CASTLE ACRE PARISH COUNCIL
Minutes of the Parish Council planning meeting helthe village hall on Thursday 23 July 2015:

Present: Mr Sean Allen (SA) Mr T Hubbard (TH)
Mr M Hickey (MH) Chairman Mr Richard Read (RR)
Mrs H Breach (HB)

In attendance: Ms L Roast (Clerk), 21 members efgiblic, James Bracey (Holkham Estate), Patrick
Grange (Grange Developments).
Apologies: Mr Jim Moriarty (JM), Ms Charlie Williasn(CW), Mr L Fisher (LF) Vice—Chairman

53 PLANNING
15/00942/0OM- Hybrid application — full planning fa demolition of existing buildings and
erection of 4 dwellings with associated access andtline planning for erection of
11 dwellings at Massingham Road, Castle Acre

MH began the meeting by reading out an explanatatement as follows:

‘Given the number in attendance, | would like tarsby making an explanatory statement on how we
have got to this stage. This is the culminatio.&fyears of consultation between BC and CAPC in a
process called the LDF. The Government makes theugjh Council take into account five years’
future housing demand (estimated at 16,500 in \Mesfolk), land supply, landowner and local

council representations and social and environnhentesiderations, in order to allocate a number of
new dwellings that can be built on agriculturaboownfield site land outside of the existing builgli
envelope, or boundary, that was established whetatt LDF was settled 10 years ago. This process
does not preclude adhoc infill developments or #ahsl, subject to planning permission.

Castle Acre is designated as a Key Rural Servicgr€emeaning it has at least a school, pub and
village shop. The initial BC assessment in 201§ that this justified eleven new houses. Since it
was first consulted in November 2011, the PC haayd expressed a preference for those houses to
be built on what was then designated as optios 481 (the current Rose/Alberma cottages land and
within the Conservation Area) and 508 (part of Hudékham Estate owned field to the west of 1131),
as opposed to developing other land suggesteddatagle the village envelope. It is important to
note that this joint planning application, descdlas hybrid, that we are considering tonight, & th
result of PC pressure on both developers to wagktteer and produce houses that, to quote BC
guidelines,the sensitivity of the site will require carefudsign to ensure that the site makes a positive
contribution to the Conservation Area and the sgtf the nearby Listed Buildings. Standard
housing designs are unlikely to achieve this’.

After taking these considerations into account,Bbeough Council’'s Cabinet approved the inclusion
into the final LDF document of part of 508 as afpned option site with eleven houses and linked
that with four more houses on 1131, designatingtimbined area as G22.1. The submission stated
that the BC requires a coordinated scheme on the aite that preserves and enhances the character
of this part of the village and incorporates a gigant landscaping belt along the northern andteres
site boundaries to soften any impact on the wided$cape. Approval of the LDF is subject to
examination by a Government appointed Inspector staded this month but then postponed it for six
months as he was not satisfied with the Boroughigrenmental strategy in respect of new housing
development. The PC has no idea how this delag&fthe final approval of the outline application
before us, though not the full application for tbar houses, but it doesn’t change our obligaten t
take a view and report back to the BC before 2y. Jul
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The other development option site that was initiatht even put to the Parish Council is designated
1193 and is the land to the west of the schoolkeidnd the houses on Back Lane. The PC did review
its inclusion in 2014, culminating in a very wettended public meeting in May with the LDF
manager. The PC was minded to agree with thefidraeguments put forward by Back Lane
residents against development, citing: poor intiégnawith the existing village boundaries, highway
and safety issues, the estimated 20,000 vehiclements per annum past Costcutter and the school,
groundwater vulnerability, wildlife protection afight pollution. The PC was also swayed by thd&lac
of any design or material constraints on a privEeeloper orthat land compared to the clear
restrictive conditions on G22.1 Moreover, thateleper would be under no planning obligations to
provide any more social/affordable housing thanpi@s before us tonight. Equally, in the current
economic climate and taking into account the redestared Government policy of forcing Housing
Associations to offer some of their propertiesdale, it is almost inconceivable that the Housing
Association could raise the capital both to buyl#mel and to build eleven social houses, as opposed
to continuing infilling as we have seen oppositesiCotter and in Foxes Meadow.

It is for these reasons, and for others, that thén&s supported this development in meeting the
minimum housing target sought by the Borough, inagrcing the northern approach to the village
without being visibly intrusive in the landscape aissuring houses of a style and quality worthg of
conservation village, in meeting Highways demamusiacluding two houses for social rent.

| expect many of you have had a chance to seeldne pnline. The paper versions are laid out en th
adjoining tables. The A3 illustrative plan you $gan artist’s impression of the whole schemel but
must stress it isnly a draft, as CliIrs are required tonight just toparpor object to the outline option
site as part of the hybrid application. The PCrhasle it very clear to Holkham Estate that shodd t
outline be approved, it wishes to be consulted@apdetail about the landscaping, position of the
dwellings, services, parking and lighting beforg detailed application is submitted to the Borough.
And above all, that the houses are consistenttivélexemplar standards already set and broadly
approved by Clirs for the four houses on the RoskAdberma Cottage land.

Two further observations: the eleven dwellings Wwéla mixture of sizes and price levels and, as
stated, will include two that will be reserved &arcial housing, probably through Freebridge HAe Th
scheme may be subject to a Section 106 agreeméntreplacement - Community Infrastructure
Levy - that will generate a cash sum that can bevested in village facilities or go to supporting
village organisations’.

Clirs agreed they should hear first the commems fthose attending before considering the hybrid
application.

The majority of views from the floor were in favoairthe planned four large detached houses along
Massingham Road, accepting that the derelict cestlgere were in need of redevelopment.
Widening the road and adding a footway were welahmEhere were contrary calls for up to seven
small flint faced cottages instead that could beawatractively priced for local people. MH poidte
out that the developer’s hands were tied by the8gin’s insistence on just four dwellings there.

In reviewing the outline development of eleven tesusn the Holkham Estate land to the west, some
residents felt strongly these were unnecessarplufting the views of 56 and 57 and 58 Foxes
Meadow. Alternative suggested locations includedipg all eleven houses further along the northern
edge of Massingham Road (ribbon development) dhertand by the water tower. MH clarified that
any housing was governed by what development lamdidwners had put forward. A resident
suggested that the Borough Council had made maoggwissumptions about the use of the proposed
G22.1 option site.



James Bracey was asked why the application foelheen houses was only in outline. He explained
that Holkham Estate was responding to the bri@@KLWN. Moreover, as the area is outside the
Conservation Area, a full planning application wasequired at this stage. He stated that Holkham
Estate would probably sell the land to a devel@pel would therefore not wish to invest the extrst co
of full planning drawings at this stage, given thued planning process. The outline planning
permission would just set the development arealaadow acceptable position of the access road to
the north.

MH brought the discussion back to the Parish Cdamd reminded the meeting it should be debating
and supporting or objecting to the hybrid applicatas a whole. He asked Clirs to take into
consideration for the outline site:

- Landscaping: the need to retain all the existiadges/trees at the end of the gardens of the
two bungalows most affected in Massingham Roadulshthe PC insist these hedges and
those opposite Stone Barn are protected by a peds®r order? Further ‘dense-tree’ planting
to the south is proposed. In earlier discussithesidea of erecting a 2 metre flint wall along
the northern boundary was mooted. Should we insighat, to match in with the 1.2 metre
high flint wall planned in front of the four dwetlljs along the Massingham Road?

- The District Council’s documentation has referredhe possibility of a footpath through the
site. Bill Welch has asked if, quote ‘the PC ddawonsider requesting a ‘greenway’ on the
site which could perhaps follow the line of thestixig unofficial footpath which comes off the
Massingham Road to the north of the Rose Cottampes behind the Rose Cottages and
Albemarle House, the bungalows and towards the $:oX&is would have a number of
advantages including retaining an existing desne, Iproviding a conduit for wildlife and help
soften the landscape and provide some separattarede the new and existing properties’.

- Pumping station. Why is it shown bottom left om thustrative plan? Is that due to the lay of
the land? | am assured these plants omit virtuadiyoise or smell, but the PC will need
clarification and assurances.

- Car parking: to ensure there is an over proviswisiting cars do not park on the
Massingham Road.

- Street lighting: any at all or just the minimum Iéevel ground lights to reduce light pollution?
And for the full planning application for four dwielgs, to note that:

- The dwellings are set back from a widened road rf#e8es) and new 1.8 m wide footway
and bordered by a 1.2 metre high flint wall. Twid share a drive/exit while the other two
will have their own.

- All four dwellings are to the same exemplar desigd materials/finish of flint, red brick
and clay pantile, as agreed by the PC in the seapplication for the Rose Cottage land

which the BC forced the developer to withdraw.

- Three of the four properties will have roof solanpls and all will have air source heat
pumps.

- All existing hedging will be retained.



HB suggested that the plans did not consider thedwf the village as a key rural service centre a
there were no facilities being included in the glae. for a medical centre or any employment for
future residents. She thought that the plannedealouses would just become a housing estate. HB
also stated that she felt the design of the fousshs along Massingham Road, did not complement the
Conservation Area.

TH stated that he considered the Alberma/Rosegmtiavelopment meets what people had asked for
and it would enhance the Conservation Area and thhwider road being an integral part of the plan.
Supporting or objecting to the outline planning wasre problematical. The process had been driven
by BCKLWN and the LDF. The PC had tried to make tight decisions from the feedback they had
received from the public. Any decision made byR@could be overridden by BCKLWN and

equally by the Examining Inspector.

RR agreed with TH that a wider Massingham Road @bel beneficial. RR commented that given
the unfortunate delay in the public LDF Examinatittre PC’s support for the hybrid application
meant it would be supporting the principal of depehent on the outline option site for eleven houses
only, not for the final designs and layout. Takihgt into consideration, he agreed with the ppati

of eleven houses on the outline option site.

SA agreed with TH and stated that he had no problgmthe four houses along Massingham Road.
He was concerned that the outline option site eitlven houses would just become a housing estate.
The as yet undefined details are accordingly ofostrmmportance.

NP stated that he had joined the PC to ensuretigeVity of the village and its amenities by hegpin
young families with children and thus supporting ithool. Developing the village is necessary to
achieve this and to keep other village amenitiesggoOn that basis, he supported the application.

MH proposed a motion to approve the hybrid applicat Motion carried 4 to 2 against. Cllrs agreed
the five conditions for the outline site listed aban the Minutes should be communicated to
BCKLWN.

The meeting closed at 9pm. The next full Parisbhr@d meeting is at 7.30pm on Thursday 10
September in the village hall.



