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Summary 

1. The basis of this statement is set out including the range of consultation undertaken and 

the expertise drawn upon to ensure a thorough and accurate assessment. 

2. The context for the application is explored and two concerns identified: the potential to 

further exacerbate problems of holiday units being used for residential purposes and the 

complex web of ownership and involvement in the current site and this application, which  

hamper communication and accountability . 

3. The application is assessed and in addition to the matters the applicant identifies as ‘main 

considerations’ a number of other important issues are identified and these are analysed 

against national and local planning policies. 

4. The conclusion is reached that the economic case for the development on this specific 

site is weak and that the site would become a touring base rather than a ‘5 star’, ‘self-

contained’ holiday resort. 

5.  Several areas of adverse impact are identified including: 

• Highway safety 

• Climate change 

• Poor design and layout 

• Impact on existing residents of the site 

• Ecological damage 

• Flood risk 

• Water supply and Sewage treatment 

• Damage to heritage assets and landscape 

6. The statement concludes that the application: 

1. Lacks sufficient detail and an integrated, comprehensive impact assessment that 

would be expected of an application for full planning permission. 

2. Is not sustainable either economically, socially or environmentally 

3. Cannot be justified in this specific location due to the many significant adverse 

impacts it would bring- many of which are not able to be mitigated or 

compensated for. 

7. It also concludes that the site has reached its sustainable capacity and for any further 

development to be considered it needs to have a fundamental change and improvement  to 

its layout, services and management. We feel that it is time to ‘draw a line in the sand’ and 

halt the incremental, piecemeal destruction of this site and a small rural community.  

Haveringland Parish strongly objects to the application and urges the Council 

to refuse permission and to resolutely fight any appeal. 
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1. Basis of the statement 

Consultation 

1.1 It is surprising and unfortunate that the application was submitted at the height of the Covid 19 

pandemic. In view of this and the practical difficulties it posed for people to meet and discuss the 

application, following a request from Haveringland Parish Meeting’s (HPM) Chair, Broadland Council 

agreed to an extension of the consultation period by 3 weeks. We are grateful for this as it has 

enabled us to publicise the application within the immediate area and beyond, so that local people 

and organisations could consider and discuss the proposals.  

1.2  This has also been important as the attempts by Broadland Council to notify people about the 

plans, for whatever reasons, seem to have fallen short of what might be considered reasonable for a 

proposal of this scale and potential impact; we have been informed that over 100 letters were sent 

out to neighbours of the development site, but it appears that not all residents and holiday home 

owners on the existing site received these. We also understand that just one site notice was put up. 

Despite several requests the Council has not revealed which organisations and agencies it has 

consulted on the proposals. And it has fallen to HPM to inform key agencies such as the Environment 

Agency, Norfolk Wildlife Trust etc. of the application and/or specific elements of it that are of 

relevance to them.  

1.3 It is also very disappointing that not all of the application documents have been available for 

public view; e.g despite several requests the ‘Arboricultural Assessment’ referred to in the 

application has not appeared on the Council website and therefore cannot be assessed (assuming 

that it exists). 

1.4 To address this lack of effective consultation members of the HPM Planning Committee have: 

• Used online platforms of various kinds to publicise the application and inform people about 

how they can comment to the Council. 

• Contacted a range of organisations with a potential interest in the proposals and encouraged 

them to comment. 

• Convened small, socially distanced, outside meetings on or near the site for local people to 

be better informed and for a discussion of the plans to take place. 

• Placed further copies of the Site Notice in the surrounding area and erected a large scale 

copy of the ‘illustrative masterplan’ at a noticeboard near to the site with guidance on the 

application and how people can comment. 

• Via the Council, secured a full set of the application documents and plans for consultation in 

or near the existing site office at Haveringland Hall Country Park (HHCP). 

• Informed neighbouring Parish Councils of the plans (and several have commented) 

• Set up an online petition which has received nearly 1700 signatures of support (the petition 

can be viewed here: https://www.change.org/haveringland ); Appendix 2 contains a sample 

of the comments submitted by those signing, the vast majority of which are from the local 

area and nearby. 

• Set up, with agreement and support from the owner, a petition in a local shop in Cawston 

which has received nearly 50 signatures. Appendix 3 is a scanned copy of this. 

 

 

https://www.change.org/haveringland
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Analysis and Advice 

1.5 A thoroughgoing assessment of the application, together with the national and local planning 

policy context has been carried out, which forms the basis of this statement. HPM has studied the 

various planning policy documents of relevance and drawn on information from neighbours and 

others who have submitted their own responses or been engaged through the consultation routes 

described above.  

1.6 We have also had the benefit of the expertise, experience and advice of HPM’s Planning 

Committee members (including its Chair who has a 1st class honours degree in Urban and Regional 

Planning), former senior planning officers, a former Planning Inspector, a Natural Resource 

Management expert with over 20 years experience) etc. We are also grateful to Broadland Council, 

Norfolk County Council and other officers and experts for their answers to questions and advice 

about the proposals. 

We hope that the Council will recognise that HPM’s approach to its 

assessment of the proposals has been thorough, wide ranging and goes 

beyond a ‘not in my backyard’, knee jerk reaction. 

2. Context 

2.1 HPM recognises that the consideration of this application must focus on matters considered 

‘material’ to the proposed use of the land in question. However, we feel it important to draw 

attention to other things which may well be an ‘unintended consequence’ of any approval to the 

proposals based on experiences at and history of this site and the national scene with regard to Park 

Homes and Holiday Lodges. 

2.2 We know that the Council is aware of a history of issues arising at HHCP, some of which have 

been consequences from previous planning decisions and the difficulty of enforcing some planning 

conditions, and others which relate to the management and adequacy of services and infrastructure 

on the site which are matters overseen by the Council’s site licensing officers. 

2.3 A particular concern relates to the proposal for 280 units for holiday use. The site has an 

existing number of holiday units and as the Council is well aware several of these, through a mixture 

of willful mis selling or ignorance, have, and continue to be used as the main residence of those 

occupying them. We understand that action is continuing to regularise this position through 

enforcement proceedings, but this is taking a considerable time to take effect. This issue and other 

site development and management issues appear to be of national significance and parliamentary 

debates have observed how inadequate the current legal controls on the development and 

management of these sites are. (see https://hansard.parliament.uk/Commons/2019-10-

01/debates/00B8AEBD-B494-4F11-BB43-F700EDA7A719/ParkHomeResidentsLegalProtection which 

is the record of a debate in October 2019 in the House of Commons on ‘Park Home Residents: Legal 

Protection’). 

2.4 The application does not make clear whether the proposed units will be sold (as before) for 

holiday use/letting by one owner, or whether the development will be managed as a letting of units 

by the site owners. We are concerned that the long running issue of unapproved residential use will 

be exacerbated by a further development of units for sale, an issue which for whatever reasons, the 

Council has found it difficult to control or prevent. Clearly there is therefore a risk that a 

development of holiday units, could to some degree, become a residential development; either 

https://hansard.parliament.uk/Commons/2019-10-01/debates/00B8AEBD-B494-4F11-BB43-F700EDA7A719/ParkHomeResidentsLegalProtection
https://hansard.parliament.uk/Commons/2019-10-01/debates/00B8AEBD-B494-4F11-BB43-F700EDA7A719/ParkHomeResidentsLegalProtection
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through mis selling/ignorance or in due course through its non viability for holiday use, then 

become subject to a planning application for change to residential- a situation that has happened 

in other locations around Britain. 

2.5 Some of the other issues of long standing at the site we believe to be material considerations in 
determining the current application. The Council will be aware of the ongoing problems of road 
flooding, breaches of Tree Preservation Orders, inadequate and inconsistent water supply and 
ineffective sewage treatment which have caused considerable inconvenience to those living or 
owning units on the site. We address these matters in the sections dealing with the key issues and 
Appendix 1 later in this statement. 
 
2.6 A further concern to many residents and owners of units on the existing site is the complex web 
of ownership and management of the site. This is further complicated by the current application 
which features an individual (Mr. J. Broome) and a company (Grosvenor Parks) who appear to have 
no connection to the current site ownership or management. We understand that when this 
application was originally submitted it was amended to feature ‘Haveringand Hall Country Park Ltd.’ 
rather than Grosvenor Parks, but this appears to have changed once more, back to the original 
alliance. 
 
2.7 It seems that the company Royale Life manage the site but correspondence to residents from 
this company is invariably signed ‘on behalf of Haveringland Hall Country Park Ltd.’, a company that 
appears to be in liquidation. The latter is majority owned by Lifestyle Living UK Limited which is also 
in liquidation. Lifestyle Living UK Limited is majority owned by Lordsbridge Leisure Limited which is 
also in liquidation (from 2017). Interestingly the sole director of Royale life and many other 
companies is a Mr. Robert Bull who in the parliamentary debate referred to earlier is mentioned by 
Sir Christopher Chope in relation to the inadequacy of the ‘fit and proper person test’ that is applied 
to site owners when granting a site licence: 

‘I am sceptical about my hon. Friend’s earlier point about the fit and proper person test. I will illustrate my 
scepticism by referring to the controlling director of Royale Parks Ltd. Robert Lee Jack Bull, born in May 
1977, was appointed as the director of Royale Parks Ltd on 7 September 2018. Directly or indirectly, he 

holds between 25% and 50% of the shares and voting rights in that company, which is part of a complex 
group of companies. The information that I have seen from Companies House suggests that Mr Bull is the 
director of no fewer than 74 companies, which between them have assets of about £80 million and 

liabilities of about £110 million. Royale Parks Ltd controls 75% or more of the shares and voting rights in 
some of those subsidiary companies, such as Royale Parks (Dorset) Ltd. In marketing the properties, 

however, Royale Life describes itself as 

“a family-owned business with a heritage dating back to 1945.” 

There may be such a heritage, but what is probably not well known is that Mr Robert Lee Jack Bull was 

convicted at Cheltenham magistrates court on two pieces of information brought by the trading standards 
department, as described in the register for 10 January 2013. They are in similar terms, so I will refer only 
to the first one, which says: 

“Between 13/08/2009 and 08/11/2009 at Gloucestershire, being a trader, engaged in a commercial practice 
which, by omission, was misleading under regulation 6 of the Consumer Protection from Unfair Trading 
Regulations 2008 in that its factual contract omitted material Information, namely by making 

representations to Phillip and Mary Bentall, being average consumers, with respect to a park home, 101 
Cotswold Grange Country Park, Meadow Lane, Twyning, which representations caused them to take a 

transactional decision namely to sell their home at 32 Quay Lane, Hanley Castle and purchase 101 
Cotswold Grange Country Park which they would not otherwise have undertaken if they had known that 
planning permission only existed for holiday homes at Cotswold Grange Country Park and that 101 

Cotswold Grange Country Park was a holiday home, not a permanent residential property, contrary to 
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Regulation 10 of said regulations and as a result caused or was likely to cause the average consumer to 
take a transactional decision he would not have taken otherwise. 

Contrary to regulations 10 and 13 of the…Regulations 2008.” ‘ 

2.8 Furthermore, the licence holders (and so presumably owners) of the site are  registered with the 
Council as H.H. Country Park Ltd. and Time GB Futures Ltd.; we have been advised that the latter 
company is the parent of Royale Life.  
 
2.9 HPM is concerned about this web because it makes communication and effective accountability 
for the ongoing issues on the site very difficult. This is also potentially an issue when it comes to 
enforcing planning conditions and site licence issues. It also makes it very difficult to identify who is 
really running the Park; we have our suspicions that the current application has been submitted to 
distance it from those currently or formerly running the park and who have been responsible for the 
lack of effective management in past years.  
 
2.10 We hope that the Council will be minded to investigate this further in order to be sure of who 
owns and who manages the current site, and the roles of the current applicants, so that there can 
be clarity and accountability for the development and its ongoing management. 
 
2.11 We will not spend time describing the current site or its location as Council officers are well 
aware of this; suffice to say that the site is in a rural location which is sparsely populated, with few, if 
any services available in the vicinity, with no public transport links and with access roads which in 
places are one vehicle wide and with some significant bends.  
 

 

The site and surroundings in 2017- Google Earth 
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3. Key Issues 

3.1 Turning to the application, we have examined the documents submitted and carried out an 
analysis (Appendix 1) of issues against national and local planning policies and other material. This 
analysis identifies where the application does not adequately deal with important questions, and 
highlights where we believe it is not possible for the application to overcome fundamental conflicts 
with national and local planning policies.  
 
3.2 The application’s Planning, Design and Access Statement identifies a number of ‘main 

considerations’  the applicants feel should be the focus for assessing the application: 

‘• Principle of development, including the economic need/benefits of the proposal; 
• Impact upon ecology and trees, including the County Wildlife Site, the Ancient Woodland and any 
other habitats within the site; 
• Impact upon the significance of the listed buildings and other heritage assets; 
• Impact of the development upon flood risk and hydrology; and 
• Impact upon highway safety and accessibility.’ (para 6.1) 

3.3 HPM agrees that these are some of the key issues to be considered. However, we also suggest 

that there are other important matters that should be considered when determining this application 

for full planning permission: 

• Adding to climate change 

• Poor quality and character of the proposed design and layout and its negative impact on 

existing residents  

• Inadequate water supply, sewage treatment and disposal 

3.4 Appendix 1 looks at the following issues: 
1. Economic Case          

2. Reduced Highway Safety        
3. Adding to Climate Change        

4. Poor quality and character of the proposed design  

and layout and its negative impact on existing residents    

5. Ecological damage         

6. Flood risk          

7. Inadequate water supply, sewage treatment and disposal   

8. Damage to heritage assets and landscape 

 
3.5 Having completed this assessment we believe that the Council should focus on three key 
questions: 

• Does the application contain the required information? 
 

• Does the proposal constitute sustainable development? 
 

• Is the development on this specific site justified in the light of the development plan, 

national planning policy and statutory requirements? 

 
The following are our conclusions, drawing on Appendix 1.  
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4. Does the application contain the required information? 

4.1 The application is for Full Planning Permission and has been accepted by the Planning Authority 
as valid and therefore it should be determined.  
 
4.2 First, it appears that the applicants have not notified all land owners affected by the proposals; 

we are aware that the Coach House, which features prominently in the plans for on site facilities, is 

not  owned by the applicants and they appear not to have notified the current owner. Likewise we 

believe that the access road into the site is owned by another party. It would appear that the one 

notification that has been made (to an address with no name in Fornham St. Genevieve, Suffolk) is to 

a farming company that we understand has no ownership interests in land affected by the 

development. We have been unable to confirm if this is the case. Likewise we understand that part 

of a track shown on the development is owned by a neighbouring property owner who has not been 

subject to the necessary notice. 

4.3 We believe it important for the Council to verify the notification information supplied and to 

seek confirmation from the applicants that all owners have been notified. At present the 

information supplied would suggest that individuals or organisations with a significant interest in the 

site, may have not had the chance to comment as they have not been formally notified- the Council 

should satisfy itself that all appropriate statutory notices have been issued and that those 

contacted have the opportunity to comment. 

 4.4 More importantly, Full planning permission is sought, but in many respects, and despite obvious 

attempts by Council officers to have adequate information provided, the application is vague and 

lacks clear, detailed commitment to important aspects of the development. For example, the range 

and nature of ‘on site attractions’- these items are referred to very briefly in the Planning, Design 

and Access Statement or/and shown without further information on the ‘Illustrative Masterplan’: 

• Reception 

• Pony stables  

• Outdoor and indoor mazes 

• Shop 

• Café 

• Swimming pool 

• Large building shown on the Masterplan on the proposed ‘park/recreation area’ 

4.5 In addition, a number of other key issues lack the required assessments or studies that would 

be expected in an application for full planning permission, as indicated by consultee officers, 

agencies and our own research: 

• Economic case- figures for the projected jobs generated by the development are not 

substantiated and there is no solid evidence to demonstrate the financial viability of the 

scheme or it’s supposed economic benefits/harm to the area (see Appendix 1) 

• Flood risks- no attention to the current issues on site and lacking an adequate flood risk 

assessment and drainage strategy (Lead Local Flood Authority and Environment Agency) 

• Water supply – lack of consideration of issues with the current supply systems, lack of a 

capacity analysis and the implications for the existing bore hole licence, plus the 

implications, including storage facilities etc. of proposed water harvesting and water 

efficiency. Lack of a BREEM/equivalent Water Efficiency assessment (Senior Housing 
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Standards officer, Environment Agency and Joint Core Strategy -Water Efficiency Advice 

Note 2015) 

• Sewage treatment- lack of adequate consideration of issues with the current system and the 

lack of a full capacity analysis of this plus no management plan including the implications of 

a potential second sewage treatment plant (Senior Housing Standards officer) 

• Other on site infrastructure- the application does not contain any detailed proposals for 

power, internet, adequate access roads and other important infrastructure 

• Crime prevention- the proposal does not include an assessment of the need for crime 

prevention measures; e.g. CCTV 

• Provision for emergencies – the lack of plans to provide a fire hydrant to supply water for 

fighting fires (Norfolk Fire and Rescue service). 

• Spacing of units- lack of a detailed layout to confirm that units are spaced appropriately 

(Senior Housing Standards Officer) 

• Ground conditions- lack of adequate information on these and their suitability for 

development given their historic use as part of RAF Swannington (Environmental 

Management Officer) 

• Heritage- insufficient assessment of designated heritage assets and lack of consideration of 

the impact of the proposals on the historic park  and ancient woodland (site of a Medieval 

Deer park etc.- Senior Heritage and Design Officer) 

• Air quality- lack of an assessment of the impact of the proposals on air quality 

(Environmental Management Officer) 

• Ecology- inadequate survey material and lack of any mitigation or compensation strategies 

to respond to the loss or damage to habitats, County Wildlife Site and Ancient Woodland, 

plus inadequate assessment of the potential impact on nearby wildlife sites (County 

Ecologist and Natural England) 

4.6 For a development of the scale and complexity of that proposed an integrated and 

comprehensive impact assessment is required, but instead the applicants have submitted a set of 

unrelated (several incomplete or sketchy), assessments of the proposals. There is insufficient detail 

or analysis to demonstrate that the proposal would comply with statute or policy or that harm could 

be acceptably mitigated, leading to the conclusion that the application should be refused. 

4.7 To agree to the application in principle and attempt to deal with this wide range of detailed 
matters through negotiation and planning conditions is unacceptable, as the National Planning 
Policy Framework (2019) states:  
 
‘55. Planning conditions should be kept to a minimum and only imposed where they are necessary, 
relevant to planning and to the development to be permitted, enforceable, precise and reasonable in 
all other respects. Agreeing conditions early is beneficial to all parties involved in the process and can 
speed up decision making. Conditions that are required to be discharged before development 
commences should be avoided, unless there is a clear justification.’ 
 
4.8 Should the Council give the applicant more time to complete these further studies and 

assessments? As noted above the Council has accepted the application as valid, and therefore it 

should be determined as it stands, subject to any outstanding statutory notices being served and 

consultation periods achieved. HPM is of the view that there has been ample time for the 

applicants to undertake the necessary work and to consult relevant parties – work on this 

application has been progressing for close to 2 years, if not longer- and we believe that there are a 

number of significant issues that by themselves justify refusal of the application.   
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5. Does the proposal constitute sustainable development? 
5.1 The National Planning Policy Framework and local planning policies have stated that 
development must be sustainable on three dimensions: economic, social, and environmental. We 
conclude from our own analysis (Appendix 1) that the proposal is not sustainable on any of these 3 
dimensions. 

 

5.2 Not economically sustainable: 

1. its direct job creation estimates are unsubstantiated and likely to be mainly of seasonal, low 

paid jobs, not a part of the local economy that is a priority for further growth 

2. there is no convincing case for the proposal’s financial viability; there are no supporting 

analyses or business plans as part of the submission 

3. the economic case for locating the development at this specific location is laughably weak, 

based on national and regional trends and local anecdotal information with the conclusion  

that because there is nothing like this in the area already that this justifies its development 

4. the majority of the proposed units are of unremarkable design quality, packed together in a 

very high density layout, and with the (sketchy) ideas for on site facilities would not be a 

powerful draw to those who are seeking to be largely based within the site as opposed to 

using it as a touring base 

5. some existing businesses in the immediate area might well be harmed; other tourism 

businesses and local shops 

6. wider economic benefits are likely to accrue mainly to areas visited by those staying at the 

site- the coast, Broads and Norwich. 

5.3 Not socially sustainable: 

1. There would be a significantly enhanced road safety risk within and around the site due to 

the traffic generated by it. The traffic generated will be added to by existing nearby 

committed developments, and the further increase in traffic on local roads due to the 

recent approval of off shore wind farm proposals and their inland infrastructure 

requirements. 

2. The development would encircle the 100 existing elderly residents already living on site and 

for some the proposed 2 storey lodges and tree houses could pose issues of loss of privacy. 

3. The development would result in noise, air and light pollution, so damaging the amenity and 

health of these existing residents, who have bought properties that are specifically 

designated as retirement homes. 

4. There is no assessment or provision for crime prevention 

5. The proposal makes no provision for addressing existing problems of poor internal access 

roads, emergency vehicle access, flooding, water supply and sewage treatment, let alone 

proposing realistic proposals for the proposed development; it is likely that these existing 

issues would remain unaddressed or possibly be exacerbated 

6. Most of the proposed units are bland ‘could be anywhere’ design and pay little if any 

attention to local architectural styles or materials. 

7. Some of the heritage assets on site and nearby are at risk of harm by the development 

through affecting their settings, and without adequate archaeological surveys prior to 

development, there is a risk that ‘significant harm’ could be caused to the heritage value of 

the historic park and ancient woodland. 
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5.4 Not environmentally sustainable: 

1. The additional traffic generated by people travelling to and from the site from some distance 

would add to air and noise pollution. Traffic would be generated from people using the site 

as a touring base, as there is no local bus or other public transport available. 

2. There is a real risk of site users damaging important local wildlife sites as well as the 

immediate countryside through foot fall, waste pollution etc. 

3. Flood risks have not been properly assessed including the impact on existing flooding 

problems of increased areas of hard standing (roads, unit bases, service points and 

potentially including nearly 600 additional car parking spaces). 

4. Noise and light pollution will damage wildlife habitats as well as the amenity of existing 

residents. 

5. Rainwater harvesting and water efficiency assessments and proposals are inadequate and 

probably unrealistic (Environment Agency comments on these are awaited at the time of 

writing). There is no clear assessment or plan for sewage treatment and disposal so that 

there is a risk of water borne pollution, including to important wildlife sites downstream 

from the site. 

6. The development would destroy an ‘irreplaceable’ area of Ancient Woodland and totally 

destroy a County Wildlife site along with other habitats for a wide range of species, 

including several considered to be at risk or of other importance. 

7. There is virtually no scope within the development to mitigate or compensate for this loss. 

8. Many mature and protected trees and other habitats would be lost. Replacement planting 

is geared to screening the development as opposed to being of significant wildlife benefit, 

with much of the resulting landscape being one of ‘nature- poor’ mown grass around the 

proposed units. Replacement tree planting will take 15 years plus to be of any significant 

habitat value. 

 

6.  Is the development on this specific site justified in the light of 

the development plan, national planning policy and statutory 

requirements? 
 
6.1 The Development Management DPD (policy GC2) makes clear that development outside defined 

settlement limits is acceptable where there is no ‘significant adverse impact’ and it ‘accords with a 

specific allocation and/or policy of the development plan.’  

 

6.2 The Joint Core Strategy (JCS) states (emboldening added): 

‘2.19 In the rural area the Main Towns will accommodate additional housing, town 

centre uses, employment and services. Our larger villages will have some 

housing, servicing and employment opportunities and our smaller villages 

will have small-scale development appropriate to the scale and needs of the 

village and its immediate surroundings. Elsewhere in our rural communities and 

open countryside development will be limited and only permitted where it can 

be justified.’ 
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6.3 The JCS goes on to define ‘limited development’ as ‘farm diversification, home working, small scale 

and medium scale commercial enterprises where a rural location can be justified, including limited 

leisure and tourism facilities to maintain and enhance the rural economy will also be acceptable.….’ 

6.4 Taking the above into account, we believe that this proposal is neither small or medium scale, nor 

is it maintaining or enhancing the environment. As noted above it would result in the destruction of 

Ancient Woodland and a County Wildlife Site, clear felling of protected, mature trees, and irreparable 

damage to a complex of woodland and wetland habitats for species such as otters, bats, birds of prey, 

owls and snakes. 

6.5 The JCS goes on to state “in the case of more significant proposals these will be considered in the 

light of their contribution to meeting overall objectives of the JCS”. Referring to the Spatial Planning 

Objectives (p 24-26) there are none here that this planning application applies to, particularly given 

the disproportionate, unsustainable growth of the site in a rural, farming area.  

6.6 We have already shown that there is considerable doubt about the scale and nature of the 

economic benefits put forward by the applicants, and this proposal cannot be classified as a “mixed 

use development, live/work units or a diversification scheme”.  

6.7 Furthermore, had this site been considered as a possible specific allocation in the Site Allocations 

DPD  it would have been assessed on a number of factors (see ‘Site Allocations DPD (2016) page 9, 

section 4.17), two of which are cited as: 

1) Locational Principles – sites being located in unsustainable locations and therefore, 

contrary to the Joint Core Strategy (JCS) settlement hierarchy e.g. Countryside and: 

 2) other material considerations - … not in keeping with the current settlement form.  

6.8 The Site Allocations DPD is not restricted to residential properties; it also includes areas for 

recreation and employment developments. If this site had been proposed during the last cohort of 

allocations it would have been rejected on the grounds that it is in an unsustainable location - it has 

no power allocation, no mains sewerage, no mains water system and proposes to permanently 

remove and damage the woodland and countryside- and is clearly not in keeping with the character 

of the surrounding landscape.   

6.9 The Joint Core Strategy also states that Councils have a number of ‘grand challenges’, these 

include: 

o Environment “enhancing our special environment and mitigating against any adverse 

impacts of growth”. In addition, the document goes on to state “we have to plan 

places and design […] so they are more energy efficient and less carbon dependant […] 

and our trees, plants, streams, ponds and rivers play a vital role” 

o Place Making “maximising the high quality of life we currently enjoy and respecting 

the patterns of living that characterise the area” 

6.10 Section 2.10 of the Joint Core Strategy (page 8) summarises two key policies the Council will 

‘ensure’ will be achieved: 

1) Locate development in places that will minimise adverse impact on the environment and: 

2) Look after and improve the natural qualities of the area  
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6.11 The location of the proposed development is significantly outside the permitted development 

zone for the area.   This is the residential equivalent of creating a small village by clear felling 

forest.  This site was not identified in the Greater Norwich Development Plan as a proposed site and 

therefore a location of such a large development is incompatible with current plans both at Norfolk 

County Council and Broadland Council levels.   

6.12 The local Green Infrastructure Strategy aims to compensate for the increased pressure on the 

Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (Broads and North Norfolk Coast). This development offers no 

mitigation or compensation, but would considerably increase the tourism pressure on these 

surrounding sites whilst reducing the green corridor that is currently in place that aims to 

compensate for proposed housing developments linked to the Northern Distributor Road.  This 

development puts significant pressure on surrounding green infrastructure assets and is 

incompatible with current plans for the region. 

This proposal neither minimises impact or enhances the environment in any 

way, shape or form- quite the opposite.  

 

7. Conclusions 

7.1 This assessment concludes that: 

• The application lacks the necessary detail and impact assessments to be approved, and 

that these details cannot be satisfactorily left to planning conditions.  

• It is not sustainable development. 

• That the economic case for it at this specific location is weak, its contribution to the local 

economy will be limited and the range and severity of adverse impacts far outweigh any 

economic benefits.  

• If approved, it would be contrary to the objectives of national and local planning policies.  

7.2 Much is made of the ‘5 star’ nature of the development by the applicants. 5 star for whom? It 

may be so for those investing in or running the scheme, but …. 

• 5 star for existing residents of the site whose amenity and health will be adversely affected? 

• 5 star for those living in surrounding villages and towns who will have to put up with the 

traffic, pollution and damage to the landscape that results? 

• 5 star for the rare wildlife species whose habitats will be destroyed? 

• 5 star for those occupying the proposed units who will find a mediocre standard of design, a 

development that provides little space between units and a limited range of on site services 

and facilities? 

• 5 star for the planet with the development’s negative contribution to climate change? 

7.3 We believe that the site, through incremental growth over many years, has reached its 

sustainable capacity. The site’s physical constraints, particularly ecological, heritage and 

infrastructure, make further development very difficult to achieve. To be an acceptable site for any 

further development would require a fundamental overhaul of its infrastructure- roads, water 

supply, flood management, sewage, waste, power, layout, design and management of its open 

spaces and wildlife habitats etc.  
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7.4 We understand that the applicant, in the face of significant objections to the current application, 

may seek to negotiate a more limited scheme through amendments to it. We urge the Council to 

resist this, as statutory, official and local consultees must be given an adequate opportunity to 

address the scheme as a whole, not on the basis of piecemeal amendments. Likewise, if a series of 

legal agreements are proposed to deal with various unresolved matters, we would request that the 

Council consults HPM and other relevant bodies before these are concluded. 

7.5 Furthermore, if Committee site visits are planned as part of the Council’s decision-making 

process, we request that the Parish Meeting is included in these. We also ask that the Council holds 

off a Committee meeting to consider the application until such time that a face to face meeting, 

with the possibility of speakers and public attendance on the matter is possible. 

7.6  We have used the phrase ‘A line in the sand’ for the online petition and this sums up our  

stance- no further development of the site can be justified; rather, the existing owners (whoever 

they might be) need to focus on dealing with the issues of basic services and infrastructure that 

have dogged this site for many years- ‘Park Lives Matter’! 

 

On the basis of the above assessment we urge  Broadland Council 

to refuse planning permission for the proposed development and 

to be resolute in fighting any consequent appeal. It will have our 

full support in this.  

It may be that the Council will flinch at the prospect of the costs 

and other implications of fighting an appeal by negotiating a 

smaller development here. This would be an abandonment of its 

responsibility to the community it serves- it would put the pound 

before people.  

Now is time for the Council to halt the incremental, piecemeal 

destruction of this site and a small rural community and stand with 

us to say ‘A line in the sand- no more development at   

Haveringland Hall Country Park’ 

 

 

Haveringland Parish Planning Committee on behalf of  

Haveringland Parish Meeting -July 2020 
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APPENDIX 1: PLANNING POLICY ANALYSIS 

1. Economic Case 

1.1 Having looked at the various relevant national and local planning policy documents, we suggest 

that the case for the proposed development hinges upon weighing up the economic benefits of the 

proposals against the various negative impacts that it will have and any measures to mitigate or 

compensate for these.  So the economic case needs to be examined. 

1.2 The  local Development Management DPD states that there is a ‘presumption in favour of 

sustainable development’ (Policy GC1) and it goes on to state a definition of sustainable as 

‘development that meets the needs of the current generation without compromising the ability of 

future generations to meet their needs’ (para 2.9) and that, reflecting national guidance 

sustainability is defined in terms of economic, social and environmental dimensions. (para 2.11).  

1.3 With regard to tourism accommodation the Development Management  DPD , sums up the 

Council’s policy as follows: 

  

1.4 We comment later on some of the major issues that mean this proposal is NOT sustainable in 

social and environmental terms. Regarding economic sustainability and the specifics of Policy E3 we 

comment as follows. 

1.5 The alleged economic benefits of the proposals are contradictory. On the one hand the 

application states that it is largely ‘self contained’ (because of the provision of on site facilities and 

attractions- but note the vagueness of these commitments as referred to in the preceding report); if 

this is the case the economic benefits to the wider area would be small. 

1.6 On the other hand the application claims significant economic benefits to a wider area, so 

implying that visitors will need to travel around (we comment on the environmental and safety 

aspects of this later)- this must put some doubt on the commitment to and realism of the on site 

provision of facilities and attractions mentioned. 

1.7 In some respects the development can be seen as harmful to local business- e.g. public 

comments from a local holiday let owner who is concerned at what the development will do to 

damage the attractiveness of the area and so his lettings; the owner and manager of a Glamping site 

which sits next door to the site and who are very concerned at the impact of construction and 

ongoing noise and light pollution on this business; and the local shop keeper in Cawston who has 

hosted a petition because of the damage he thinks an on site shop would do to his business.  

1.8 The application states that 50 full time equivalent jobs will be created. There is no supporting 

evidence for this claim and we judge it to be an over estimate based on the handful of people 

involved in operating the current site, and the largely seasonal nature of the business.  
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1.9 The Joint Core Strategy (2014) states: 

‘3.7 The economy is diverse and, until the recession, was performing strongly. High 

numbers of new jobs have been created. The importance of manufacturing and 

farming has declined, though agriculture is still the largest user of land and 

automotive engineering remains strong. There has been major development of 

the service sector in an increasingly globalised economy. Particular strengths 

include the growing knowledge economy (mainly life sciences and health), financial 

services, retail, media, arts and, cultural and information technology based 

industries. Relatively low wages remain a weakness.’ 

 

1.10 More recently, the regional economy, prior to the current pandemic, was in sound shape, with 

relatively low unemployment levels/high employment levels and a diverse economic base (ONS 

2019). Whilst new jobs are always welcome, the level and nature of those created at the site are 

unlikely to make a major contribution to strengthening the local economy- many will add to the 

significance of low wages. 

 

1.11 The financial viability of the proposal (as required by Policy E3) is claimed (para 5.14 of the 

Planning, Design and Access Statement and references to other parts of that document) but there is 

no firm evidence to support this. On the contrary, one of the applicants, Grosvenor Parks is recorded 

on the Companies House register as having one active Director and debts of over £6millon (Note our 

comments above about the complex web of ownership and management at this site, where both of 

the applicants have no apparent role in the ownership or operation of it).  

1.12 As the application makes clear, existing nearby examples of this kind of development are more 

or less concentrated on the coast of Norfolk. There is a good reason for this - the coast is one of the 

most attractive destinations for holiday makers, and to place a new facility some way away, with 

little locally to attract them and with non existent public transport links, will mean much longer 

journeys for people staying here and visiting the coast.  

1.13 As noted above, there is a distinct lack of commitment and detail surrounding the range of 

potential on site facilities mentioned in this application for Full Planning Permission. On the basis of 

what has been said about these, they appear likely to be little more than a minor attraction for the 

majority of users; who are more likely to be using the development as a touring base for visiting 

destinations in the wider area (the coast, Broads, Norwich), with the traffic generation and 

associated road safety risks and pollution this would bring. 

1.43 The applicants make much of the ‘5 star’ quality of this ‘self-contained’ ‘holiday resort’. We 

believe that the development would not be of the quality or scale to be other than a touring base. 

One has only to look at the only significant inland holiday park in the vicinity, Center Parcs, Elveden 

Forest, near Thetford, to see what something approaching a ‘5 star’, ‘self contained’, ‘holiday resort’ 

looks like: 

• Over 800 units including a  hotel,  

• A wide range of on-site facilities and activities including immediate access to 400 acres of 

woodland with a network of paths. 

• Thetford Forest, with the many visitor-related sites this offers, is immediately adjacent 

and has 47,000 acres of woodland, the largest in England.  

• immediate road access to the A11 Trunk route, with no need to travel through existing 

settlements. 
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1.15 The proposed development would result in a density of 9 units per hectare which is more than 

double the average of Center Parc parks (with those with more limited access to the countryside an 

even lower figure) and would make this the densest park in the UK (source: Karen Lawrence; Natural 

Resource Management expert) . 

1.16 Whilst the creation of a touring base for hundreds of people will generate spending in its 

creation and ongoing use,  the case for this provision being needed at this specific location (again as 

mentioned in policy E3) is weak; national and regional data and some more local anecdotal 

information is given to show trends in holiday stays and accommodation needs.  

1.17 The application (para 4.9 and appendix 9- Planning Design and Access Statement) claims that 

the figures on self catering holiday stays ‘paint a picture of a buoyant and growing local tourism 

industry, with self-catered holiday accommodation parks particularly popular amongst families with 

a view to obtaining direct access to the countryside.’ This is an unjustified claim as it refers to 

regional, not local data and the data does not demonstrate what is claimed regarding families and 

access to the countryside. In addition, as various assessments and consultee comments make clear, 

the proposals would destroy or seriously damage the very countryside that is meant to be a major 

attraction of the site, with little scope for mitigation or compensation.  

1.18  Multiple documents and analysis regarding figures for tourism in Norfolk, the region and 

nationally, are put forward but none of these is relevant to the development being submitted which 

does not have a business plan that uses data projections specific to the site in Haveringland.  There 

is no convincing case made, substantiated by economic models that demonstrate the long-term 

economic viability, its impact on neighbours, the economic benefits to the community and 

Broadland residents.  There is no cost benefit analysis, no profit projections, no sensitivity analysis. 

Given the current COVID 19 impacts on the tourism sector and the impact of climate change (with 

more frequent extreme weather events), both of these issues need to be considered.   

1.19 Another major claim is that the proposed development is needed at this location because there 

are no similar facilities nearby. On this basis such a development could be justified in many other 

locations, and conversely Haveringland could be justified in having a range of other commercial 

developments just because they do not already exist! 

1.20 The applicant’s claim that  ‘the unique range of accommodation and facilities 

envisaged’ at the site would be another draw to potential users is again unfounded. As we 

comment on later the majority of the new units would be bland, single storey huts with 

little or no reference to local materials or character. And the proposed spacing and density 

of the units would make them far less than ’5 star’ luxury- once again suggesting that the 

site would become base rather than attractive self contained resort. 

 

1.21 To sum up, we conclude that the economic case for this development on this site is 

flimsy and that, whilst some economic benefits would undoubtedly arise, the level and 

local benefit claimed is not as great as is claimed, leading us to conclude that the viability 

of the proposal and the case for it to be in this specific location are not proven. 
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2.  Reduced highway safety 

2.1 The Development Management DPD states: 

 

2.2 The volumes and nature of traffic generated to get to the site and travelling in and out will 

seriously compromise road safety on roads to and from the site and within it. The County Highways 

Authority have commented in similar terms and have challenged the traffic estimates in the 

application as significant underestimates. The net increase in traffic is estimated by the Highways 

Authority as around 840 movements per day, which when added to those already generated 

(around 330) would mean a daily total of around 1200 daily movements which could be around 80 

movements per hour (assuming movements were concentrated in the period 7am-10pm)- i.e. more 

than 1 every minute. And these need to be considered alongside those estimated to arise from the 

recently approved  and therefore ‘committed’ development of the former ‘Spread’ warehouse just 

up the road from the site (of around 100 per day, including some goods vehicles). In addition it is 

envisaged that construction traffic associated with the recently approved off shore wind farm will 

have a significant impact on local roads. 

2.3 Haveringland Road is the only existing and proposed access to the site. It is a country road with 

narrow stretches, one vehicle wide and with a number of bends and  roadside trees and 

vegetation (see photographs 1- 3). There are no footpaths, and all of its connecting roads are 

narrow country lanes, again with narrow stretches and bends. To the north Haveringland Road has a 

junction with the road passing through the settlement of Eastgate, and to the south the road passes 

through the village centre of Haveringland where there is a narrow stretch, with bends and hills.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 1:Haveringland Rood to north of site 2:Haveringland Road near Stocks Green 
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3:Haveringland road immediately to 
north of site entrance 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.4 The application seeks to paint a picture of a ‘self contained’ development so minimising travel to 

and from it. However, as already noted, the range of (sketchy) on site attractions is not considered 

enough to prevent the development from becoming a touring  base for day trips rather than a ‘5 

star’ resort. As the County Highways Authority comments sum up: 

‘… it remains a fact this is not a completely self-contained holiday location where a full range of 

facilities and services are localised; thus clearly establishing that travel to and from the site will not 

result or be minimised. Accordingly, it can be seen, whatever trip rate figures are used, that the 

additional traffic generated by this proposal for an additional 280 accommodation units will be 

significant on the surrounding rural road network. The application is therefore considered to be both 

detrimental to highway safety and contrary to transport sustainability objectives seeking to site 

development at appropriate locations where a full range of services and facilities are either available 

locally or can be accessed safely and readily by means other than the private car.’ 

2.5 Furthermore, roadway access into and around the site is inadequate. The existing access is only 

4.5 metres wide and the access road up to the site 5 metres wide. Whilst these might be acceptable 

widths for two cars to pass, they are inadequate when wider vehicles use them such as delivery 

vehicles, and emergency vehicles. Roads inside the site are even narrower. 

2.6 The application, whilst stating that many of the proposed 

units will be largely fabricated off site (and so it says will 

reduce traffic associated with the construction for the 

proposed development), it fails to recognise the impracticality 

and risks associated with this- the entrance has received 

collision damage on numerous occasions- see photographs 4 

and 5) and the impact of 10’s if not 100’s of traffic 

movements to deliver these units which would pass through 

several neighbouring villages and areas (see photographs 6-8 

which show the recent experiences of such deliveries being 

made along Haveringland Road and into the site). 

 

 

4: Entrance to the site off Haveringland Road 
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4 Damage to entrance pillar to site 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6: Lorry with prefabricated unit near Stocks Green, Haveringland Road 

 

8: Lorry trying to bring in a prefabricated 
unit at site entrance 

5:Trailer with prefabricated unit negotiating 
site entrance 
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2.7 The application makes no proposals to widen or improve the access into and around the site and 

in some cases existing roads are shown as access to parts of the proposed development which both 

pass through existing residential areas and are one vehicle wide and hemmed in by existing units 

(see photographs 9 and 10). The additional traffic using these roads would lead to increased safety 

risks as well as noise and other pollution for existing residents (we comment further on the impact 

on existing residents later). 

2.8 To sum up, the proposal will seriously affect road safety and the ‘satisfactory functioning’ of 

Haveringland Road and its connections to the wider network, so making it considerably more 

dangerous for cyclists and pedestrians and all road users. None of these effects can be effectively 

mitigated. 

 

 

  

 

 

 

10: Narrow access routes, which would carry traffic 
to and from some of the proposed holiday lodges 

6: Poor quality access roads hemmed in by 
existing units 
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3. Adding to climate change 

3.1 The National Planning Policy Framework (2019) states: 

‘14. Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change..  
148. The planning system should support the transition to a low carbon future in a changing climate, 
taking full account of flood risk and coastal change. It should help to: shape places in ways that 
contribute to radical reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, minimise vulnerability and improve 
resilience; encourage the reuse of existing resources, including the conversion of existing buildings; 
and support renewable and low carbon energy and associated infrastructure.’ 
 

3.2 Area-wide Policy 1 of the Joint Core Strategy states: 

‘Development will therefore: 

• be energy efficient 

• provide for recycling of materials 

• use locally sourced materials 

• wherever possible be located to minimise flood risk, mitigating any such risk through design 

and implementing sustainable drainage 

• minimise water use and protect groundwater sources 

• make the most efficient appropriate use of land, with the density of development varying 

according to the characteristics of the area, with the highest densities incentres and on public 

transport routes 

• minimise the need to travel and give priority to low impact modes of travel 

• be designed to mitigate and be adapted to the urban heat island effect in Norwich 

• improve the resilience of ecosystems to environmental change…’ 

 

3.3 The Development Management DPD features these policies:  
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3.4 We will comment in this section on the following issues relevant to climate change (others are 

covered later): 

• Pollution 

• Energy efficiency and Waste and recycling 

Pollution 

3.5 As noted above, the application is deficient in that it lacks an assessment of the impact on air 

quality. Notwithstanding this the site will generate significant road traffic. 2 parking spaces are 

proposed for each unit plus a visitors’ car park - meaning provision for nearly 600 vehicles.  

3.6 Rail and bus services are non existent to the site or near to it. The application’s Transport 

statement is incorrect with regard to bus services- the nearest regular service is accessible in 

Cawston or Reepham some 3-5 miles away.  

3.7 As noted above, the site will not be ‘self-contained’, leading to the conclusion that it will become 

a touring base for day trips to the surrounding area, with the likelihood that the coast, Broads and 

Norwich will be important destinations.  

3.8 As the County Highways Authority comments, this means that the site will NOT be sustainable 

in environmental terms as it will be contributing significantly to the air borne pollution that is 

driving climate change.  

3.9 Likewise, the proposals will impact on the surrounding countryside to the extent that it will 

become significantly less attractive for recreation on or near the site, so leading to further travel to 

other locations. We comment later on the potential impact of increased  visitors to nearby wildlife 

sites.  

3.10 And whilst the surrounding roads can be used by cyclists and walkers, the only access onto 

Haveringland Road leads to a road that is already subject to fast moving traffic on its straighter 

lengths as well as farm and other heavy traffic at different times of the year, and which has no 

footpaths. The increase in traffic generated by the site and other developments (as noted above) will 

exacerbate the safety risks and reduce the attractiveness of these routes for walkers and cyclists.  
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3.11 Public rights of way are very limited in the area and do not afford easy access into the 

surrounding countryside. As noted later, the prospect of many people walking in the Ancient 

Woodland immediately next to the site poses a threat to wildlife habitats there.  

3.12 Apart from transport- generated air pollution, the proposals will lead to noise and light 

pollution both on site and potentially further afield. This will have a negative impact on both the 

wildlife in the Park and nearby as well as the amenity of existing residents. The proposals may also 

create waterborne pollution from inadequate sewage treatment (see our later comments on the 

latter issue).  

3.13 The traffic generated will be one source of this and the presence of hundreds of holiday 

makers will generate noise, light and other pollution which will have a significant impact on 

residents of the site. (we comment more fully later on the impact of the development on local 

residents).  

3.14 In conclusion we believe that these impacts are contrary to Policy EN4 of the Development 

Management DPD.  

 

Energy efficiency, Waste and recycling 

3.15 ‘The light and heating source for a development this size needs to be considered more 

carefully, the design document gives no indication of how the units will be powered or heated.  

Renewable energy sources compatible with the Council’s overall approach should be considered as 

the local electricity supply would not be sufficient to support a substantial development of this size.  

Heating in rural parts of Norfolk is through oil or LPG, this is not an option for a site within a forest 

location due to the increase fire risk and pollution risk.  Therefore renewable, safe and pollutant free 

source of heating must be considered as part of the design stage, it has not.’ (Source: Karen 

Lawrence) 

3.16 The application’s proposal to pre fabricate much of the units will not lead to the sourcing of 

local materials, both contrary to Joint Core Strategy Policy 1. We comment later on the design and 

layout of the proposed development.  

3.17 There is no obvious provision for waste disposal, storage and recycling.  

We conclude that insufficient evidence has been given to ensure the development complies with 

Area-wide Policy 1 of the Joint Core Strategy and Development Management DPD policy CSU4. 
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4. Poor quality and character of the proposed design and layout and its 

negative impact on existing residents. 

4.1 The Development Management DPD states: 

 

4.2 The bulk of the units (nearly two thirds) are ‘could be anywhere’ single storey, bland boxes. 

There is no effort to relate to local vernacular styles or materials- ‘stone cladding’ (as opposed to 

flint) is not a natural Norfolk material. The height and bulk of 2 storey lodges and large tree houses 

will have a significant impact on the openness of the site, trees and countryside landscape quality. 

These designs will not reinforce ‘local distinctiveness’. 

4.3 As noted above the spacing and density of units suggest that they would be closely packed and 

not attractive as ‘5 star’ accommodation. 

4.4. Around 100 elderly people live on the site at present and have purchased units in what are 

designated and sold as retirement schemes . These existing developments at Lakeside, Charmbeck 

and Woodlands, as well as existing holiday units, would be encircled by 280 holiday units, several of 

them 2 storeys high or located in trees. There will be considerable coming and going and other on 

site activities (Bar-b- ques, parties etc.) with the attendant pollution. This is on a scale and density 

that cannot be effectively mitigated- the application does not consider, let alone respond to ‘the 

impact on the amenity of existing residents.   

4.5 Poor design and the high density of the layout (note the Senior Housing Standards Officer 

comment on problems with units being spaced too close together in the past) will not reflect the 

‘character and appearance’ of the  area, notwithstanding the presence on site of some similarly 

simple units and proposed planting- it will exacerbate this disconnection with the surrounding 

countryside.  
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4.6 No assessment and provision for crime prevention measures has been undertaken, and it 

appears the Police have not been consulted about this important issue. We have already 

commented on the problems of access for emergency vehicles to the existing site and this issue will 

be exacerbated by the proposals. 

4.7 We refer the Council to public comments submitted on behalf of Lakeside residents (Public 

comment 8 Lakeside) which give more details on the implications of the application for this existing 

residential park area.  

4.8 To sum up, the design, layout and impact of the proposed development is contrary to several 

aspects of Development Management DPD policy GC4. 

 

5. Ecological damage 

5.1 The Development Management DPD states : 

 

5.2 The NPPF (2019) states that development should result in a ‘net gain for biodiversity’. The 

recently published Government Tree Strategy focuses on "expanding, protecting and improving our 

woodlands." (https://consult.defra.gov.uk/forestry/england-tree-strategy/ ) 

5.3 The Applicant’s Ecological Assessment acknowledges that there will be significant ecological 

impacts on both habitats and wildlife at and near the site. Given the development impacts almost 

80% of the 45.5ha site, it will not be able to result in a ‘net gain’ for biodiversity on the site.   

5.4 It should be noted that the Ecological assessment was unable to provide adequate sampling for 

the whole year, therefore the results are likely to underestimate the wildlife in the area and its 

seasonal importance for migratory species. As local expert Karen Lawrence observes:   

‘The assessment placed too much emphasis on the desk top studies, which because much of 

the wildlife work tends to focus on AONBs, more should have been made of local knowledge 

and observations of local naturalists.  The current residents are ideally placed to observe 

various wildlife all year round, and therefore could have informed survey work.  This was not 

the chosen methodology so it is likely the biodiversity significance of the area has been 

severely under-estimated…… 

https://eur04.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fconsult.defra.gov.uk%2Fforestry%2Fengland-tree-strategy%2F&data=02%7C01%7C%7C7cf9d40afe834cf558f008d8152c840b%7C84df9e7fe9f640afb435aaaaaaaaaaaa%7C1%7C0%7C637282628223373240&sdata=zKwXSmWi3UZKq5I%2BfVGgi9SugxcZFTcBKqTbD%2B2lswQ%3D&reserved=0
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By the teams own admission some of the surveys were not conducted during the most 

optimal period.  The actual survey days were not as extensive as they should have been for a 

site with a key local wildlife refuge role. Therefore it is safe to assume that the data has 

under-estimated the wildlife that can be found in the proposed development area, especially 

migratory species. The biodiversity impact of irreversible habitat loss and the regional 

importance of the site within the forest corridor and as part of a network of water bodies, 

rivers was not considered.  These criticisms would have been addressed by a full EIA.  The 

extent and permanence of the impacts brought about by this proposed development should 

be treated in the same way and with the same planning considerations as if it were 

equivalent to a normal housing development.’  (Source: Karen Lawrence) 

5.5 If it is proposed that the visitors / holidaymakers / residents would have access to the majority 

of the Great Wood for recreation, then this area as a whole should be included in the red line 

application boundary and the impacts assessed. The impact of so many additional users could be 

incredibly significant. Conversely, measures to control access by visitors to the important 

woodland/countryside areas not directly affected by the development would contradict one of the 

central features of the proposal- to provide easy access to the surrounding countryside. 

5.6 The County Ecologist is very critical of the assessment on various points and recommends 

refusal.  Natural England also point to the inadequacy of the ecological assessments in that they 

fail to assess the potential risk to nearby wildlife conservation areas. This might be as a result of 

increased visitors and/or potential pollution from the existing/potential sewage treatment systems 

on the site. 

5.7 More specifically, Ancient woodland will be damaged or destroyed. ‘Great Wood’- which is 

based on a medieval deer park- as an ancient woodland is described as ‘Irreplaceable’ and the 

Forestry Commission in their comments point to national policies: 

‘Ancient woodlands are irreplaceable. They have great value because they have a long 

history of woodland cover, with many features remaining undisturbed.  

It is Government policy to refuse development that will result in the loss or deterioration of 

irreplaceable habitats including ancient woodland, unless “there are wholly exceptional 

reasons and a suitable compensation strategy exists” (National Planning Policy Framework 

(NPPF) paragraph 175). 

The NPPF also states that the first priority of the mitigation hierarchy is to avoid damage, 

and the Ecological Assessment states (point 5.1.25) that ‘compensation measures are always 

a last resort….’  

5.8 The Forestry Commission also quotes government policy as: 

“Ancient woodland, ancient trees and veteran trees are irreplaceable. Consequently you 

should not consider proposed compensation measures as part of your assessment of the 

merits of the development proposal.” 

5.9 A County Wildlife Site, which includes the large lake and its associated habitats, would be 

entirely destroyed, along with habitats for many ’at risk’ species, both during and after 

construction. Around 100 proposed units would be located at the lake edge or close by, so directly 

destroying, or through noise and light pollution, adversely affecting water-based habitats for birds 

and other species. 
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5.10 At the time of writing, the ‘Arboricultural Impact Assessment’ referred to in the application 

documents has still not been published on the Council’s website, so it has not been possible to 

comment on this, and  comments by the Council’s Tree Officer (who appears to have been consulted 

only recently) have not been published. However, it is clear that 868 mature trees, protected by 

preservation orders will be affected in some way. No summary table identifying those trees that 

will be impacted, their category, age and species has been supplied.  As Karen Lawrence observes: 

‘Forest Impacts 

The Master map for the 45.5 ha area indicates three forest blocks, G11, G63, and G84 there 

are also 90 Tree clusters to be removed to allow for the construction of buildings as part of 

the development design.  The removal maps do show significant areas within each of these 

forest blocks that a significant number of trees would require removal (clear felling) or would 

be damaged by construction activities within the key development zones for 280 new 

housing units.  The resulting net loss in standing forest has not been addressed by the design 

documents.  The resulting GHG emissions from the net biomass loss has not been calculated 

but given the age of the trees, species affected the development does not show a net gain in 

biodiversity or sustainability.  Although as stated in the design document page 11, they have 

successfully shown their presence benefits the natural environment and maintain green 

tourism, this development has not demonstrated sufficient benefit and has not shown the 

use of sufficient sustainability criteria within the design documents to demonstrate a 

contribution to green tourism and does not demonstrate a net gain to biodiversity.  It will 

significantly reduce tree cover in this area.’ (source: Karen Lawrence) 

5.11 Proposed new Tree planting  would take many years to reach a stage where it replaces the 

habitat and biodiversity value of the environment that has been destroyed, if it ever can replace 

ancient woodland. And much of the new environment would not be the same, becoming ‘amenity 

grassland with lodges’ as opposed to natural or semi natural.  

5.12 The application (Planning, Design and Access Statement ) states: 

‘ 3.21 Holiday parks have successfully demonstrated that their presence benefits the natural 
environment and maintains the concept of green tourism. Professor David Bellamy’s Conservation 
Award Scheme has had a major role in positioning the industry as the pro-active exponent of this 
issue and the development would aim to be accredited to this.’ 
 
5.13 We respectfully suggest that in the light of the above evidence that this development is 
anything but a ‘green tourism’ development. The judging criteria used in the David Bellamy 
Conservation Scheme are:  

• ‘Manage their land as a haven for wildlife 

• Reduce their use of energy, water and other resources 

• Reduce, reuse and recycle the waste they produce 

• Support their local communities’ 

(source: website http://www.bellamyparks.co.uk/about.html  ) 

5.14 The proposals would fail this test on every count: there would be massive destruction of wildlife 
in creating the development and based on past performance, scant regard for its needs in managing 
the site; there is no evident commitment to energy or resource efficiency, no mention of waste 
management or recycling, the development proposed would destroy the sense of community 

http://www.bellamyparks.co.uk/about.html
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already existing on the site and threaten nearby communities with a large influx of people and 
vehicles. 

5.15 The NPPF (2019) states: 

‘175. When determining planning applications, local planning authorities should apply the 
following principles:  

a) if significant harm to biodiversity resulting from a development cannot be avoided 
(through locating on an alternative site with less harmful impacts),  
adequately mitigated, or, as a last resort, compensated for, then planning permission should 
be refused; ..  

c) development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats (such as 
ancient woodland and ancient or veteran trees) should be refused, unless there are wholly 
exceptional reasons and a suitable compensation strategy exists;… 

177. The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where the plan 
or project is likely to have a significant effect on a habitats site (either alone or in 
combination with other plans or projects), unless an appropriate assessment has concluded 
that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the habitats site.’  

5.16 We conclude, as do many other consultees, that at a time when nature recovery should be 

our aim, this development will cause great harm to the biodiversity of the area and that the lack of 

scope and proposals for mitigating or compensating for this points to its clear conflict with 

national and local planning policies…there will be a net loss to biodiversity. 

 

6. Flood Risk 

6.1 The Development Management DPD states : 
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6.2 As noted above the Environment Agency have commented that the current application carries an 

inadequate Flood Risk assessment, so it is difficult to be certain about the implications of the 

development. However, we already know that the site is vulnerable to flooding due to an absence of 

drainage from the various roadways (see photograph11) and the application makes no reference to 

this or include plans to deal with it. In addition: 

‘The high water table in the area questions the suitability of a development of this scale due to the 

difficulty of construction without having to drain the area significantly. Any increase in hard surface 

areas will increase runoff and water saturation of the area.  Building all houses on stilts may mitigate 

this to a degree but it is noted that only those houses on the lake edge are planned to be on stilts 

that would need to be driven into the ground.  However there was no assessment of the geology to 

assess the feasibility of this option.’ (source: Karen Lawrence) 

 

 

11: Existing flooding on site access roads 

6.3 Based on the above, we are not convinced that simply raising floor levels would be sufficient 

mitigation given that numerous lodges are actually built around the edge of the lake, which is 

classified, along with the area immediately next to the watercourse that feeds and flows from the 

lake as ‘Zone 3’- having a greater than 1 in 100 annual probability of fluvial flooding.  

6.4 We conclude that without the required full assessment it is difficult to be certain about the risk 

of flooding and the effectiveness of the measures proposed for the application’s lakeside units. 

However, we know from the current site that flooding occurs, and that the existing drainage 

system should be considered in any plans. It is currently absent from the proposals, and this fact 

and that an inadequate assessment has been submitted (despite a very long period during which 

the proposals have been developed) add a degree of risk that should lead to refusal of the 

application. 

 

  



32 
 

7.  Inadequate water supply, sewage treatment and disposal 

7.1 Policy GC4 of the Development Management DPD (shown in full above) includes mention of the 

following requirements for new development: 

 

We take this to include the provision of an effective, sound water supply and sewage treatment and 

disposal.  

7.2 The Joint Core Strategy also says in respect of water supply: 

‘The release of land for development will be dependent on there being sufficient 

water infrastructure to meet the additional requirements arising from the new 

development and to ensure that water quality is protected or improved, with 

no significant detriment to areas of environmental importance….’ 

 

7.3 The absence of a BREEM/equivalent water efficiency assessment (as advised in the Local Core 

Strategy Water Advice Note 2015) in the application has been noted above. The applicants’ attempt 

to provide an assessment and plan for adequate water and sewage treatment for the site is clearly 

an afterthought (dated February 2020), prompted by the Council’s request that details be provided, 

given the historic problems of adequate, consistent supply of water and sewage treatment that does 

not pollute the surrounding area. Here is the comment made by officers: 

‘’Q.13 of the application form -Foul Sewage, states that it is unknown how foul sewage is to 

be disposed of and it is unknown whether the proposals will connect to the existing drainage 

system. This is not an acceptable response for the scale of the proposed development. Foul 

drainage and an adequate water supply is a significant issue for the existing development 

and full details of the foul drainage proposals and water supply capacity needs to be 

submitted at the outset to evidence the drainage and water supply proposals for the entire 

site including the development.” 

7.4 At the time of writing, whilst the Environment Agency have commented on the absence of an 

adequate Flood Risk assessment and alluded to the need for a water extraction licence if ground 

water is to be used, they do not appear to have commented on the proposals for rainwater 

harvesting and sewage treatment in the applicants’ report. Following contact by HPM’s Chair it was 

clear that the Agency had not been sent the Rainwater Harvesting report. We understand that they 

intend to comment on this report, but at the time of writing their response has not been received. 

7.5 For now, we question water consumption estimates, especially given the uneven demand due to 

the seasonal variation in occupancy. A public comment (8 Lakeside) makes a more detailed 

assessment of water consumption and supply which is shown below: 
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7.6 This demonstrates the significance of ongoing problems with both water supply and sewage 

treatment. Linked to this must be questions over the size, location and impact of the very large 

storage facilities that would be required to hold adequate supplies.  

7.7 We also question the feasibility of installing rainwater harvesting and water saving devices to 

all units on site (including existing as is proposed).  

7.8 Rainwater harvesting would mean a loss of water to the water table, so potentially affecting 

supplies to other users in the vicinity. The significant increase in hard surfaces on site, causing both 

run off (further exacerbating flooding problems) and evaporation (further reducing supplies to the 

water table)- would have a detrimental effect on supply for all those extracting water in the area. 

7.9 We also point to the potential environmental impact and loss of amenity to existing residents 

and future users of the site if a second sewage treatment centre is deemed necessary (proposed to 

be located in ancient woodland and near to holiday units).  

7.10 We are also concerned about the potential pollution risk to the water course, lakes and nature 

conservation sites downstream as mentioned in the ecological appraisal, which could exacerbate 

problems with the current system. 

7.11 To sum up, we feel that the lack of adequate assessment and the significant questions about 

the realism and effectiveness of proposals for water supply and sewage treatment cast 

considerable doubt on the ability of the application to meet the ‘amenity needs’ of both existing 

and future users of the site, contrary to Development Management DPD Policy GC4 and in a way 

that does not exacerbate problems of water supply and pollution in the wider area. 
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8. Damage to heritage and landscape 

8.1 The Development Management DPD states: 

  

8.2 Relevant policy guidance in this field is as follows: 

• The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 requires a decision maker 

to give special regard to ANY harm (whether substantial or less than substantial) to a listed 

building.  

• The NPPF para 196 requires less than substantial harm to be assessed against the benefits 

of the proposal. 

• The NPPF para 197 requires harm to a non-designated heritage asset to be assessed in the 

light of the scale of harm or loss and the significance of the asset.  

8.3 The application includes a 'Preliminary Heritage Statement'. We believe that this is not 

sufficiently detailed or robust in its assessment of impacts on the significance of local heritage 

assets. The NPPF requires this assessment to be carried out in advance of permission, not left to be a 

condition attached to a planning permission. 

8.4 There are 2 designated heritage assets in or close to the site- the Listed Grade 2* Haveringland 

Parish Church and the Listed Grade 2 Coach House of the former Haveringland Hall. There are 2 non-

designated Heritage assets- the Hall historic parkland and several archaeological remains. These 

would all be impacted by the proposed development. 

8.5 Regarding the Coach House, the assessment covers only the impact on the lodges nearby, but 

the proposals include new and more intensive uses of the buildings and courtyard for catering and 

other facilities.  

8.5 The assessment states that these impacts are not known at this stage, but they should either be 

assessed or left out of the application, as they would clearly affect the Listed building itself (not just 

its setting) and require a parallel application for Listed Building consent. As it is, the impact of the 

lodges on the setting is assessed as negligible; we believe this to be an under-statement but agree 

that it would be "less than substantial". 
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8.6 Haveringland Parish Church – the application claims that the views from the site to the nearby 

listed Parish Church will not be affected. However, we believe that the setting of the church and 

views from it to the surrounding landscape will be damaged by the proposed development, 

especially by the planned units around the lake. The application’s own Landscape and Visual 

Appraisal (page 34) confirms that single storey lodges proposed for the pond and lake side would be 

visible from the church, especially during the winter. The view to the site, and especially the lake, 

from the church goes downhill and therefore, though the units planned here might be finished in 

suitable material and colours to ‘camouflage’ them, and there is planting to shield them, the angles 

involved would mean that any planting would take 15 years or more to reach the scale needed to 

effectively hide them from view.  

8.7 The Appraisal also comments that the view is for ‘people tending graves’. This is a significant 

understatement of how the church and churchyard function. St. Peter’s is a developing Festival 

Church with an active programme of events and activities as well as services. These, to a significant 

degree, hinge on the quiet, rural setting of the church; for example it has held successful ‘Shared 

Silences’ which use the churchyard (an award winning conservation project), and it is planned that 

‘retreats’ will be offered in future, once significant investment in repairs and improvements have 

been carried out. The development would therefore have more than a ‘medium’ or ‘small’ impact 

as described by the appraisal.  

8.8 We dispute the assertion that the harm to the historic parkland associated with Haveringland 

Hall (which we accept has been much altered over the years with reduction in significance) would be 

less than substantial, given the scale and nature of the proposed new development. 

8.9 The Historic Environment Record (HER) also shows considerable potential for archaeological 

remains here, suggesting that a more comprehensive and detailed archaeological investigation 

should be completed prior to determination of the application.  

8.10 The Council’s  Senior Heritage and Design Officer’s comments also allude to the potential 

importance of the Great Wood area in respect of its medieval deer park origins; this suggests that 

archaeological surveys of the areas affected by the development need to be undertaken prior to 

consideration of the application. 

8.11 To sum up, we believe the current heritage and landscape assessments are inadequate in 

respect of the Coach House, and that they understate the harm done to the setting of the Parish 

church. We also conclude that without archaeological surveys of the Park and the adjacent Great 

Wood that it is not possible to conclude that the harm done to these would be less than 

substantial. 
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APPENDIX 2: ONLINE PETITION- The petition and sample comments 
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APPENDIX 3: CAWSTON SHOP PETITION 
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