Main Issue 

3. The main issue in the appeal is the effect of the proposed development on the 
character and appearance of the area. 

Reasons 

Character and Appearance 

4. Blofield Lodge is an early 19th century house which occupies grounds of about 
6.5 acres.  This is within open countryside to the north of Blofield.  The grounds 
were laid out as a park in the 19th century, the extent of the original park 

having subsequently been reduced.  The appeal site occupies the southern part 
of the grounds.  A new vehicular access would be formed to Plantation Road 

and an existing drive to that road would be used as a footpath which would link 
to a new footpath to be provided within the highway verge to enable the 
occupants of the development to walk to Blofield.   

5. Policy GC2 of the Development Plan Document1 (DPD) requires that new 
development is accommodated within the settlement limits as defined in the 

development plan, with exceptions being made for development that accords 

                                       
1 Broadland Development Management Development Plan Document (2015) 
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with a specific allocation or policy of the plan and that does not result in any 

significant adverse impact.  The site is outside the settlement limit for Blofield 
and the proposal would not accord with that policy.     

6. The site falls within the defined Norwich Policy Area and in this area the Council 
cannot demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing sites.  On this 
basis its policies for the supply of housing are not up-to-date by virtue of 

paragraph 49 of the National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework).  The 
fourth bullet of paragraph 14 of the Framework therefore applies.  This states 

that permission should be granted unless any adverse impacts of doing so 
would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed 
against the policies in the Framework taken as a whole.  The weight that I can 

give to the identified conflict with policy GC2 of the DPD is limited in the 
absence of the required housing land supply. 

7. Although the original grounds have been reduced in size they retain a 
rectangular shape with the house and its outbuildings in the central northern 
part.  The area to the south remains largely open and provides a setting to the 

house.  There are some mature trees close to the house but the house is still 
clearly visible from the remainder of the grounds.  While the grounds have 

been used in part as paddocks and are fenced with post and rail fencing the 
general open parkland setting remains.  The grounds are distinct from the 
surrounding agricultural landscape in this respect and are enclosed by trees 

and hedging.  The appeal site forms a significant part of those grounds which 
are of value to the landscape including in terms of their historical significance.   

8. Neither Blofield Lodge nor its grounds are formally recorded as a non-
designated heritage asset.  Previous applications for an extension to the house 
and conversion of its coach house have been approved without any mention of 

this.  A study of cultural heritage along the A47 corridor in 2007 did not 
identify Blofield Lodge as being of interest despite it being within the area 

studied.  The lack of previous references to the site being of heritage 
significance and the absence of any formal record of this does not mean 
however that the site is not of interest in this respect.  The Historic 

Environment Officers of Broadland District Council and Norfolk County Council 
both consider the site to form part of a non-designated heritage asset and I 

find no reason to disagree with them on this matter.   

9. The proposed development would be screened from view across the wider 
landscape to some extent by the existing boundary planting.  Nonetheless it 

would still be clearly visible through the trees and the access points.  There are 
small groups of dwellings in the rural area but the proposal would introduce a 

suburban form of development which would be intrusive and out of character.  
As well as this general effect the proposal would result in harm to the 

significance of the grounds of Blofield Lodge by developing a significant part of 
those grounds and intruding into the open parkland setting.   

10. The appellant has referred to other developments in the rural area that have 

been allowed and has provided details of a proposed development of 7 
dwellings at Little Plumstead within the setting of listed buildings.  Proposals 

are considered on their individual merits and because the circumstances of 
individual proposals vary those other approvals do not establish a precedent.  
The details of the proposed scheme at Little Plumstead differ from the appeal 
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proposal in a number of respects and for this reason that case is not directly 

comparable with the proposal.   

11. The Framework contains a number of policies that are relevant to the proposal 

in terms of the historic and landscape value of the site.  Paragraph 61 requires 
development to integrate with the natural, built and historic environment.  
Paragraph 109 requires the protection and enhancement of valued landscapes.  

Paragraph 135 requires the effect on the significance of a non-designated 
heritage asset to be taken into account.  The DPD requires protection of 

landscape character and regard to be given to the character and appearance of 
the area in policies EN2 and GC4.  The Joint Core Strategy (JCS)2 in Policy 1 
requires protection of heritage assets and their settings.  For the reasons given 

the proposal would not accord with those national and local policies.  I conclude 
that the proposed development would unacceptably harm the character and 

appearance of the area and I give significant weight to that harm.   

Other Considerations 

12. The Council states that the housing supply in the Norwich Policy Area stands at 

4.7 years and the appellant does not dispute this figure.  There has been a 
record of persistent under-delivery and I understand that a 20% buffer has 

been added to the housing requirement to reflect this but full details of the 
housing requirement and supply are not before me.  The limited number of 
proposed dwellings would indicate that their benefit in helping to address the 

shortfall would be limited.  As an increased buffer has been incorporated into 
the housing requirement and the deficit is not large I see no reason to give any 

extra weight to the proposal in this respect.  I recognise the importance of 
providing sites of the size proposed in order to benefit smaller developers but 
this would not significantly increase the weight that I can give to this benefit.        

13. Blofield has a range of services and facilities including a primary school, a 
medical centre, a library and shops.  The development would be about 400m to 

750m away from those facilities and the new footpath would enable pedestrian 
accessibility.  In this respect the proposal would accord with the Framework 
and with the development plan, in particular Policy 1 of the JCS which requires 

minimisation of the need to travel.  The proposal would support the economy 
both through the provision of construction jobs and support for local 

businesses.  These matters weigh in favour of the proposal but nonetheless the 
proposal would not accord with the development plan as a whole. 

14. The removal of the conifer hedge from the southern boundary of the site and 

its replacement with a native species hedge may be of benefit to wildlife and to 
the landscape but any benefit in the latter respect would have to be considered 

in conjunction with the visual impact of the development.  The new footpath 
would be of benefit to the general public as well as to the residents of the 

development and I take this into account.  

Other Matter 

15. The Council’s decision states that the development would be contrary to policy 

EN3 of the DPD.  That policy requires development of five dwellings or more to 
make provision for informal open space, allotments and green infrastructure.  

The reasons for refusal do not however refer to these matters and no evidence 

                                       
2 Joint Core Strategy for Broadland, Norwich and South Norfolk (2011 with amendments adopted 2014) 
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has been provided to me in this respect.  Consequently I have not considered 

this further.    

Overall 

16. I have given significant weight to the harms that I have identified in respect of 
the character and appearance of the area.  I give modest weight overall to the 
identified benefits.  The weight that I have given to the identified harms would 

significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits.  On this basis the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development in the fourth bullet of 

paragraph 14 of the Framework does not apply.   

17. I have found that the proposal would conflict with the development plan as a 
whole.  There are no other material considerations of sufficient weight to 

indicate that my decision should be otherwise than in accordance with the 
development plan.       

Conclusion 

18. For the reasons given I conclude that the appeal should be dismissed. 

Nick Palmer 

INSPECTOR         
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