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Q1: Do you agree with preferred policy – PD01? Please explain your answer.

Respondent
Statutory General

Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Mr Bornett, Miss 
Bysouth

 Agree that issues such as 
climate change, transport, 
infrastructure have been 
considered in the plan.  

Support noted.

Bawdeswell 
PC

 Some of the paper’s 
conclusions have lost sight of 
the Strategic Vision, 
particularly regarding 
sustainable development and 
the direction of growth. 

The strategic vision for the district seeks a more 
balanced approach to housing development 
between rural and urban areas outside the key 
service centres and in the more sustainable 
settlements within Breckland. The Local Service 
Centre Topic Paper is a factual review. 

Bawdeswell 
PC

 Wider co-operation with 
areas such as health, 
transport, doctors etc. to 
ensure sustainable 
development 

Planning remains Plan led; having an up to date 
plan allows strategic partners to plan and invest 
to meet the wider needs. 

Mrs Keohane  The planning of new houses 
must not be developer led. 

Planning remains plan led, and the allocation 
process through the Local Plan

Mrs Keohane  10% quota for all new 
settlements would ensure that 
small rural communities 
survive. Local people must 
decide where their quota of 

Emerging Policy PD 04 sets out the levels of 
growth for the Local Service Centres, Key 
settlements and Market Towns. 
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housing would be best placed 
and then the Parish Council 
would invite landowners to 
supply the land. 

Norfolk 
County 
Council

 General support. 
Recommends additional 
bullet point as follows: 
“Ensuring that the 
infrastructure and services 
needed to mitigate the 
impacts of the planned 
growth are provided in a 
timely manner through 
appropriate developer 
funding and other sources of 
funding.”

The policy could be enhanced by adding 
reference to infrastructure requirements.
Suggested alternative text: “Ensuring that 
appropriate infrastructure and services to 
support the planned growth is provided in a 
timely manner through appropriate developer 
funding and other sources of funding.” 

Amend policy 
as suggested on 
officer response.

Harling PC, 
Beeston with 
Bittering PC, 
North 
Lopham PC, 
Elsing PC, 
Saham 
Toney PC, 
Attleborough 
Town 
Council, 
Thompson 

Mr Law, Mr 
Cockburn, 
Mattishall 
Neighbourhood 
Plan Working 
Group, 
Attleborough Land 
Ltd, Ms Walmsley, 
Breckland Green 
Party, Mr Scott, 
Crown Estate, Hans 
House Group of 

 Support for the approach set 
out in Policy PD01

Support noted.
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PC, 
Swaffham 
TC, RSPB, 
Environment 
Agency, 
Croxton PC

Companies, Mr 
Pitcher, DLP 
Planning, Shadwell 
Estate, Mr 
Shannon, DLP 
Planning

Ovington 
PC, Dereham 
TC

 Limited reference to market 
towns within the policy, far 
greater mention of rural area.

Comments noted. The policy seeks to direct 
development towards the most sustainable 
location. Policy PD03 clarifies that the market 
towns are one of the most sustainable locations 
within the District.

Mr Mitchell  Agree with the use of the 
Central Norfolk SHMA

Comment noted.

Great 
Ellingham 
PC, 
Brettenham 
and 
Kilverstone 
PC, Cllr 
Hewett, 
Ashill PC

Mr Martin, Mr 
Bohn, Mr Capes, 
Mrs Martin, Mr & 
Mrs Bollins

 Development is only 
sustainable when all 
supporting infrastructure is in 
place or planned as the 
development occurs. This 
includes schools, health, road 
infrastructure and sewerage.

The policy seeks to direct development towards 
the most sustainable locations within Breckland, 
with 68% of the growth allocated towards 
Thetford and Attleborough. There are also 
policies within the document which require 
developer contributions towards necessary 
infrastructure which makes the development 
acceptable in planning terms. 

Cllr Cowen  I believe it would be a more 
accurate representation of the 
demographic breakdown of 
Breckland to say that circa 
50% of the population of 
Breckland live in the rural 
communities rather than a 

Comment noted Amend 
reference to % 
of population 
that lives within 
the rural areas
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significant proportion of the 
population live in etc.

Cllr Hewett  The definition of 
neighbourhood plans should 
be expanded to include 
village appraisal as these 
may be more appropriate for 
smaller villages.

The definition of smaller villages is set through 
national planning policy. There are specific 
requirements that neighbourhood plans are 
required to meet and it is therefore not 
considered appropriate to alter the definition.

Thetford 
Town 
Council

Mr Spencer  Policy is too generic. Needs 
to identify what a locally 
distinctive feature is 
particularly in regard to the 
built environment. Clear 
guidance on relevant local 
character is required as is 
some form of independent 
review of policies.

The policy seeks to place a Breckland definition 
of sustainable development which is delivered in 
accordance with the requirements of the NPPF. 
The policy has been informed by the adopted 
evidence base which includes the landscape 
character assessment. This assessment indicates 
key landscape areas which should be preserved.

Lexham Estate  Does not reflect paragraph 
55 of the NPPF which states 
housing should be located 
where it will enhance or 
maintain the vitality of rural 
communities.

The NPPF requires the development to be 
sustainably located. Policy PD05 specifically 
considers the approach to development in the 
rural areas and seeks to allow development 
subject to a criterion based approach. It is 
considered that this approach is in accordance 
with paragraph 55. 

Woodlands 
Trust

 Wish to see specific 
reference to trees and woods 
within the policy and the role 
they play within the 
environment, 

Comments noted. There is a specific policy on 
trees within the document at ENV06. 
Furthermore there is also a policy ENV02 which 
seeks protection for sites of European, National 
and Local Nature conservation importance. This 
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  Particular reference to 
buffers around ancient 
woodlands.

includes ancient woodlands,

Dr Davies, Mr 
Simmons, Mr 
Walmsley, Mr 
Blow

 Amend wording to reference 
rural economy growing 
proportionately and where 
there is support.

 Include a clause relating to 
large scale developments 
making contributions to 
infrastructure. 

 Concern relating to the final 
paragraph of the policy 
which discusses the approach 
where policies are silent, 
absent or out of date. 
Consider that this section 
should be deleted.

The policies within the Local Plan need to be 
read as a whole, rather than singular policies. 
For instance there are policy requirements 
within the document in regards to developer 
contributions on large schemes, where it is 
necessary to make the development acceptable 
in planning terms.

The final paragraph of the policy needs to 
accord with the requirements of the NPPF at 
paragraph 14. 

Mr Martin  Needs to be an explicit 
reference within the 
document in regards to the 
presumption in favour of 
sustainable development 
inside settlement boundaries. 

The policies within the Local Plan need to be 
read as a whole, rather than singular policies. 
There is a specific reference to the role of 
settlement boundaries at Policy COM03 
Principles of New Housing.

Mr Morton  Where no Local Plans is in 
place there should be a 
positive approach to push for 
the developments to be 
positively sustainable. 

Until the time that the Local Plan is adopted, the 
Core Strategy remains the adopted policy. 
Applications need to be determined in 
accordance with the requirements of the Core 
Strategy and the NPPF.
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Orbit Homes 
(2020) Ltd

 Agree with the principle of 
the inclusion of a policy. 
However consider the policy 
to be too wordy. Suggested 
revised wording which 
repeats paragraph 14. 

The policy considers defining sustainable 
development having regard to the Breckland 
context and it is considered it has been 
developed in accordance with paragraph 14. 

Question Summary: 
The question received 55 responses.  General support for the policy. Some respondents questioned the policies alignment to paragraph 55 and 13 
in the NPPF; however, this reflects that the policy both aligns with the NPPF, but also defines sustainable development in terms of Breckland.  
Members of the public and Parish Councils considered the policy should make reference to the provision of infrastructure to support sustainable 
development.  NCC suggested an additional bullet point stating “Ensuring that the infrastructure and services needed to mitigate the impacts of 
the planned growth are provided in a timely manner through appropriate developer funding and other sources of funding”. 

Q2: Do you agree with preferred policy – PD02? Please explain your answer.

Respondent
Statutory General

Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Mr Cockburn  The figure of 14,925 new homes differs 
from that in the table in para 3.8 of 
14,335 and I can see no explanation of 
this.

The figure of 14,335 in table 
3.1 (following para 3.8) has an 
asterisk alongside it which 
refers to 2012-2036. The plan 
period is 2011-2036 and an 
adjustment has been made to 
reflect the study. 

Mr Bornett  Economic and social factors could Comments noted.
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result in many homes being empty 
for period of time!

Bawdeswell 
PC,
Harling PC

Dr Hickley, Mr 
Bohn, Mr Spencer

 Concerns raised regarding 
infrastructure: Doctors, Schools, 
Parking, Drainage etc. 

Planning remains Plan led; 
having an up to date plan 
allows strategic partners to 
plan and invest in order to 
meet the wider needs.

Miss Bysouth  Agree but raise concerns around a 
good balance between affordable 
housing and social housing. 

Preferred Direction Policy 
PD08 Affordable Housing sets 
out a figure of 36% affordable 
housing for sites capable of 
delivering 5 or more 
dwellings. This is based on the 
affordable housing needs in 
the district based on current 
evidence. 

Ovington PC, 
Dereham TC

Mr Simmons, Mr 
Sultano, Ms 
Blundall, Mr 
Mitchell, Mr & 
Mrs Taylor, I. 
Blundall, M. 
Blundall, Ms 
Simmons, Mr 
Roy, Mr Creek, 
Mr Hiscocks, Mr 
Walmsley, Mrs 
Roy, Mr & Mrs 
Bollins, Mr Blow

 Disagree with the proposed housing 
number and the findings of the 
SHMA. 

 The Council proposes to build 
14,925 new homes in the district 
between 2011 and 2036. In the table 
presented in Policy PD 04 that total 
increases to 15,784 new homes. 
Such a large total, which itself is 
stated to be only a minimum, is not 
justified by the data presented and 
referred to, principally the 
population projections for 

The NPPF states that the 
SHMA should form the 
starting point for the 
objectively assessed need. The 
SHMA has been prepared with 
other Norfolk authorities and 
reflects the issue that 
Breckland’s Housing Market 
Area focuses towards 
Norwich. 

The SHMA uses household 
projections for the period 
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Breckland published by the Office 
for National Statistics, and the 
Central Norfolk SHMA of 
September 2015. Breckland's 
population at the 2011 census was 
130,500 (ONS data). It is projected 
to be 153,000 in 2036 (ONS data), 
an increase of 22,500. The Central 
Norfolk SHMA states that in 2011 
the average household size was 2.39 
persons (unchanged from 2001, and 
hence reasonable to use for future 
projections). Using this figure 
means 22,500 new people will need 
9,414 new homes, not 14,925.

 Furthermore, PD 04 it states that 
10,049 new homes were completed 
or committed between April 2011 
and March 2015 shows that the 
Council is approving new home 
building at much too quick a rate - 
two thirds of the total requirement in 
less than one fifth of the plan period 
- while at the same time granting 
permissions on the sole basis that it 
cannot show a five-year housing 
supply. 

2012-2037 to assess need in 
accordance with the planning 
practice guidance. This is 
rather than solely using ONS 
census projections. Whilst it is 
noted that the average 
household size is 2.39, the 
assessment also makes 
adjustment for market signals 
including concealed 
households and overcrowding. 
Furthermore the study has also 
been adjusted to take into 
account employment trends 
and jobs growth. Overall this 
has shown a 20% increase 
above the demographic trend 
in households across central 
Norfolk area. 

It is noted that PD04 shows 
existing commitments and 
completions. This includes the 
recent permission of 5,000 
new homes within the 
Thetford SUE. The 
development of these houses 
will occur over the whole plan 
period. 
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Beeston with 
Bittering PC, 
Ashill PC, 
Elsing PC, 
Great 
Ellingham 
PC, Swaffham 
TC, Cllr 
Hewett, 
Saham Toney 
PC, 
Thompson PC

Attleborough 
Land Ltd, Mr 
Shannon, Ms 
Walmsley, 
Breckland Green 
Party, Hans House 
Group of 
Companies, Mr 
Capes, Ms Rowan, 
Haut Ltd

 Support the preferred policy 
direction

Support noted

Orbit Homes 
(2020) Ltd, DLP 
Planning, Orbit 
Homes

 The justification for choosing this 
level of housing requirement is 
unclear

 The migration trends are aligned to 
the economic downturn and should 
instead look at trends from periods 
of economic growth.

 The NPPF and PPG are clear that 
Local Plans should support 
economic growth. It was 
emphasised by the Inspector of the 
recent Aylesbury Vale and South 
Worcester Local Plan examinations, 
that this is the recognised second 
step in establishing an OAN. As 
such a meaningful uplift on the 2012 
DCLG figure is required. The 

Comments noted. The NPPF 
and PPG states that the SHMA 
should form the starting point 
for the objectively assessed 
need. The SHMA OAN 
figures have been adjusted to 
have regard to the East of 
England Forecasting Model 
(EEFM) and the most recent 
outputs from January 2015. 
The EEFM figure  shows 
household formation rates at a 
lower level than the 
demographic projections based 
on 10 year migration trends. 
The study considers both 
market signals and also 
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evidence in this assessment strongly 
suggests that a rate of delivery in the 
region of at least 900 dwellings a 
year is likely to support the future 
level of economic growth and also 
address on going future projected 
decline in household formation 
rates.

 These projections also do not in 
themselves address the issue of 
suppressed household formation 
rates. If the 2012 SNPP are 
modelled with headship rates being 
held constant rather than decreasing 
then this would result in a need for 
937 dwellings a year.

 In addition to meeting its own OAN, 
Breckland must also take into 
account any identified needs from 
other authorities within the HMA 
used. Breckland will undoubtedly 
share migration and commuting 
links with other local authorities 
outside of the Central Norfolk 
HMA. If those authorities can 
justify not meeting their OAN, then 
Breckland may be required to help 
meet this key strategic housing 
need.

household response to the 
balance of planned jobs and 
workers. Taking into account 
both of these factors, the total 
dwelling need has been 
upwardly adjusted by 
approximately 1700 
households. 

The SHMA shows that It is 
clear that the evidence about 
future jobs is inconsistent
with the evidence about likely 
future workers, and that there 
is a clear need for a response 
to ensure that
workers and jobs balance. Two 
separate uplifts on the 
dwelling numbers for Central 
Norfolk, one which is
spread between the five 
authorities to achieve balance 
with the EEFM target and a 
second uplift linked to
the City Deal for Greater 
Norwich
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Beeston with 
Bittering PC

Mr Scott  Demographic and economic 
scenarios should be taken into 
consideration.

The SHMA takes into account 
both demographic trends and 
also employment trends.

Shadwell Estate, 
Lexham Estate

 Breckland’s Housing Market Area 
does not cover the entire District. 
How have other HMA’s been taken 
into consideration.

It is acknowledged that the 
HMA does not fully align with 
the District boundary. The 
SHMA has taken this into 
account however and adjusted 
the figure to provide a District 
total.

Diocese of 
Norwich, 
Albanwise Ltd

 Breckland has previously not 
delivered against its housing target. 
How has unmet need been taken 
into consideration?

The SHMA has focused on the 
period 2012-2036, based on 
the household projections for 
this period. Unmet need is 
therefore incorporated into this 
total. Further work has also 
been carried out to assess the 
housing target between 2011 
and 2012 to align with the plan 
period.

Attleborough 
TC

 General support – but concern 
aspiration of PD02 in relation to 
retail does not align with PD07

PD02 shows the aims for retail 
across Breckland. The figures 
within PD07 have been 
informed by the Retail and 
Town Centre Study

Mrs Jacklin  Query regarding differences in total 
numbers

Comment noted Ensure numbers are 
consistent across the 
document. 

Thetford TC  Employment land allocation is an Comment noted
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absolute minimum
Mr Bornett  Concern that if the Attleborough 

SUE does not come forward this is 
likely to impact upon the 
surrounding area.

The Local Plan will need to 
show delivery at the public 
examination. Difficulties in 
delivery are likely to lead to a 
review of the Local Plan.

Norfolk 
County 
Council

 Supports policy PD02. Queries 
reference to higher figure in PD04 
due to existing windfalls. Considers 
that the higher figure should be used 
consistently.

The target in policy PD02 is 
expressed as a minimum 
housing target rather than a 
maximum. 
The figure in policy PD04 
includes windfall development 
which has occurred outside of 
the settlement hierarchy. 

Greater 
Norwich 
Projects Team

 Support the use of the Central 
Norfolk SHMA

 The Norfolk Strategic Framework, 
which will take account both of 
objectively assessed need for each 
Norfolk district and the capacity to 
meet that need within individual 
districts, will not be complete until 
summer 2017. There is therefore a 
small possibility that housing 
numbers in Breckland might have to 
take account of any inability to fully 
address need elsewhere.  The 
authorities would like to understand 
the evidence and justification for the 

Support for the use of the 
Central Norfolk SHMA is 
noted.

Under the duty to co-operate 
Breckland will have regard to 
the Norfolk Strategic 
Framework as it is being 
produced, and incorporate 
findings where appropriate.

In reference to completions 
and commitments, Breckland’s 
Local Plan is proposed to run 
from 2011 and 2036. The plan 

Update completions and 
commitments with 
2015/16 data. 

Include information from 
Norfolk Strategic 
Framework where 
appropriate.
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distribution of growth particularly in 
relation to the implications of 
improvements to the A47, and the 
relationship between the distribution 
of growth, commuting (including by 
sustainable means) and support for 
economic growth.

 Would appreciate clarification 
within the plan of the role of both 
housing completions and 
commitments to Breckland housing 
trajectory.

therefore recognises the 
completions and commitments 
which have occurred since 1st 
April 2011. 

Question Summary: 
The question received 58 responses. General support for the policy direction. Parish Councils and members of the public believe the policy 
should reference infrastructure to support the housing target. Whilst members of the public considered the numbers to be too high, developers 
considered the numbers to be too low. 

Q3: Do you agree with preferred policy – PD03? Please explain your answer.

Respondent
Statutory General

Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Bawdeswell 
PC

Mr Cockburn, Mr Shannon, 
Mr Taylor, Mrs 
Riseborough, Mr 
Riseborough, Mr Consadine, 

Bawdeswell
A number of responses have been 
received from residents of 
Bawdeswell in regard to this 

The number of objections to 
the designation of Saham 
Toney as a Local Service 
Centre village is noted. The 



14
Preferred Directions Summary of Consultations  DRAFT 10.03.16

Mr Elsden, Ms Brown, Mr 
Moore, Mr Reed, Mr & Mrs 
Rowntree, Mr Beane, Mr & 
Mrs Toomey, Mr Nicholls, 
Ms Smith, Mr & Mrs 
Morgan, G Robinson, Ms 
Cormie, Mrs Bauer, Mrs 
Myhill, T Emslie, Mrs 
Shannon, Mrs Cunliffe, Mr 
Cunliffe, Mr Cormie, Dr 
Good, Mr White, Mr Smith, 
M King, Mr Catchpole, Mr 
Steed, Mr Edmondson, Mr & 
Mrs Crawley

policy and objections to the 
designation of Local Service 
Centre Status. Objections have 
focused on

 Infrastructure provision 
within the village. This 
has included: school 
capacity, public transport, 
healthcare, shops, local 
employment, 
infrastructure, population 
size. 

 Poor road network within 
Bawdeswell and limited 
parking at the village 
store.

 Sites that have been 
promoted have flooding 
issues

NPPF confirms that the 
planning system remains a plan 
led system. The inclusion of a 
settlement hierarchy remains an 
important element of the Local 
Plan and helps to ensure that 
the Districts housing need is 
met.

A Local Service Centre Topic 
paper has been prepared to 
review the services and 
facilities within the villages. 
This has concluded that 
Bawdeswell meets the criteria 
to be designated as a LSC. 

Saham Toney 
PC

Mr Smailes, Ms Avery, Mr 
Welsh, Ms Mason, Mr & 
Mrs Shave, Mr Night, Mr 
McGrane, Ms Thorpe, Mr 
Murphy, Mr Watson, Mr 
Riches, Mr & Mrs Bricknell, 
Mr Edwards, D Carter, Mr 
Simmons, Mr Smethurst, Mr 
Chapman, Mr & Mrs 
Allison, Mr Gautier, Mr 

Saham Toney
A number of responses have been 
received from residents of Saham 
Toney in regard to this policy and 
objections to the designation of 
Local Service Centre Status. 
Objections have focused on:

 The lack of services and 
facilities within the 
village including: school 

The number of objections to 
the designation of Saham 
Toney as a Local Service 
Centre village is noted. The 
NPPF confirms that the 
planning system remains a plan 
led system. The inclusion of a 
settlement hierarchy remains an 
important element of the Local 
Plan and helps to ensure that 
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Schadla-Hall, Ms Haines, Mr 
& Mrs Vernon, Mr Hilton, 
Mrs McGrane, Mr 
Crosthwaite, Mr Anderson, 
Ms Whittaker, Mrs Harp, 
Mrs Rugg, Mrs Philroobs, 
Mrs Wylde, P Charlton, Mr 
Cornelius, Mr Murphy, Mr 
Bergmann, Mr & Mrs 
Haworth, Mr Simmons, Mr 
& Mrs Andress, Mr Beard, 
G. Batey, Mr & Mrs Flint, 
Mr& Mrs Sayer, Mr & Mrs 
Taylor, Ms Hennem, Ms 
Simmons, Ms Mitchell, Mr 
Sultano, Mr Bunce, Ms 
Blundell, Mr & Mrs 
Mulcahy, Mr Mitchell, Ms 
Lewis, Mr Mee, Mrs Cabell, 
Mr & Mrs Harwood, Mr & 
Mrs Blundell, Mr & Mrs 
Main, Mrs Hinkins, Mr 
Creek, Mr & Mrs Roy, Mr 
Simmons, Mr & Mrs 
Bollins, Mr Capes, Dr Gibbs, 
Mrs Thiel, Mr & Mrs 
Robinson, Mr & Mrs Pearce, 
Mr Walmsley, H. Gould, Ms 
Targett, Ms Best, Mr 
Branson, Mr Blow, Mr 

and doctors capacity, 
limited employment 
provision and poor public 
transport.

 Concerns regarding traffic 
and footway provision. 
Narrow roads. Flooding 
and Drainage. Lack of 
street lighting. 

 Distance from services 
and facilities, particularly 
from Saham Hills

 Inconsistent analysis 
within the LSC topic 
paper in regards to the 
requirements between 
villages i.e. Ashill scores 
better against the criteria.

the Districts housing need is 
met. The Local Service Centre 
Topic Paper is a factual review 
of the services and facilities 
available within villages in 
Breckland, and it has been used 
to help to inform PD03. It is 
acknowledged that Saham 
Toney does not meet the full 
five criteria for a Local Service 
Centre village and there are 
capacity concerns regarding the 
primary school. It should be 
noted that having an up to date 
plan allows strategic partners to 
plan and invest in order to meet 
the wider needs, in addition 
development can also be 
expected to provide a s106 
agreement to fund 
infrastructure improvements. 
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Hiscocks, Mr Jones, Mr 
Bohn, Mr & Mrs Robinson

North 
Pickenham 
PC

North Pickenham: 
 Does not have a shop/post 

office and has not for 
many years. 

Comments noted. Amend Table 3.3 

Mrs Lock, Mrs Bridge, Mr 
Saunders, Ms Blackbourne, 
Ms Coggin

Beachamwell: 
 No services and facilities 

within the village to 
support development. 

Beachamwell is classified as a 
rural area through Policy PD03 
and as such does not have a 
housing allocation.

Garvestone, 
Reymerstone 
and Thuxton 
PC

Ms Green-Armytage, Mr 
Martin, Yaxham 
Neighbourhood Plan Group, 
Mr & Mrs Fox, Mr Phillips, 
Ms Gust, B. Gillions, Ms 
Oechsle

Yaxham: 
 Concern regarding LSC 

status based on services 
and facilities within 
village.

Planning remains Plan led; 
having an up to date plan 
allows strategic partners to plan 
and invest in order to meet the 
wider needs. The Local Service 
Centre Topic Paper is a factual 
review.

Mrs Keohane Great Ellingham:
 LSC status raising issues 

around employment, 
frequent transport & 

Planning remains Plan led; 
having an up to date plan 
allows strategic partners to plan 
and invest in order to meet the 
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healthcare. wider needs. The Local Service 
Centre Topic Paper is a factual 
review.

Mr & Mrs Jones Mattishall: 
 Concern regarding LSC 

status in regards to 
services and facilities, 
particularly schools, 
roads, , sewage, loss of 
greenfield land.

Harling PC, 
Great 
Ellingham 
PC, 
Brettenham 
and 
Kilverstone 
PC, 
Attleborough 
TC

Mrs Pitt, Mrs Cripps, Mr & 
Mrs Evans

 Concerns regarding 
infrastructure. 

Planning remains Plan led; 
having an up to date plan 
allows strategic partners to plan 
and invest in order to meet the 
wider needs.

Hockham PC Mr & Mrs Pitcher, Mr & 
Mrs Stebbing, Mr & Mrs 
Levy, Mr Kidd, Mr Garrod, 
Mrs Bird, Mrs Dunn

Great Hockham: 
 Objection to the 

designation as a LSC 
village. Village does not 
meet the full criteria of 
services and facilities to 
be designated. 

 The P.C. submission in 
December 2014 was 
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basically for an extension 
to its settlement 
boundary, to allow 
“some” residential 
growth.  This has now 
been clarified through 
some recent consultation 
in respect of the LDP as 
35-40 homes and quite 
definitely not at the 136 
level. Great Hockham 
should remain as a village 
with a settlement 
boundary and treated 
under PD05 where 
appropriate development 
will follow a plan led 
approach.

Mr Bornett Old Buckenham: 
 No plans to develop new 

homes and raises the 
question about protecting 
and enhancing local 
services. 

In some LSCs the Council is 
not seeking a positive 
allocation based on “current 
available land, environmental 
and heritage constrains”.  The 
distribution % split across the 
LSCs is indicative and subject 
to consultation feedback.

Miss Bysouth Thetford:
  Lack of public transport

The emerging locational 
strategy seeks to allocate 
development to the most 
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sustainable settlements to 
support the provision and 
enhancement services.

Mr Law,
Mr Bornett

 In contradiction with 
Paragraph 55 of the NPPF 
and the NPPF’s definition 
of sustainable 
development for rural 
villages. PD03 directs 
growth to certain 
settlements and does not 
provide any growth in 
other settlements. 

 3.22 refers to addition 
growth outside the urban 
extensions. Where is this 
additional growth?

The emerging locational 
strategy seeks to allocate 
development to the most 
sustainable settlements. 68% of 
the growth has been 
proportioned to the key 
settlements (including the 
urban extensions), a further 
18% to the market towns and 
14% to the Local Service 
Centres. Those settlements 
outside this hierarchy are 
defined as Rural Areas. 
‘Preferred Policy Direction – 
PD 05 Rural Areas’ seeks to 
“protect the open countryside 
from wider development, with 
the exception of appropriate 
small-scale residential and 
economic development” where 
development would satisfy a 
criteria, which includes: 
‘identified economic and /or 
social need’. 
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Swaffham 
Town 
Council, 
Thetford 
Town 
Council, 
Yaxham PC, 
Beetley PC, 
Croxton PC, 
Environment 
Agency, 
Ashill PC, 
Elsing PC, 
Thompson 
PC, Cllr 
Hewett, 
Natural 
England

Mattishall Neighbourhood 
Plan Working Group
Mr Clarke, Orbit Homes, 
Breckland Bridge, Mike 
Sibthorp Planning, 
Attleborough Land Ltd, 
Breckland Green Party, 
Organic Pig Company, Ms 
Walmsley, DLP Planning, 
Mrs Beckwith, Mrs 
Woodsford, Abel Homes, 
Albanwise Ltd, Haut Ltd, 
Ms Rowan, Orbit Homes 
Ltd, Mr Clarke, Hans House 
Group of Companies

 Support the approach 
listed in PD03

Support noted.

Yaxham PC  In favour of the policy 
and designation as a LSC, 
however would like to see 
the introduction of green 
gaps

Support for the policy approach 
is noted. The designation of 
green gaps is being considered 
as part of the neighbourhood 
plan for Yaxham

Longham PC  Does not consider 
Longham has enough 
infrastructure to support 
growth.

Longham is classified as a rural 
area due to the limited services 
and facilities within the village. 
Therefore it is not anticipated 
to receive a housing allocation.

Diocese of Norwich  Colkirk should be Comments noted. Colkirk was 
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considered as a LSC. The 
village has a range of 
local services and 
facilities which include a 
primary school, public 
house, playing fields and 
employment 
opportunities.

assessed as for LSC 
designation through the topic 
paper. Colkirk does not have a 
shop or post office, and also 
does not have public transport, 
therefore it was not considered 
to meet the criteria for 
designation. 

Ovington PC Mr Scott  Would like to see the 
development of a new 
settlement.

This approach was considered 
as part of the Issues and 
Options. The approach was not 
taken forward as it scored 
poorly against the sustainability 
appraisal criteria.

Snetterton PC  Snetterton is equidistant 
between Attleborough 
and Thetford and benefits 
from a railway 
connection.

Comments noted. Snetterton 
remains an important part of 
the settlement hierarchy with 
its employment 

Norfolk CC  General support for the 
locational strategy, but 
does have concern with 
some of the Local Service 
Centres (LCS – villages) 
identified in the emerging 
policy. In particular the 
following LCS villages 
are not considered as 
appropriate locations for 

Comments noted. The Local 
Service Centre village 
designation has been 
considered having regarding to 
the findings of the issues and 
options consultation.

A Local Service Centre topic 
paper has been prepared to 
considered the services and 

Further consideration to 
the Local Service Centre 
designation will need to 
occur through the pre-
submission publication 
document.
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significant new housing 
allocations/development: 
Saham Toney (108 
dwellings); Beetley (64 
dwellings); Hockham 
(136 dwellings). These 
villages are not 
considered as sustainable 
locations for allocating 
significant housing 
growth as they do not 
contain shops/post 
offices; and in the case of 
Saham Toney and 
Hockham do not have any 
employment provision.

 Detailed comments have 
also been provided in 
regards to school 
capacity.

facilities available within the 
villages and support the 
designations.

Further consideration to the 
Local Service Centre 
designation will need to occur 
through the pre-submission 
publication document.

Fransham PC  Would like to see a 
further review of 
settlement boundaries. In 
regards to Fransham, the 
village has changed 
considerably since the last 
review occurred. 

Comments noted. Proposals to 
review settlement boundaries 
are considered under policy 
PD05. This allows includes a 
criterion based approach for 
development outside of 
settlement boundaries. 

Hopkins Homes, Gladman  Spatial strategy should 
provide balanced growth. 

Comments noted. The 
locational strategy seeks to 
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Support for the increase 
in local service centres. 
Additional growth should 
be proportioned to 
Dereham. Growth levels 
should be reduced in 
Attleborough. 

create balanced growth across 
Breckland and also promote 
development within the most 
sustainable locations.

Ms Wilson Whissonsett:
 Sites are outside 

settlement boundary
 No services and facilities 

within the village to 
support development

Whissonsett is classified as a 
Rural Area through the 
locational strategy. As such it 
is not proposed for housing 
development, beyond a review 
of the settlement boundary in 
accordance with PD05.

Cllr Cowen  The issue of and location 
GP surgeries is confusing. 
The disconnect between 
the lack of such services 
and the inability of 
individuals to access their 
designated surgery is seen 
as a major reason for 
potentially refusing 
planning permission. This 
is not a valid planning 
reason as we know but the 
link that is made in the 
document serves to 
confuse.

NHS England forms a statutory 
consultee as part of the Local 
Plan process and they have 
been consulted as part of this 
document. 
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Mr & Mrs Adelizzi Dereham
 Concern about the impact 

of significant building in 
Dereham.

 Schools and transport at 
saturation point

 Impact on wildlife

Policy PD03 classifies 
Dereham as a market town. 
Policy PD04sets the housing 
target for individual 
settlements. The housing target 
is reflective of existing 
commitments and completions 
within the town. 

Orbit Homes Ltd Suggested amendment to 
wording: The majority of 
development will be focussed on 
the Key Settlements of 
Attleborough and Thetford

Comments noted. Policy PD04 
provides the information 
regarding the distribution of 
growth within the individual 
settlements and makes clear 
that the majority of growth is 
focussed on Attleborough and 
Thetford.

Garboldisham 
PC

 Does not support the 
designations of a LSC.

 Does not consider that it 
has the services and 
facilities to support 
development – 
particularly in regard to 
limited public transport 
and employment 
provision. 

Planning remains Plan led; 
having an up to date plan 
allows strategic partners to plan 
and invest in order to meet the 
wider needs. The Local Service 
Centre Topic Paper is a factual 
review.

Hockering PC  Village does not wish to 
be a service centre.

 Concern regarding the 

Planning remains Plan led; 
having an up to date plan 
allows strategic partners to plan 
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sites that have been put 
forward.

 Village would like to 
retain existing settlement 
boundary.

and invest in order to meet the 
wider needs. The Local Service 
Centre Topic Paper is a factual 
review.

Shadwell Estate  The approach in PD03 is 
supported subject to 
further development 
being allowed to the east 
of Arlington Way in 
Thetford.

Comments noted. Development 
in Thetford has been subject to 
significant constraints due to 
the European environmental 
designations surrounding the 
town. Policies within the 
document need to be 
considered as a whole. 

Ms Johnson  Impact of cumulative 
allocations needs to be 
taken into consideration

 Harling has seen 
significant growth, school 
is now landlocked. Impact 
of development on 
community facilities.

Planning remains Plan led; 
having an up to date plan 
allows strategic partners to plan 
and invest in order to meet the 
wider needs. The Local Service 
Centre Topic Paper is a factual 
review.

Gladman, DLP Planning  Two SUE’s puts the 
council’s land supply at 
risk.

 Urban extensions have 
long build out periods and 
this will impact upon the 
ability to meet the land 
supply

Comments noted. A housing 
trajectory will be included 
within the pre-submission 
Local Plan as required by the 
NPPF. 

Whilst urban extensions can 
have long delivery periods, 

Housing Trajectory 
included within pre-
submission publication.



26
Preferred Directions Summary of Consultations  DRAFT 10.03.16

 No housing trajectory 
included within 
consultation documents

 Should include more 
small sites in sustainable 
locations to meet five 
year land supply

there are sustainability 
advantages of them. The NPPF 
acknowledges there use at 
paragraph 52.

Mrs Whettingsteel  Rocklands has a primary 
school, public house, a 
village store and post 
office, village hall, a 
church, and sports club 
with playing field. It 
should be considered as a 
Local Service Centre 
village

Rocklands was considered 
through the Local Service 
Centre topic paper. It did not 
meet the requirement for a LSC 
as there is no public transport 
within the village. 

Carter Jonas  Croxton should be 
considered a Local 
Service Centre

 Croxton itself contains a 
number of local facilities 
including a village hall, 
convenience shop 
(including post office 
services) and a church. 
The village close 
proximity to Thetford 
(less than 3 miles) means 
it is encompassed within 

Whilst it is acknowledged that 
there is a level of service 
provision within Croxton, it 
does not fully meet the criteria 
to be a Local Service Centre 
village, due to the absence of a 
primary school and public 
transport. The village has 
therefore been classified as a 
rural area under policy PD03.
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the wider functional zone 
of Thetford.

Question Summary: 
The question received 211 responses. Many members of the public and Parish Councils raised concerns around Local Service Centre 
designations, specifically: Bawdeswell, Saham Toney, Yaxham and Hockham. Norfolk County Council echoed concerns around the proposed  
allocation to Saham Toney, Beetley and Hockham. Developers generally support the distributed approach, but believe that twp Sustainable 
Urban Extensions at both Attleborough and Thetford may have an impact upon the soundness of the plan. 

Q4: Do you agree with preferred policy – PD04? Please explain your answer.

Respondent
Statutory General

Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Bawdeswell 
PC

Mr Cockburn, Mr 
Mason

Bawdeswell: 
 Agree with the level of growth 

however concern about LSC 
designation.

Comments noted 

Mr Bornett, Mr 
Blow, Ebony 
Holdings Ltd, 
Breckland Bridge, Mr 
Simmons, Diocese of 
Norwich

 Raises concerns over some LSCs 
not receiving any growth during 
the plan period.

 Villages referenced include: 
Garboldisham, Old Buckenham, 
Litcham, Weeting, Mundford and 
Sporle

In some LSCs the Council is 
not seeking a positive 
allocation based on “current 
available land, environmental 
and heritage constrains”.  The 
distribution indicative % split 
across the LSCs is indicative 
and subject to consultation 
feedback.

Mr Law  Questions the definition of 
sustainable development in that it 

Preferred Policy Direction PD 
01 seeks to define sustainable 
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is vital for rural areas; ‘thriving 
rural communities require 
support and planned growth in 
order to offset the current (cheap-
oil-era) decline. 

development in the context of 
Breckland being a rural 
authority. The policy states that 
one of the locally distinctive 
sustainable development 
principles “supports 
Breckland’s wider rural 
economy helping to sustain 
local services and assist in 
helping rural communities 
adapt and grow proportionately 
to enhance their social and 
economic sustainability.” This 
is also reflected in the strategic 
vision for the district, which 
seeks a more balanced 
approach to housing 
development between rural and 
urban areas outside the key 
service centres and in the more 
sustainable settlements within 
Breckland.  ‘Preferred Policy 
Direction – PD 05 Rural Areas’ 
seeks to “protect the open 
countryside from wider 
development, with the 
exception of appropriate small-
scale residential and economic 
development” where 
development would satisfy a 
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criteria, which includes: 
‘identified economic and /or 
social need’. Preferred 
Direction PD05 then proposes a 
criteria based approach to 
development in rural areas, 
which seeks to support 
Breckland specific sustainable 
development and the strategic 
vision for the district. 

Cllr Cowen, 
North 
Elmham PC, 
Great 
Ellingham PC

Ms Weight, Mr 
Blow, Mr Martin, Ms 
Mckinnell, Ms 
Dewing, 
Neighbourhood Plan 
4 Yaxham, Mr 
Clarke, D. Davies, 
Mr Spencer

 The new allocations figures for 
Local Service Centres seem to 
rely on what deliverable sites are 
available and their calculated 
capacity. Suggests local need 
should also be a factor and 
infrastructure capacity. 

In some LSCs the Council is 
not seeking a positive 
allocation based on “current 
available land, environmental 
and heritage constrains”.  The 
distribution indicative % split 
across the LSCs is indicative 
and subject to consultation 
feedback.

Mr Wallis, Mr 
Shannon, Mr Mason

 How were Local Service Centres 
designated? Further definition 
needed. What would the people 
of LSCs gain in return and would 
being a LSC open the door for 
development above and beyond 
the development target. 

Local Service Centres reflect 
more sustainable locations in 
Breckland that are able to 
accommodate growth. The 
issues and options consultation 
offered three options for the 
definition of LSCs and the 
Preferred Direction Section 3 
details how these were taken 
forward. A further paper on this 
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topic ‘Breckland Local Service 
Centre’ supports this direction 
and is available within the 
Breckland document library on 
the Breckland website. The 
distribution % split across the 
LSCs is indicative and subject 
to consultation feedback.

Mrs Keohane  Old Buckenham has zero growth, 
but Great Ellingham, with no 
High School, has been allocated 
170. Great Ellingham currently 
has 400 households, questions 
this increase to the village. 

In some LSCs the Council is 
not seeking a positive 
allocation based on “current 
available land, environmental 
and heritage constrains”.  The 
distribution indicative % split 
across the LSCs is indicative 
and subject to consultation 
feedback.

Harling PC Mike Sibthorp 
Planning, Hopkins 
Homes, Orbit Homes 
(2020) Ltd, Haut Ltd, 
Mattishall 
Neighbourhood Plan 
Working Group, Mrs 
Martin, Armstrong 
Rigg Planning

 Support for option 3 which 
would see a greater proportion of 
growth allocated to the market 
towns of Dereham, Swaffham 
and Watton, and a lower 
proportion of growth to the Local 
Service Centre villages. 

Comments noted

Old 
Buckenham 
PC, Ashill 

Cornerstone 
Planning, Breckland 
Bridge, Organic Pig 

 Support the approach set out 
within PD04

Support noted
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PC, Elsing 
PC, 
Garvestone, 
Reymerston 
and Thuxton 
PC, Croxton 
PC, 
Swaffham 
Town 
Council, 
Thompson 
PC, Cllr 
Hewett 

Company, DLP 
Planning, Ms Rowan, 
Attleborough Land 
Ltd, Hans House 
Group of Companies

Litcham PC Litcham:
 Disagree with policy PD04. 

Considers there should be come 
growth within Litcham.

Comments noted. The housing 
figures for each of the 
settlements will be considered 
through further versions of this 
document.

Consider revisions to the 
PD04 through the pre-
submission publication 

Saham Toney 
PC

Ms Blundell, Mr 
Sultano, Mr 
Simmons, M. 
Blundell, I. Blundell, 
Ms Simmons, Mr & 
Mrs Taylor, Mr 
Bunce, Mr Roy, Mr 
Blow, S. Todd, Mr & 
Mrs Bollins, Mr 
Capes, Mr Bohn, Mrs 
Roy, Mr Walmsley, 

Saham Toney:
 Consider that Saham Toney 

should not be a Local Service 
Centre Village.

 Level of growth proposed for the 
village is too high, and it does 
not have the services and 
facilities to support such growth. 
Overall the percentage of 
housing going to LSC’s is too 
high.

The concern regarding the 
objections to the designation of 
a local service centre in Saham 
Toney is noted. The housing 
target for the District has been 
set through the Centre Norfolk 
Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment. This has looked at 
a number of factors to consider 
the housing target, and used the 
2012 household projections as a 
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Mr Hiscocks, mr 
Creek

 Concern that Thetford has a zero 
allocation within Policy PD04, 
and some of the growth within 
the LSC’s should be reallocated.

 Consider that Breckland has 
over- estimated the number of 
new homes that are required over 
the plan period.

starting point. 

In relation to the issue of 
Thetford not receiving a new 
housing allocation, the town 
was designated 5000 new 
homes through the LDF. 
Planning permission was 
granted in 2015, and work is 
still to commence on the site. 
The application will be 
developed over the plan period.

Norfolk CC  Support for the level of growth in 
Attleborough and Thetford, 
however there is concern in 
regards to the growth targets for 
the remaining market towns and 
Local Service Centre villages. 

 Little evidence as to why the 
level of housing growth between 
Dereham, Swaffham and Watton 
is the same.

 The level of proposed housing 
growth in these LSC Villages is 
not considered sustainable as it is 
likely to increase the use of the 
car to travel to higher order 
settlements which have a wider 
range of day to day services and 

Policy PD04 has been informed 
by the responses to the Issues 
and Options consultation, 
which suggested a more 
balanced level of growth 
between the Local Service 
Centre villages and the market 
towns. 

The assessment to consider 
growth levels within the 
individual towns has considered 
land availability. Further work 
needs to be carried out to 
consider infrastructure capacity 
within the service centre 
villages and market towns, with 

Update allocations in 
PD04 having regard to 
infrastructure capacity.
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infrastructure including high 
school provision.

 Particular villages of concern are 
Great Hockham and Beetley 
where the primary schools would 
struggle to expand to meet the 
capacity requirements. 

particular consideration on 
issue such as school capacity.

Mrs Grundell, Ms 
Stratford, Mrs Baker

Dereham: 
 Concern about the level of 

growth within the town, 
particularly if all the proposed 
developments come forward. 

 Concern regarding infrastructure 
provision and capacity at the 
Doctors, Schools and Dentists.

 Road capacity particularly at 
peak time is a problem.

 Encroachment into the 
countryside

Policy PD04 sets a housing 
growth target of 910 new 
homes for Dereham between 
2011 and 2036. The majority of 
these new dwellings already 
have planning permission and 
the policy sets out that there is a 
need to allocate a further 158 
new homes over the remainder 
of the plan period. 

It is acknowledged that there 
are currently a number of major 
planning applications being 
determined within the town, 
based on the lack of a five year 
housing land supply, which 
would impact upon the housing 
target if they were to be 
approved.

The capacity of infrastructure 
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provision needs to be taken into 
consideration through the plan.

Cllr Cowen, 
Hockham PC

Mr McColl, Mr 
Garrod, Mrs 
Beckwith, Mr 
Hawkins

Great Hockham: 
 Support for some growth within 

the village, however the level 
proposed within village is 
significant. The increase would 
nearly double the size of the 
village.

 Concern regarding infrastructure 
capacity. 

 Parish Council would like to see 
the development of 50-60 
properties to support service 
retention

Comments noted. The 
distribution and requirement for 
individual settlements has been 
determined having regard to 
existing land supply, 
commitments and completions, 
as well as environmental and 
heritage considerations. The 
housing target for Great 
Hockham will be reviewed 
through the preparation of the 
pre-submission consultation.

Mr Clarke, Orbit 
Homes Ltd, Abel 
Homes, Albanwise 
Ltd, Hopkins Homes, 
DLP Planning, Ms 
Walmsley, Shadwell 
Estate

 Delivery of the spatial strategy is 
overly reliant on the 
Attleborough Urban Extension 
for 4,000 homes.

 The rate of delivery would be 
200 houses per annum, however 
due to slow initial delivery; this 
is likely to be considerable 
higher.

 Smaller scale developments 
should be considered in the first 
instance to meet the short term 
housing land supply.

The Attleborough Urban 
Extension was included through 
the Core Strategy. The 
settlement is considered to be 
one of the most sustainable 
within Breckland, with its close 
links to the A11 and Norwich, 
good public transport and 
services and facilities within 
the town. 

It is anticipated that 
development outside of the key 
settlements will come forward 
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first to aid the housing land 
supply.

 Heritage 
Development

 PD04 has had regard to land 
availability with particular 
reference to the SHMA. This 
should be revised having regard 
to new land which has been 
promoted through this 
consultation.

Comment noted. Breckland is 
in the process of revising the 
SHLAA in accordance with the 
changes to the PPG guidance, 
an d this will be taken into 
consideration

For inclusion within the 
HELAA

Greater 
Norwich 
Projects Team

 Section should make reference to 
the Norfolk Strategic Framework 
and its role in meeting the duty to 
co-operate.

Comments noted, this will be 
considered as part of the review 
of Policy PD04.

Anglian 
Water

 Table 3.4: Water Cycle update  
add in: This amongst others will 
provide an overview of strategic 
water and wastewater used water 
infrastructure within Breckland

Comment noted Amend Table 3.4 as per 
comment.

Attleborough 
Town Council

 Agrees with the approach, but 
concern about the impact of the 
growth on the town centre. 
Particular reference to retail 
capacity, car parking and open 
space deficits.

Support for the principle of the 
policy is noted. Policy PD11 
requires a masterplan approach 
to the development which will 
need to take into consideration 
the impact on the town as a 
whole. 

Thetford 
Town Council

 Disagrees with the policy. The 
table does not make reference to 
windfall sites.

 TC not adverse to development 

The Local Plan makes 
significant allocation for 
Thetford through the 
development of the Sustainable 
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coming forward to the east of the 
town.

 Would like to see the parish 
boundary changed to reflect the 
settlement boundary.

Urban Extension. There are 
significant environmental 
constraints within the town 
which has restricted the 
location of development within 
the town.

Parish boundaries are outside 
the scope of planning and the 
Local Plan and forms part of a 
governance review.

Watton Town 
Council

Mrs Bunce  The Council would like it noted 
that on a strategic level none of 
the above sites should be viewed 
as acceptable.

 The Town will suffer a 
population explosion which 
currently local services will 
struggle to deal with. The lack of 
infrastructure would currently 
manifestly outweigh any benefits 
from the level of development 
being considered.

Policy PD04 has looked at 
providing an even split of 
housing across the three market 
towns, with the requirement for 
910 new homes between 2011 
and 2036. This leaves a further 
305 new homes requiring 
planning permission. 

New development would be 
expected to provide 
infrastructure improvements 
through developer contributions 
to meet the needs of the 
development.

Mrs Pitt Necton:
 Concern regarding development 

adjacent to the primary school 

Any development sites within 
Necton will be subject to 
further assessment later this 
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and the impact this will have on 
the ability to expand the primary 
school

year. The Council is also 
working closely with NCC to 
review any capacity issues 
across Breckland. 

Mr Anthony  Number of new houses is too 
high, greater than the number of 
jobs available.

The housing target has been set 
through the Central Norfolk 
Strategic Market housing 
Assessment. This has looked at 
household projections from 
2012 and indicates that a 
significant proportion of 
Breckland’s Housing Market 
Area looks towards Norwich

Environment 
Agency

 From a wastewater infrastructure 
viewpoint, Option 1 PD 04 
would give a greater flexibility in 
resolving potential foul water 
infrastructure constraints 
highlighted in the draft WCS. 
We support paragraph 3.41 
which states that the final Water 
Cycle Study and Strategic Flood 
Risk Assessment will inform the 
final distribution of growth 
proposed in the Local Plan.

Comments noted. We are 
currently awaiting the final 
report on the water cycle study 
which will provide information 
on the capacity at individual 
treatment works and help to 
guide Policy PD04.

Update PD04 on 
completion of Water 
Cycle Study.

Ovington PC  The figures seem arbitrary. Why 
are all three market towns 
allocated exactly the same 18% 
and all the local service centres 

Comments noted. The 
distribution and requirement for 
individual settlements has been 
determined having regard to 
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exactly the same 14%? This is 
indicative of inadequate detail 
and poor localisation.

existing land supply, 
commitments and completions, 
as well as environmental and 
heritage considerations.

Shadwell  Approach not supported as a 
prohibits further development 
coming forward within Thetford. 
The plan is also seeking to push 
growth to less sustainable and 
accessible towns to address the 
failure to consider further growth 
at Thetford. 

The Local Plan makes 
significant allocation for 
Thetford through the 
development of the Sustainable 
Urban Extension. There are 
significant environmental 
constraints within the town 
which has restricted the 
location of development within 
the town.

Heritage 
Developments

 In terms of completion and 
approvals between 2011 and 
2015 Necton is the most popular 
service centre in the Breckland 
district. This is a clear market 
signal that deliverable sites in 
Necton should be considered for 
allocation as it will deliver on 
Breckland need to meet its five 
year housing land supply.

Necton has significant 
commitments, which include a 
large site for 90 dwellings. 
Further consideration will be 
given to the housing targets for 
individual settlements through 
the pre-submission publication 
document.

Lexham Estate  Litcham has been designated as a 
Local Service Centre village, 
however no growth is proposed 
within the settlement. 

 It is our opinion that the 

The new allocations for 
settlements reflected land 
availability within villages. It is 
acknowledged that further sites 
have been submitted during the 



39
Preferred Directions Summary of Consultations  DRAFT 10.03.16

Council's proposal to tightly 
restrict development at the 
settlement will not seek to 
maintain or enhance the vitality 
of Litcham.

consultation period, this will be 
taken into consideration in the 
review of policy PD04 as part 
of the pre-submission 
consultation.

Question Summary: 
The question received 102 responses. Broad agreement for the level of growth. Councillors, Parish Councils and members of the public believe 
the Local Service Centre allocations rely on land availability. Developers, consultants and members of the public generally support the approach 
with some arguing for option 3 (more growth in the market towns). Developers question the deliverability of the SUEs. Norfolk County Council 
believe there are issues regarding the allocations in some LSCs, that more wording needs to be added to justify the allocations for Dereham, 
Swaffham and Watton and that allocations to Beetley and Hockham raise concerns around primary school provision. The Environment Agency 
support Option 1 as this would allow for more flexibility. 

Q5: Do you agree with preferred policy – PD05? Please explain your answer.
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Mr Cockburn  More sympathetic approach to 
settlements without existing settlement 
boundaries and towards development 
outside the settlement boundary. 

‘Preferred Policy Direction – 
PD 05 Rural Areas’ seeks to 
“protect the open countryside 
from wider development, with 
the exception of appropriate 
small-scale residential and 
economic development” where 
development would satisfy a 
criteria, which includes: 
‘identified economic and /or 
social need’. Preferred 
Direction PD05 then proposes 
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a criteria based approach to 
development in rural areas, 
which seeks to support 
Breckland specific sustainable 
development and the strategic 
vision for the district.

Mr Bornett  What is meant by appropriate support? The policy is still emerging 
and further clarity will be 
given with regard to 
consultation feedback.

Bawdeswell 
PC

 Bawdeswell broadly in agreement with 
PD05, seeks to retain a “strong 
settlement boundary with little room for 
major development, but it is not averse 
to some flexibility in exceptions 
planning applications which seeks to 
promote the needs of the village.”

 What is Breckland’s attitude to planning 
applications within and outside the 
settlement boundary

Policy PD05 provides a 
criteria based approach for 
residential development 
located outside of the 
settlement boundary. This 
approach seeks to prevent 
isolated new dwellings in the 
countryside in accordance with 
paragraph 55 of the NPPF, 
however it would allow some 
new development outside of 
the boundary where it 
represents an infill or rounding 
off opportunity.

Harling PC, 
Thetford 
Town Council

 No comment Comments noted

Elsing PC, 
Cllr Hewett, 

Mr Hayward, 
Ms Walmsley, 

 Support the preferred policy direction Support noted
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Croxton PC, 
Swaffham 
TC, North 
Tuddenham 
PC, 
Attleborough 
TC, 
Beachamwell 
PC, North 
Lopham PC, 
Great 
Ellingham 
PC, New 
Buckenham 
PC

Breckland 
Green Party, 
Mr Jones, Mrs 
Beckwith, 
Turnberry 
Planning, 
Breckland 
Bridge, Orbit 
Homes (2020) 
Ltd, Ms 
Gibbons, Mr 
Drew, Mr 
Baker, 
Shadwell 
Estate, Mr & 
Mrs Foulsham, 
Ingleton Wood, 
Carter Jonas

Stow Bedon 
PC

Mrs Tanner, 
Mr Reed, Mrs 
Allcorn, Mrs 
Childerhouse,
Mr Tanner, 
Stow Bedon 
Residents 
Association, 
Mrs Batts, Mr 
Batts, Miss 
Croad, Mr 

Stow Bedon
 Would not like to see the settlement 

boundary extended. Extensions to the 
settlement boundary are likely to impact 
on the local character of the area. 

 Impact upon protected sites including 
the mere

 Poor Drainage in the area
 Lack of services and facilities to support 

development.

Comments noted. Policy PD05 
provides the criteria for 
carrying out a settlement 
boundary review. Stow Bedon 
is classified as a rural area due 
to the limited level of service 
provision, so it isn’t 
anticipated to have housing 
allocations.
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Hendrie, Mrs 
Hayward, Mr 
Brown, Mr 
Hunt, Ms 
Brodie, B. 
Leonard, Mr 
Hunt, Mr 
Tregenza, Ms 
Peart
Mr 
Michelmore, 
Mr Porter, Mr 
Trussell

Caston:
 Would not like to see the settlement 

boundary redrawn.
 Village has no chop, post office or GP 

surgery. Public transport is limited
Beachamwell 
PC

Mr & Mrs 
Lambert

The character of the area needs to be carefully 
considered in regards to infill development. 
This particularly relates to the hamlet of 
Drymere .
Lack of services and facilities within the village

Comments noted

Saham Toney 
PC

Mr Bunce, Mr 
Blow, Mr 
Walmsley, Mr 
Simmons

Saham Toney should be reclassified as a rural 
area

Comments noted. The village 
has been designated as a LSC 
through PD03.

Mr Martin, Ms 
Green-
Armytage, 
Yaxham 
Neighbourhood 
Plan Group, 

Yaxham should be reclassified as a rural area Comments noted. The village 
has been designated as a LSC 
through PD03.
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Mrs Martin
Tittleshall PC There is an error in Policy PD05 as Tittleshall is 

not included within the list of villages with a 
settlement boundary, when it does have a 
boundary.

Comments noted – Tiitleshall 
does contain a settlement 
boundary.

Update Policy to ensure 
Tittleshall is included in 
the list of villages with 
settlement boundaries. 
Table .1 in Appendix 1 
also needs to be updated.

Ovington PC, 
Dereham TC

 Too much use of the word appropriate 
within the policy

Comment noted Consider re-wording of 
the policy

Garvestone, 
Thuxton and 
Reymerstone 
PC

 Support the approach but there needs to 
be further clarification around the 
criteria. 

 Support by local community should be 
replaced support of the parish council.

 Infill and rounding off should have 
regard to garden size within the 
settlement. 

Consider clarifications 
through further wording 
of the document.

Brettenham 
and 
Kilverstone 
PC

 Brettenham should be included in the 
list of parishes with a settlement 
boundary as there is one at Arlington 
Way.

It is acknowledged that 
Arlington Way is located 
within Brettenham parish. 
Arlington Way forms part of 
the wider built up extent of 
Thetford

Consider clarification 
through further wording 
of the document.

Mr Thornton  Support retention of existing boundary 
in Shropham

Support noted

Cllr Cowen Mr & Mrs 
Drake, Diocese 
of Norwich, 
Gladman

 Settlement boundaries should be 
removed. The have led to over 
development of areas. A more 
imaginative approach to development in 
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rural areas should be considered.
Mr McIntosh  Sandwade Mere is not a SSSI Comments noted. Sandwade 

Mere is classified as a County 
Wildlife Site

Norfolk CC Mr Pitcher  The broad approach of not allocating 
further development in rural areas is 
welcomed. 

 Criteria based approach is supported
 Clarification is needed as to when the 

settlement boundary review will occur.
 Outside of settlement boundaries in 

villages with them, how will 
applications be assessed?

 Recommended additional criteria where 
appropriate assessment of the health 
impact of the development has been 
undertaken

The support for the principle is 
welcomed. The settlement 
boundary review will occur 
prior to the pre-submission 
publication.

It is the intention that 
development outside of 
settlement boundary will 
follow the criteria based 
approach.

Amend wording to clarify 
that in parishes with a 
settlement boundary, 
outside of the boundary, 
applications will be 
determined following the 
criterion based approach.

Consider including 
further criteria in regards 
to health impact of 
development.

Beetley PC  No mention of the hamlets of East 
Bilney or Old Beetley is made within 
the policy.

Comments noted. It is the 
intention that development 
outside of settlement boundary 
will follow the criteria based 
approach.

Litcham PC  Does not agree with the preferred policy 
as it is not considered to be sustainable.

Comments noted.

Ashill PC  Would prefer to see the existing 
settlement boundary in Ashill remain in 
place.

Comments will be taken into 
consideration through the 
review of settlement 
boundaries.

Great  Does not want to see large Great Ellingham is classified 
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Ellingham PC developments resulting in a dormitory 
village

 Wish to restrict any new development to 
land which lies to the South of the 
B1077 and lies adjacent to the village 
boundary to promote sustainability and 
cohesiveness.

as a LSC through Policy PD03 
and has specific allocations 
through Policy PD04.

Mr Garrod  Settlement boundaries should be 
changed in line with local opinion.

 10% is too small, this should be 
increased to 20% rather that use the LSC 
approach.

Policy PD05 is designed to 
allow for some development in 
rural areas, whilst the majority 
of development is focused on 
areas with services and 
facilities to support 
development. Changing the 
approach to  20% would see 
an increase in development in 
areas which may not be 
sustainable.

Hockham PC  Village wish to retain settlement 
boundary, however it should be altered 
to allow some growth.

 PC would wish to engage with Council 
through this process.

Comments noted. The 
settlement boundary review 
will also be open to public 
consultation which will allow 
engagement, in accordance 
with the SCI.

Thompson PC  Support the alternative option set out 
under paragraph 3.85

 Facilities within the village are limited 
and unable to support further 
development.

Comments noted.
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Hockering PC  Village does not wish to be a service 
centre.

 Concern regarding the sites that have 
been put forward.

 Village would like to retain existing 
settlement boundary.

Hockering  is classified as a 
LSC through Policy PD03 and 
has specific allocations 
through Policy PD04.

Snetterton PC  Supports approach in PD05.It is not 
considered that the employment sites put 
forward are in accordance with the 
criteria policy

It is acknowledged that 
Snetterton is a small village 
and the large general 
employment area has a 
significant influence on this. 
Whilst the village has limited 
services and facilities, the 
employment area has good 
access onto the A11 and other 
policies in this document 
including PD06 will need to be 
taken into consideration.

Rocklands PC  Request further clarification to the 
wording of PD05.

 We believe that a defined settlement 
boundary provides an important defence 
against unscrupulous property 
developers who cannot be expected to 
respect the existing form and character 
of rural villages such as our own.

 Concern regarding potential clustering 
with Great Ellingham

Comments noted. Rocklands is 
classified as a rural area 
through Policy PD03 and 
therefore no residential 
allocations are proposed under 
PD03. The policy proposes to 
review settlement boundaries 
and there will be a further 
consultation in regards to the 
review.
Clustering of village sis not 
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proposed.
Mr Devonport  Would not wish to see further 

development in Whissonsett. Lack of 
services and facilities within the village 
and it is services by small country roads.

Comments noted.

Roudham and 
Larling PC

 Concern regarding expansion of 
employment development into open 
countryside.

Comments noted. This will 
need to be considered in line 
with policies regarding 
employment development on 
general employment areas.

Mr Spencer  Text is confusing particularly the 
supporting justification

 10% increase is too large. In 
Beachamwell this could lead to an 
increase of 16 houses on a single site.

Comments noted. Consider amendments to 
the supporting 
justification to make it 
easier to follow.

Mr Clarke  Consider there is an opportunity for 
further development in East 
Tuddenham.

 Suggest that sites that have been 
promoted should be incorporated into 
the boundary.

Policy PD05 provides the 
criteria for the settlement 
boundary review which will 
follow. East Tuddenham is 
defined as a rural area which 
does not have an allocation 
under Policy PD03. Comments 
will be considered through the 
settlement boundary review.

Wretham PC  Concern regarding the wording of the 
10% increase to villages. How will this 
be measured, is it 10% of the original 
size of the building or is this cumulative.

Comments noted. Clarification of policy 
wording.

Question Summary: 
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The question received 96 responses. General support for the policy direction from developers, members of the public and Parish Councillors. A 
large number of representations were made to oppose changes to the settlement boundary in rural areas, particularly Stow Bedon and Caston.  
Representations were made, as with responses to PD04, to dispute Saham Toney and Yaxham’s designation as Local Service Centres. There was 
some support for the removal of settlement boundaries. 

Q6: Do you agree with preferred policy – PD06? Please explain your answer.
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Great 
Ellingham 
PC,
Elsing PC

Mr 
Cockburn, 
Mr Shannon,

Cllr P Hewett

 Agreement that Economic development 
should be concentrated near larger towns 
with good road access and good public 
transport. 

 EPC- Agree with distribution – 
particularly emphasis on Dereham 

 PD06 is sensible approach – however 
road network needs to be improved and 
power/ utility provision should lead 
development 

Comments noted.

The policy aims to build on 
appropriate investment along 
the A11 and its identification 
as a a strategic growth 
corridor. Further recognitions 
will be given to the proposed 
A47 improvements. The 
Council is proactively 
engaged with power utilities 
and land owner consortiums to 
promote and facilitate increase 
power to support economic 
growth at the strategic sites.

Consider feed back in 
review of employment 
policies in particular a 
specific policy around 
facilitation of Snetterton 
employment zone.
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Harling PC  Harling: HGVs and delivery vehicles and 
issues regarding health and safety. 

Comments noted.

Swaffham TC Mr L Scott  Swaffham: employment land suggested is 
ideal.

 Located close to the A47 and avoids 
additional traffic through the town centre 

 TC agree with additional local allocation 

Support welcomed None 

NCC  Broad support to proposals, for quantum 
and vision of employment ( including 
A11 Corridor) 

 Suggest greater reference to the A47 
Corridor in final policy reflecting 
intention for improvements in the plan 
period 

 Attleborough: Additional site on London 
rd (5.3ha) proposed in NCC ownership. 

 Reference should be given to the Norfolk 
Rail Perspective (2013) and the potential 
economic benefits  the introduction of  
rail passenger service between 
Wymondham and Dereham could bring.

Support welcomed.
Further site submissions will 
be reviewed through the site 
assessment process

Consider feedback in the 
development the spatial 
strategy / growth / location of 
development. 

Ashill PC
Saham Tony 
PC

 Does Not apply to villages 
 This is not applicable to Saham Toney 

parish 

Employment provision outside 
the development hierarchy and 
outside General employment 
areas is proposed to be 
determined in accordance with 
other policies in the Local 
Plan. Your attention in 
particular is drawn to 
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emerging policies E02, E03, 
E04, , COM 08, Com 09.

Mr C Blow,
Mr J 
Simmons

Mr A 
Walmsley, 
Mr T Bruce

 Disagree. It is inconsistent to allocate 
Thetford at least 22 hectares of 
employment land while at the same time 
allocating zero new homes between April 
2015 and 2036.

 No additional employment land is 
allocated in Watton, even though it is 
proposed a similar growth level to that of 
Swaffham and Dereham 

The Thetford area will see the 
development of 5,000 
additional dwellings over the 
Plan period. Planning 
permission has already been 
granted and the Local Plan 
reflects this in PD 04 through 
the committed developments.
The growth levels between the 
market towns are at this stage 
indicative. The employment 
growth study identified that 
there was a low level of 
demand for employment land 
in Watton and that there was 
currently an adequate supply. 

Consider feedback in relation 
to the provision of additional 
local employment sites in 
Watton in conjunction with 
the setting of level and 
distribution of growth. 

Great 
Ellingham 
PC, 
Attleborough 
TC 

 GEPC: Attleborough: Growth in the 
Attleborough SUE  will increase traffic in 
nearby roads - Breckland Council should 
put in place signage and weight 
restrictions to prevent an increase in 
drivers taking local roads  rather than 
using the A11 / B1077 to travel toward 
West & North Norfolk.

 Attleborough TC  - signage should be 
used to promote the town 

This is a matter for the 
Highways Authority.
Promotion of the town should 
be through a partnership 
approach.

Thetford TC  Thetford Town Council agrees that if Support Welcomed: The 
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demand exceeds supply then more 
employment land needs to be allocated

Employment Growth study 
2013 identified that there was 
steady level of demand in 
Thetford for industrial land 
however that there was 
adequate supply 

KIlverston 
Ltd 

 Snetterton: the site has potential for 
commercial, light industry, work –live, 
power generation warehousing and some 
residential and is of a suitable size to 
attract a large end user. Growth should be 
co-ordinated rather than piecemeal.

 Broadly support economic levels and 
distribution; however grater flexibility in 
needed to ensure adequate land is 
available of suitable type to respond to 
changes in the market. 

 The Council should undertake an 
economic assessment.

 Snetterton Park constitutes a better 
location than some of the emerging 
options and offers the potential for 
economic development with easy access 
to the A11. There are no ownership or 
physical constraints to prevent this 
brownfield site from coming forward 
immediately,

Positive response is 
welcomed:
The evidence base is in the 
form of the 2013 Employment 
growth study which identifies 
and assess the existing and 
future quantitative and 
qualitative business needs for 
land and floor space.
Support noted for a new site 
submission at Snetterton park, 
further site submissions will 
be reviewed through the site 
assessment process.
Snetterton Heath is identified 
as a strategic growth location 
and the council is actively 
engaged with the land owners 
seeking to facilitate the 
delivery in a co ordinated and 
beneficial way.

Consider feedback in relation 
to the provision of additional 
employment sites availability  
in conjunction with the 
setting of the  level and 
distribution of growth at 
Snetterton.
Consider feed back in 
review of employment 
policies in particular a 
specific policy around 
facilitation of Snetterton 
employment zone.

Attleborough 
Town Council

 The Neighbourhood Plan supports 
employment led growth (SMS’s) and 

The Council has sought to 
work closely with the Town 

Consider feedback in relation 
to the provision of additional  
employment provision / the 
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seeks to allocate additional employment 
land . The doubling of provision to 20 ha 
in Attleborough should be considered in 
the Local Plan, along with additional sites 
in line with suitable infrastructure  

Council to ensure consistency 
between the two emerging 
Plans and will continue to do 
so 

aspirations of the emerging 
Neighbourhood Plan and the 
submission of further 
employment site options.

S Walmsley,
Breckland 
Green Party

 Economic development should be located 
in sustainable locations such as LSC’s 
and market Towns  where there is greater 
links to public transport .

 A positive policy frame work to support 
Rural employment is welcomed 

Support welcomed for the 
flexible approach 

Ovington PC
Dereham TC

 The retention of skilled employers should 
be a priority of the employment police.

 Employment should also be focused 
around the north south routes such as 
A1065/A1075

Breckland has been identified 
as a traditionally low skilled 
economy. The economic 
policies seek to facilitate and 
attract larger scale and higher 
skilled employers to the 
district as well as supporting 
rural provision. The A11 
Corridor has been identified as 
a strategic corridor and the 
aim is to concentrate 
development to take 
advantage of the corridor and 
to concentrate funding into 
critical infrastructure. The 
type of employment is 
dependent on the market 
however the council in 
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partnership is keen to promote 
and facilitate suitable 
employment investment 

Beacon 
Planning 
Consultant 

 Seems to be no assessment of existing 
allocations D4 & D5 (Dereham) in terms 
of suitability and deliverability of the 
employment sites.

 Employment sites which have no 
prospect of coming forward should be 
reviewed regularly and the roiling 
forward of the site is in conflict with the 
NPPF

Unimplemented allocations at 
this stage have been carried 
forward as potential options 
for public opinion in this 
consultation and the feedback 
is welcomed. Existing site 
allocations will be assessed as 
part of the full site allocations 
as the plan is taken forward.

Consider feedback in 
relation to the updated 
assessment of existing 
employment site 
allocations.

The 
Landscape 
Partnership 

 The approach of promoting Snetterton as 
a strategic site is not supported as its 
contrary  to the over all strategic 
directions and will increase in car use 

The policy aims to build on 
appropriate investment along 
the A11 and its identification 
as a a strategic growth 
corridor. The Snetterton site is 
a well established employment 
site which offers the 
opportunity for significant 
development to enhance the 
economic aspirations of the 
district. There is also a rail 
hub. 

Brettenham 
and 
Kilverstone 
PC

 There should be mention of constraints to 
the Thetford SUE

Saved Policy TH30 of the 
Thetford AAP includes 
references to appropriate 
infrastructure provision

Consider added further 
text around the 
requirements for 
infrastructure detailed in 
saved policy TH30  into 
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the policy approach and 
justification text

Cllr Cowen  Review policy approach and allocation 
requirements to Snetterton in light of 
recent approvals.

 There is a lack of consultation with the 
parish council  

 Inaccuracies in the snetterton 
employment map as parts of the proposed 
areas has already been developed.

The development of the Local 
Plan is iterative and is an 
opngoing process. The maps 
and assessments will be 
updated following the annual 
monitoring report.
All parish council’s have been 
given the opportunity to 
comment on the emerging 
Plan through the consultation.
The general employment area 
for Snetterton is an existing 
allocation. The Council has 
had a call for sites over a 
number of years and many of 
the sites put forward within 
the existing general 
employment are have also 
been subject to planning 
applications. The consultation 
is asking for views on the sites 
as put forward rather than 
planning applications.

Ensure that employment 
maps are updated 
following the annual 
monitoring in 2016 and 
that up to date planning 
permissions are shown. 

Question Summary:

Broad support for the proposals for quantum and vision of employment  including the A11 Corridor, though recognition that there has to be built 
in flexibility in order to respond to market changes . There should be more recognition of the known constraints and specifically more detail 
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around the approach to Snetterton. 

The carry over of existing Site Allocations should not be automatic and each site should be reviewed. 

Q7: Do you agree with preferred policy – PD07? Please explain your answer.
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Harling PC  Not applicable to East Harling Comments noted No further action
Mr Cockburn  Internet shopping and the impact upon 

PD07. What will the high street be like 
in 2036 and what will the uses of the 
high street be?

The policy has been developed 
having regard to the Town and 
Retail Study which was 
prepared in 2014. This 
considers retail needs over the 
plan period including the 
growth from the different 
forms of internet shopping 

No further action

Mr Bornett  Towns with sustainable urban extensions 
could see their town centres ‘shift’ 

Comments noted. As part of 
the Thetford SUE s106 
agreement bus services 
connecting the new 
development with the town 
centre has been secured. The 

No further action 
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retail study identifies only a 
small amount of retail for local 
capacity should be delivered in 
any SUE.

NCC  Further justification around the 
identification of the retail hierarchy and 
quantum of capacity available for 
development in the supporting text.

 For Clarity chapters 4 and 8 should be 
combined 

The preferred approach 
follows that recommended in 
the 2014 Retail Study By 
NLP. The capacities identified 
to support growth do take into 
consideration the proposed 
growth levels.  
Disagree. The document is 
split into separate sections, 
Strategic or over arching 
approach and site specific in 
terms of Development 
Management. Chapter 4 
details the strategic approach 
while chapter 8 details the 
Development management 
policies 

Consider feedback in 
review of supporting text 
around retail capacity 

M L Scott  Support for the lower impact threshold 
for Swaffham

 Business rate reduction should be 
offered to all types of retail and not just 
Charity shops and increased for out of 
town and internet outlets

Supported welcomed. This 
policy follows the 
recommendation of the 2014 
retail study.
The council now has the 
discretionary rate relief powers 
and a trial in Dereham is 
proposed starting in April 

No further action proposed 
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2016. If shown to be 
successful it could be applied 
throughout the District.

Ms J Sangster  Support for retention of rural services 
and town centre first approach 

Support welcomed

Bidwells ( 
Attleborough 
Land Ltd)

 Attleborough SUE  - support the 
provision of retail in the SUE , but 
request that the requirement is expressed 
as net and not be prescribed format such 
as local parade

Support noted, local shopping 
provision within the SUE 
should only be to support top 
up shopping and serve only the 
immediate surroundings. The 
Policy approach is to that 
effect. Any provision must be 
appropriate in terms of scale 
and position within the SUE.

Consider adding net and 
gross requirements and 
altering wording to allow 
some flexibility,   

Attleborough 
TC 

 Support Policy approach, however 
consideration should be given to limiting 
the number of “unsuitable use classes”

 Primary Frontages should be extended to 
include both sides of Exchange Street 
and retail units on Queens Street 
opposite Lidal. 

 The NP is bringing forward more 
carparking 

Support welcomed. Changes 
in permitted development 
rights make the introduction of 
restrictions around use are 
potentially unenforceable.

The setting of the primary 
frontages is in line with the 
recommendations of the 2014 
retail study. Primary frontages 
should only contain those with 
a high proportion of retail use 
(A1)
 

No further action proposed

Ann Jackson  Support policy approach for rural shops Support noted No further action proposed
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( Mattishal 
NP)
Ms S 
Walmsley

and services 

Orbit Homes 
(2020) LTD

 Strongly Support policy approach for 
rural shops and services

Support noted No further action proposed

Mr C Blow
Mr A 

Walmsley,
Mr J 

Simmons

 Agrees with policy approach if 
accompanied by road improvements and 
car parking.

Planning remains Plan led, and 
proposals will be determined 
in line with the collective 
policies of the Development 
Plan Documents 

No further action proposed

Great 
Ellingham 
Parish 
Council 

 Support this policy. However 
development in Attleborough should be 
taken holistically 

Support noted No further action proposed

Saham Tony 
PC

Mr D Capes  TC agree with policy but it does not 
apply to them

 No retail opportunities in Saham Tony 

Disagree – the policy does 
cover the approach to retail 
across the district

No further action proposed

Mr T Bornet  Attleborough – danger that two separate 
shopping centres could be created

Disagree. The policy approach 
is one where local shopping 
provision within the SUE 
should only be to support top 
up shopping and serve only the 
immediate surroundings. Any 
provision must be appropriate 
in terms of scale and position 
within the SUE. 

No further action proposed

Thetford TC 
Brettenham& 

 Do not support any retail allocations as 
BDC has not produced a Thetford Town 

The Local Plan will replace 
the TAAP. Policy TH3 in the 

No further action proposed 
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Kilverston PC Centre Retail MasterPlan which must 
address car parking. A bus service to 
Norwich should be provided.

 Policy should seek additional bus 
provision 

TAAP I which specifies retail 
approach is superseded by the 
revised evidence base and is 
proposed to be replaced by this 
emerging Policy. Policy PD07 
identifies Thetford as a key 
retail location in the district 
and the retail policies seek to 
facilitate the ongoing 
investment into the town 
centre. 
The local Plan Support 
sustainable modes of travel 
and better links to town 
centres through Policies on 
sustainable transport policies. 
The S106 agreement for the 
SUE includes additional 
reference to supporting links. 

Swaffham TC  Support approach for lower threshold
 Potential for a small scale retail 

allocation to the south to satisfy local 
needs and reduce car journeys across 
town to existing provision. 

Support welcome. There is 
limited capacity identified for 
future growth in the town. 

Consider the potential for a 
small scale local provision 
in any future site allocation 
to the south of the Town.

Mr Purewal
Lt Col C 
Taylor 
Cllr P Hewett

 Paragraph 4.25 / PD07 should be 
amended to say retention of “existing” 
rural shops.

 Greater protection required in PD07 re 
existing shops and community facilities

Disagree – the intention of the 
policy is clear

Consider adding wording 
around the retention of 
rural shops as in para 4.25 
into policy and that new 
development should 
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support and enhance local 
facilities. ( note align with 
community facilities policy 
COM 04) .

Elsing PC  Support proposed policy approach and 
provision of good pedestrian/cycle links 

Supported noted No further action proposed

Ovingham 
PC

 Policy should be expanded to include 
restriction on type of retail outlet such as 
betting shops

Primary frontages are likely to 
include a high proportion of 
retail uses, secondary 
frontages provide the 
opportunity for a greater 
diversity of use. Current 
measures allow for a greater 
flexibility in the composition 
of retail uses on the high street 
, as detailed in para 4.24.   As 
consulted on in the Issues and 
Options policies that control 
the proportion of of A1 use are 
of limited value in the current 
national policy regime. The 
policy approach is one to 
support appropriate 
development in the primary 
shopping areas. However it is 
recognised that managing 
appropriate clustering can be 
part of assisting in setting the 
viatality of a town centre

Consider adding clarity 
around the expected uses 
on primary and secondary 
frontage after para 2 of the 
policy.  it is not expected 
that a policy on proportion 
of frontage should be 
developed as this approach 
has been discounted 
however consider 
promoting policies on the 
management of the 
impacts around betting 
shops and food and drink 
establishment. 
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Dereham TC  Policy should not be prescriptive and 
allow towns to evolve

Agree the policy approach is 
open of flexibility in the 
primary shopping areas and 
seeks to support the expansion 
of all forms of retail to aid the 
vitality and viability of the 
town centres 

No further action proposed

Breckland 
Green party 

Ms S 
Walmsley

 Support the policy approach, in 
particular the town centre first approach 
and retention of rural shopping

Supported noted No further action proposed

Shadwell 
Estate 

Company

 Noted that the Theforsd Sue will look to 
provide 2900sqm gross retail floorspace, 
there is a requirement for additional 
5200sqm for the Town centre . This 
policy response is supported in that it 
will help address expenditure to outside 
of the district leakage 

The Local Plan recognises that 
in order to maintain the retail 
hierarchy and retain 
expenditure it will be 
necessary to enhance the retail 
offer. The market share of 
comparison goods retained in 
Breckland is estimated at only 
43%. This is factored into the 
capacity assessment in the 
20014 retail study which 
informs the policy approach of 
directing 2400sqm to Thetford 
SUE and identifies capacity in 
thetford for 5394sqm net 
comparison and 1,179 sq m at 
the time of writing. 

support Preferred Policy 
PD07 on the basis that 
flexibility is retained 
within any new policy to 
ensure that local retailing 
and functions are 
acceptable to serve local 
areas

 Entirely appropriate that the policy seeks Supported noted No further action 
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to set hierarchy and direct floor space 
requirements to these higher order 
centres and seek to provide appropriate 
local need. support Preferred Policy 
PD07 on the basis that flexibility is 
retained within any new policy to ensure 
that local retailing and functions are 
acceptable to serve local areas

proposed. 

Question Summary: 

Broad support for the proposed approach. The policy approach on lower thresholds is supported and recognised as is the approach to the support 
for the retention and enhancement of rural and local shopping facilities. Some amendments suggested to reinforce the priority around the 
benefits of development with regard to the retention and support of rural facilities. 

In relation to the SUE’s the approach of identifying a quantum of retail space was supported. Bidwells who operate as land agents for the 
Attleborough SUE and Savills both support the policy approach. Bidwells suggest added flexibility should be added in the requirements of the 
SUE by removing the prescriptive requirements for a parade of shops. 

Although national policy and permitted development rights are moving policy away from more prescriptive intervention in the High Street There 
was one suggestion that the policy could be more prescriptive in trying to control specific clustering of Use Classes such as betting shops. 

Q8: Do you agree with preferred policy – PD08? Please explain your answer.
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Mr Bornett  Clearer definition of starter 
homes/affordable homes and who will 
be eligible for these.

The Housing and Planning 
Bill is still being considered 
by National Government. 

Reflect changes within the 
Housing and Planning Bill 
within the Local Plan.
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 Loss of affordable homes in perpetuity 
following changes to legislation 
regarding the right to buy, starter homes 
etc.

Once this legislation has 
Royal Assent and has been 
enacted, it will be taken into 
consideration within the 
Local Plan.

Mr Michael  Policy PD 08 seems sound, although 
social housing policy must give 
precedent to 'local' needs and 'local' 
residents.

Support and comments noted. 
The allocation procedure for 
affordable housing occupants 
is determined by the 
Council’s housing department 
in line with statutory 
requirements 

Consider incorporating 
clarification and cross 
reference to the Council’s 
emerging and updated 
housing /tenancy policy.

Harling PC Mr Shannon  Affordable homes should be restricted to 
inhabitants of the specified village and 
precedent should be given to ‘local’ 
needs and ‘local’ residents. 

Comments noted. The 
allocation procedure for 
affordable housing occupants 
is determined by the 
Council’s housing department 
in line with statutory 
requirements

Consider incorporating 
clarification and cross 
reference to the Council’s 
emerging and updated 
housing /tenancy policy.

Mr Scott  All the options have the basic difficulty 
of asking developers to provide housing 
which they don’t really wish to provide. 
The PD 08 offers the best thought out 
option in the absence of council built 
houses. Negotiating on viability needs to 
be firm. The environmental level of 
affordable housing needs to be high.

Support and comments noted. 
The Council has a statutory 
obligation to plan to meet all 
housing needs. The final 
policy will have regard 
viability. 

Continue to review 
approach in line with the 
emerging Plan wide 
viability study 

Beeston with 
Bittering PC

 Agrees with this policy however it 
requests that the new lower limit be kept 

Support and comments noted. 
The Housing and Planning 

Reflect changes within the 
Housing and Planning Bill 
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under review. The whole policy may 
become rolled into long term house 
building policy and circumstances may 
change.

Bill is still being considered 
by National Government. 
Once this legislation has 
Royal Assent and has been 
enacted, it will be taken into 
consideration within the 
Local Plan.

within the Local Plan.

Tittleshall PC  The proposed policy on affordable 
housing is not sufficiently ambitious.

Comments noted. The 
Housing and Planning Bill is 
still being considered by 
National Government. Once 
this legislation has Royal 
Assent and has been enacted, 
it will be taken into 
consideration within the 
Local Plan.

Reflect changes within the 
Housing and Planning Bill 
within the Local Plan and 
the Council’s Strategic 
Viability Assessment refer 
para. 5.14.

Mattishall 
Neighbourhood 
Plan Working 
Group

 Support policy in its general terms. 
However it would strongly be in favour 
of ensuring that at Service Village level 
and for smaller villages that all 
affordable housing should be secured 
with a Local Lettings Criteria with 
adequate cascade to neighbouring 
parishes and ending at District Wide, for 
all tenures of affordable housing. This 
will ensure the needs of local residents 
and those with a local connection to the 
parish in which the affordable homes are 
being prioritised. The affordable homes 

Support and comments noted. 
The allocation procedure for 
affordable housing occupants 
is determined by the 
Council’s housing department 
in line with statutory 
requirements 

Consider incorporating 
clarification and cross 
reference to the Council’s 
emerging and updated 
housing /tenancy policy..
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should also be designed to meet 
established local need, either by timely 
Housing Waiting List information or by 
a timely Local Housing Needs Survey, 
this data should guide both the tenure 
(e.g. affordable rent, shared ownership, 
starter homes) and type of housing (e.g. 
number of bedrooms and 
house/bungalow/flat). This will ensure 
new affordable housing meets local 
needs and is likely to also "free up" 
existing affordable homes in villages to 
support housing mobility.

Norfolk 
County 
Council 

 While the County Council recognises 
the clear need for affordable housing 
provision across the District, it is 
considered that the level of proposed in 
the emerging Plan, which is set at 36%, 
may potentially give rise to: a) delivery 
issues when other necessary developer 
funded infrastructure is taken (a) into 
account such as the provision of new 
education and transport infrastructure; 
and (b) where the level of affordable 
housing is met this could be at the 
expense of other necessary infrastructure 
outlined above. The policy and 
supporting text therefore needs to 
provide clarity on the viability of the 

Support and comments noted. 
The present Preferred 
Directions level of affordable 
housing has been set at 36% 
reflecting the findings of the 
SHMAA. Breckland Council 
has commissioned a Strategic 
Viability Assessment as part 
of its evidence base for the 
emerging Local Plan – refer 
para. 5.14.

Consider amendments to 
the Policy & supporting 
text in light of further 
evidence regarding the 
Council’s Strategic 
Viability Assessment etc. 
expected Spring 2016.
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35% (sic) target figure.
Ashill PC  We feel that assurance must be given to 

the allocation of affordable homes to 
local people.

Comment noted. The 
allocation procedure for 
affordable housing occupants 
is determined by the 
Council’s housing department 
in line with statutory 
requirements 

Consider incorporating 
clarification and cross 
reference to the Council’s 
emerging and updated 
housing /tenancy policy..

North 
Lopham PC

 We agree but any affordable housing 
should be offered to local people in the 
first instance.

As above Ditto above action

Mrs Beckwith  Affordable housing should be made 
more available to the young families of 
the residents of the villages being 
developed.

As above Ditto above action

Mrs Wood  Affordable housing is a high priority for 
Hockham. It should initially be offered 
to our young residents looking for their 
first home, too many of them have to 
leave the village to get their foot on the 
first rung of the ladder.

As above Ditto above action

Mr Martin  The policy makes sense in so far as it 
goes. However, there should be three 
additions to the Policy. First - the 
allocation of such housing should be 
able to give priority to residents living, 
working or with another strong link to a 
parish where affordable homes are 
developed. This re-establishes the link 

As above
Note the issue of “perpetuity” 
essentially is a central 
Government matter and this is 
currently being reviewed in 
the Planning and Housing 
Bill. This will be reflected in 
the final policy 

Ditto above action
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between community benefit and local 
development - which a Breckland-wide 
priority system does not. Second, the 
development of affordable homes should 
be on the basis that they remain 
affordable homes in perpetuity, 
otherwise such homes become lost to the 
local community and yet more 
development is required to maintain the 
stock of affordable homes. Third, where 
a settlement such as Yaxham already has 
a high proportion of affordable homes 
(over 20%) then there should be the 
option for a developer to contribute to 
affordable homes in other settlements 
where the proportion may be 
significantly lower, in order to avoid a 
settlement development becoming 
socially unbalanced and potentially 
unsustainable.

Mrs Martin  Ditto Mr Martin’s comments above Ditto response above Ditto above action
Dr Whittaker  Don't agree with the proposed policy. 

Given that the current target of 40% is 
only delivering 21% affordable housing 
at the moment, and this is less than the 
evidenced requirement of the district, it 
is inexplicable why the proposal is to 
reduce the target to 36%. The current 
40% requirement should be at least 

Objection noted. However 
suggestions run counter to the 
Government’s growth agenda, 
viability guidance and 
deliverability requirements. 
However it should be noted 
that the Housing and Planning 
Bill is still being considered 

Reflect changes within the 
Housing and Planning Bill 
within the Local Plan and 
the Council’s Strategic 
Viability Assessment refer 
para. 5.14.  
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maintained. Furthermore, given the poor 
delivery achieved under the current 
policy, it is unclear why the new 
proposal includes no consideration or 
provisions for improving the compliance 
rate. I would suggest that one of more of 
the following be considered: 

 Make the target an absolute requirement. 
So if a developer claims it is unviable, 
they have the option of not going ahead 
with the development until such times as 
it is. (Such a policy would likely alter 
market conditions reducing land values 
and increasing house prices, so as to 
increase the likelihood of viability in the 
future.) 

 Introduce a second lower target that is 
absolute (perhaps around 20-25%), so 
that all developments have to provide 
some baseline level of affordable 
housing.

 Make the viability test stricter (both for 
this and the provision of other 
community facilities), so that it is harder 
for developers to avoid their social 
responsibility. To allow developments to 
continue without the necessary 
affordable housing (or other needed 
community facilities) on the ground that 

by National Government. 
Once this legislation has 
Royal Assent and has been 
enacted, it will be taken into 
consideration within the 
Local Plan.
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some housing is better than none, is 
unfairly discriminating against those 
who need affordable housing and will 
result in long-term problems for the 
district. In the long-run a stricter policy 
here will be for everyone’s benefit. 

 Finally if there is significant variation in 
local need for affordable housing across 
the district, then site-dependent targets 
could be adopted -- but only if this 
correlates with viability, so as to result 
in an overall proportion of affordable 
housing that is closer to the overall 
district target. (It is no good reducing the 
target an area that would be viable on 
the grounds of less need, if other areas 
where the need is higher don't get the 
necessary levels of affordable housing 
because of viability issues.)

Orbit Homes 
(2020) Ltd.

Support the reduction in the affordable 
housing target from 40% to 36% 
however, it is noted that this proposal 
has not yet been subject to viability 
testing and therefore remains premature 
and somewhat aspirational. To maintain 
a realistic while aspirational policy the 
level of affordable housing required 
should be reduced to 30%, subject to 
viability, in order to make the plan 

Support and comments noted. 
The present Preferred 
Directions level of affordable 
housing has been set at 36% 
reflecting the findings of the 
SHMAA. Breckland Council 
has commissioned a Strategic 
Viability Assessment as part 
of its evidence base for the 
emerging Local Plan – refer 

Reflect changes within the 
Housing and Planning 
Bill. Consider 
amendments to the Policy 
& supporting text in light 
of further evidence 
regarding the Council’s 
Strategic Viability 
Assessment etc. within the 
Local Plan.
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deliverable and sufficiently flexible to 
meet the changing economic climate. As 
set out in previous representations it is 
appropriate in Breckland that affordable 
housing target allows for greater 
flexibility in respect of the scale of 
development proposed. Affordable 
housing contributions should be sought 
on the basis of a sliding scale as follows:          
~ Sites of 5 units or less 0%
~ Sites of 10 to 25 units 15%
~ Sites of 25 to 50 units 20%
~ Sites of 50 to 100 units 25%
~ Sites of 100 units or more 30%.

para. 5.14. The Housing and 
Planning Bill is still being 
considered by National 
Government. Once this 
legislation has Royal Assent 
and has been enacted, it will 
be taken into consideration 
within the Local Plan.

Orbit Homes 
Ltd (note 
distinction with 
Orbit Homes 
(2020) Ltd 

 Object. The proposed reduction in the 
affordable housing requirement to 36%, 
which is below the current policy of 
40% is supported, however this does not 
go far enough to reflect the lower level 
of affordable housing which has been 
achieved on many proposals across the 
district, due to significant viability 
pressures. There does not appear to be 
any robust evidence to support the 36% 
affordable housing proposed within the 
policy. The Central Norfolk SHMAA 
recommends 31% affordable housing 
across the whole SHMAA area, however 
as evidenced in the Objectively 

Objection noted. The present 
Preferred Directions level of 
affordable housing has been 
set at 36% reflecting the 
findings of the SHMAA. 
Breckland Council has 
commissioned a Strategic 
Viability Assessment as part 
of its evidence base for the 
emerging Local Plan – refer 
para. 5.14. The Housing and 
Planning Bill is still being 
considered by National 
Government. Once this 
legislation has Royal Assent 

Ditto actions above.
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Assessed Housing Need Assessment for 
Breckland prepared by DLP Planning 
Limited it is unclear how the OAN 
figure for the SHMA area incorporates 
the objectively assessed affordable 
housing need for the local authority area. 
Breckland’s Annual Monitoring Report 
is the way in which the Council reports 
its delivery on affordable housing 
completions. This demonstrates the 
lower levels of affordable housing which 
have been delivered on many proposals 
across the district, and reports over the 
monitoring year 2014/15 that the 
average percentage of affordable 
housing achieved on sites above the 
policy threshold was 18.8%. For the 
year 2013/14 an average percentage of 
17% affordable housing was achieved 
and for the year 2012/13 this figure was 
26% affordable housing. Therefore even 
at the highest average level of affordable 
housing achieved, this is significantly 
lower than the proposed policy and 
demonstrates that a lower percentage 
should be sought to ensure delivery and 
avoid increased costs and delays due to 
lengthy negotiations between developers 
and the Council. The proposed policy 
has not yet been subject to viability 

and has been enacted, it will 
be taken into consideration 
within the Local Plan.
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testing and therefore remains premature. 
To maintain a realistic while aspirational 
policy the level of affordable housing 
required should be reduced to a 
maximum of 30%, subject to viability, 
in order to make the plan deliverable and 
sufficiently flexible to meet the 
changing economic climate. It is 
appropriate in Breckland that affordable 
housing target allows for greater 
flexibility in respect of the scale of 
development proposed. Affordable 
housing contributions should be sought 
on the basis of a sliding scale as follows:          
~ Sites of 5 units or less 0%
~ Sites of 10 to 25 units 15%
~ Sites of 25 to 50 units 20%
~ Sites of 50 to 100 units 25%
~ Sites of 100 units or more 30%.

Bidwells / 
Attleborough 
Land Ltd

 Attleborough Land Limited suggest that 
the percentage of affordable housing 
should be expressed as a target subject 
to individual site viability. Attleborough 
Land Limited also suggest that the 
policy should not seek to restrict 
affordable rented housing to be provided 
in perpetuity. This is likely to be 
contrary to the Government’s policy of 
Affordable housing, which is currently 

As above Ditto actions above
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in the process of being changed. 
Attleborough Land Limited also 
suggests that the Economic Viability 
Assessment will only be necessary, 
where schemes proposed less than the 
affordable housing target.

Mr Blow  Generally agree but would comment that 
the Council must be stronger in ensuring 
whatever target it sets is met by 
developers rather than allowing them to 
"water down" provision. Affordable 
housing is an identified social need and 
must be seen as a necessary cost of 
development by the developers, not 
something that can excluded on financial 
or other grounds.

As above Ditto actions above

Mr Simmons  Ditto above comments from Mr Blow As above Ditto actions above
Mr Walmsley  Ditto comments of Mr Blow & Mr 

Simmons above
As above Ditto actions above

Ms Walmsley  We support the proposal that 36% of 
qualifying developments should be 
affordable housing. The problem may 
arise in the definition of affordable 
housing. There should be mixed 
developments of types of housing 
ownership. There should be a 
requirement for social housing to rent at 
levels in line with local earnings. The 
current economic viability assessments 

Support and comments noted. 
However suggestions around 
viability run counter to the 
Government’s growth agenda, 
viability guidance and 
deliverability requirements. 
However it should be noted 
that the Housing and Planning 
Bill is still being considered 
by National Government. 

Ditto actions above 
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which developers are required to 
produce accept a higher level of return 
than is appropriate for an essential social 
need. The economic assessment should 
be provided at the time of the initial 
application. Applications for 
developments have been agreed then 
developers have come forward with 
economic assessments which overturn 
the original planning agreements. It is 
recognised that this is happening 
throughout the country and local 
planning processes should be operated to 
close this loophole. We support the 
general direction of this policy but the 
detail is important.

Once this legislation has 
Royal Assent and has been 
enacted, it will be taken into 
consideration within the 
Local Plan.

Mr Spencer  For a predominantly rural District, this 
Plan needs to address the question of 
how to provide affordable housing in 
smaller villages.

Comment noted. However 
this is addressed in Preferred 
Directions Policy PD 05 
Rural Areas.

Mr Garrod  It’s important for affordable housing to 
be available in the rural areas, to 
encourage siblings to remain in the 
locality. Schemes that enable villages to 
control the affordable housing so that 
the locals wanting property can get it 
should be encouraged and considered. 
Property that blends with other 
development is very important.

Comment noted. The 
allocation procedure for 
affordable housing occupants 
is determined by the 
Council’s housing 
department; however this 
does have regard to those 
with a local connection to the 
area.

Consider incorporating 
clarification and cross 
reference to the Council’s 
housing allocation policy.
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Swanton 
Morley PC

 No objections to the reduced target for 
affordable housing, however it is 
imperative that methods be put in place 
to ensure that this target is met. 
Breckland Council's track record 
suggests that not only was the previous 
target of 40% not being met, but 36% 
would be unobtainable as well. Please 
do not write a policy for the sake of 
writing a policy, knowing that it is 
unlikely to be achieved. 

Comments noted. The present 
Preferred Directions level of 
affordable housing has been 
set at 36% reflecting the 
findings of the SHMAA. 
Breckland Council has 
commissioned a Strategic 
Viability Assessment as part 
of its evidence base for the 
emerging Local Plan – refer 
para. 5.14. The Housing and 
Planning Bill is still being 
considered by National 
Government. Once this 
legislation has Royal Assent 
and has been enacted, it will 
be taken into consideration 
within the Local Plan.

Reflect changes within the 
Housing and Planning 
Bill. Consider 
amendments to the Policy 
& supporting text in light 
of further evidence 
regarding the Council’s 
Strategic Viability 
Assessment etc. within the 
Local Plan.

Swaffham 
Town Council

 Agree with the preferred direction policy 
and add that local people on low 
incomes need to be supported. There 
needs to be firm negotiation with 
developers, as the 36% social housing 
allocation should be agreed within the 
economic viability assessment.

Support and comments noted Consider amendments to 
the Policy & supporting 
text in light of further 
evidence regarding the 
Council’s Strategic 
Viability Assessment etc. 
within the Local Plan.

Hockham PC  Agrees with the preferred policy, but 
would like some of the affordable 
housing to be retained purely for the 
locals who want to remain in the village. 

Support and comments noted. 
The allocation procedure for 
affordable housing occupants 
is determined by the 

Consider incorporating 
clarification and cross 
reference to the Council’s 
housing allocation policy.



76
Preferred Directions Summary of Consultations  DRAFT 10.03.16

If some scheme would allow this it 
would fit with the village’s needs.

Council’s housing 
department; however this 
does have regard to those 
with a local connection to the 
area.

Thetford 
Town Council

 The wording “should be affordable 
housing” has insufficient weight. 
Thetford Town Council is in favour of a 
policy that looks at regeneration of 
existing social housing within the town 
as a sensible use of offsite contributions. 
Growth within the Thetford Urban 
Extension should be allowed to make 
contribution to urban regeneration in 
lieu of social housing otherwise we see 
no regeneration in Thetford.

Comments noted. Thetford 
SUE Section 106 Agreement 
requirements for affordable 
housing have already been 
agreed and ‘signed off’ 
between Breckland Council, 
the development promoter & 
respective landowners.

Consider strengthening 
wording of second 
paragraph of proposed 
policy. 

Saham Toney 
PC 

 Saham Toney needs affordable/social 
housing. This was demonstrated by the 
fact that there were 43 applicants with a 
connection to the village and wanting to 
move back for the last social houses that 
were built. The availability of social 
housing will decrease with the new 
Government policy of tenants being able 
to purchase their houses after 5 years 
occupancy.

Comments noted

Yaxham 
Neighbourhood 
Group

 Response from consultation within the 
village leads the Working Group to be 
broadly supportive. There are three 

Broad support and comments 
noted. The evidence base for 
affordable housing need and 

Reflect changes within the 
Housing and Planning 
Bill. Consider 
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issues that the Working Group asks that 
Breckland consider for this policy. 
These are: - 
~ The differing numbers of existing 
affordable homes in different 
settlements. The parish of Yaxham has 
44 homes currently classed as 
‘affordable’ or ‘social housing’. This is 
some 12% of the housing stock, similar 
to Breckland. However, they are all in 
one of the two settlements i.e. in 
Yaxham and none in Clint Green. 
Yaxham settlement therefore has 20% of 
its housing stock as ‘affordable’, and if 
up to 45 homes are built on the land 
behind Elm Close, for which there is 
already outline permission, then a 
further 16 affordable homes could be 
added, bring the total by a third to 60 
and the proportion to 23%. There is 
therefore the need to consider the total 
number of affordable homes in a 
settlement as well as in any one 
development; otherwise there is the risk 
that community’s goodwill to affordable 
homes might diminish. 
~ Providing the facility for people with 
local connections to the parish where a 
new development is taking place have 
preference over those from the wider 

the allocation procedure for 
affordable housing occupants 
are determined by the 
Council’s housing 
department; however this 
does have regard to those 
with a local connection to the 
area. 
Note the issue of “perpetuity” 
essentially is a central 
Government matter.

amendments to the Policy 
& supporting text in light 
of further evidence 
regarding the Council’s 
Strategic Viability 
Assessment etc. within the 
Local Plan. Also consider 
incorporating clarification 
and cross reference to the 
Council’s housing 
allocation policy.
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Breckland area. From village 
consultation this is very widely felt. 
~ Seeking in new developments that 
affordable homes tenure structures are 
created to be affordable homes in 
perpetuity. In this way keeping the new 
affordable homes available to those in 
the community who cannot afford 
properties in the open private market.

Attleborough 
Town Council

 The premise of a percentage must be 
viable. This type of fixed percentage has 
not been delivered in the past. It is 
recognised that the Council has a 
shortage of Affordable Housing but 
despite a similar policy being in place 
this has not improved the situation in the 
last 5 years. Also having a fixed 
percentage across the District does not 
allow for differentials between different 
towns & villages & therefore any policy 
must be able to respond to local needs. 
The mix & type of tenure must be 
considered as well as the provision for 
local inhabitants being able to afford 
accommodation & having a choice of 
tenure.

Comments noted. The present 
Preferred Directions level of 
affordable housing has been 
set at 36% reflecting the 
findings of the SHMAA. 
Breckland Council has 
commissioned a plan wide 
Strategic Viability 
Assessment as part of its 
evidence base for the 
emerging Local Plan – refer 
para. 5.14. The Housing and 
Planning Bill is still being 
considered by National 
Government. Once this 
legislation has Royal Assent 
and has been enacted, it will 
be taken into consideration 
within the Local Plan.

Reflect changes within the 
Housing and Planning 
Bill. Consider 
amendments to the Policy 
& supporting text in light 
of further evidence 
regarding the Council’s 
Strategic Viability 
Assessment etc. within the 
Local Plan. Also consider 
incorporating clarification 
and cross reference to the 
Council’s housing 
allocation policy.

Ovington PC  Obligations are already being diluted by Ditto response above Ditto actions above
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requested inflated land prices making 
affordable housing ‘uneconomic’. There 
is no indication of how this will be 
resisted. The Final para “exceptional 
circumstances” should require the off-
site provision to significantly EXCEED 
the on-site obligation to ensure the 
exception is not abused.

Elsing Parish 
Council 

 Would have liked to see Breckland go 
further with this & require more 
affordable housing when they agree 
developments. Also, from the 
perspective of a small village, the fact 
that it is only a requirement of 
developments of more than five houses 
means we are very unlikely to see any 
affordable housing built as a result of 
this requirement. Houses are built to be 
rented in our village anyway, thankfully, 
but there is only one developer doing 
this.

Support and comments noted. 
The present Preferred 
Directions level of affordable 
housing has been set at 36% 
reflecting the findings of the 
SHMAA. Breckland Council 
has commissioned a Strategic 
Viability Assessment as part 
of its evidence base for the 
emerging Local Plan – refer 
para. 5.14. Also refer to 
Policy PD 05 – Rural Areas 
which also seeks to address 
development in small villages 
etc. 

Consider amendments to 
the Policy & supporting 
text in light of further 
evidence regarding the 
Council’s plan wide 
Strategic Viability 
Assessment etc. within the 
Local Plan. Also consider 
clarifying ‘exceptions’ 
policy for affordable 
housing.

Cllr Hewett  PD 08 is sensible. Care should be taken 
though if developers seek to abuse the 
system (eg, apply for a development of 4 
properties one year, then a further 4 
properties in the same or an adjoining 
site subsequently).

Support and comments noted Consider clarification 
regarding ‘contrived’ 
small sites seeking to 
avoid affordable housing 
requirement.
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Brettenham & 
Kilverstone 
PC

 No comment other than to wonder if this 
relates to Alms Housing in any way.

No this proposed policy does 
not relate to Alms Housing 
per se – but provision of 
‘affordable housing’ could be 
viewed as a contemporary 
equivalent.

Gladman  Affordable housing is a key priority that 
the Local Plan should seek to deliver. 
The CHSHMA now confirms that 36% 
of qualifying developments should be 
affordable housing, a reduction in 
affordable housing contributions by a 
factor of 4%. Whilst noting that the 
Council accept that the current 
affordable housing requirement of 40% 
contained in the adopted Core Strategy 
is potentially unviable in some 
circumstances as the Council have 
struggled to deliver its affordable 
housing contributions since 2009, & has 
only secured 21% affordable housing 
contributions on all eligible 
developments sites. The affordable 
housing target of 36% has yet to 
undergo any viability assessment. In this 
regard it is vital to the soundness of the 
Plan that the Council undertake an up-
to-date viability assessment of the Plan’s 
cumulative obligations to ensure that the 

Comments noted. The present 
Preferred Directions level of 
affordable housing has been 
set at 36% reflecting the 
findings of the SHMAA. 
Breckland Council has 
commissioned a plan wide 
Strategic Viability 
Assessment as part of its 
evidence base for the 
emerging Local Plan – refer 
para. 5.14. The Housing and 
Planning Bill is still being 
considered by National 
Government. Once this 
legislation has Royal Assent 
and has been enacted, it will 
be taken into consideration 
within the Local Plan.

Reflect changes within the 
Housing and Planning 
Bill. 
Consider amendments to 
the Policy & supporting 
text in light of further 
evidence regarding the 
Council’s plan wide 
Strategic Viability 
Assessment etc. within the 
Local Plan. Depending on 
the findings, consider 
amending the housing 
target.
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Local Plan does not set onerous policy 
obligations that may place undue 
burdens on the ability of developments 
to deliver sustainable development in 
accordance with para 173 of the 
Framework. The Council state that it 
will seek to adopt a policy that will 
provide the greatest amount of 
affordable housing, whilst remaining 
viable. Gladman reiterate the comments 
made in response to section 3.2 of these 
representations that in order to deliver 
the district’s affordable housing needs 
the Council should consider increasing 
the total amount of market housing to 
deliver the required identified affordable 
housing need. This policy further states 
that starter homes will be required in 
line with national policy. The 
requirement for starter home provision is 
still subject to on-going consultation, 
Gladman therefore reserve the right to 
comment on this policy at a later date.

Lexham Estate  Supports in principle Preferred Policy 
Direction on the basis that there is a 
need for affordable housing within the 
District & that the draft policy makes an 
allowance for starter housing to come 
forward in accordance with National 

Broad support noted. 
Objection to 36% requirement 
noted. The present Preferred 
Directions level of affordable 
housing has been set at 36% 
reflecting the findings of the 

Consider amendments to 
the Policy & supporting 
text in light of further 
evidence regarding the 
Council’s plan wide 
Strategic Viability 
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Policy. The Lexham Estate does not 
support the figure of 36% affordable 
homes to be provided on sites of 5 or 
more dwellings as this figure is not 
justified by the Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment. Additionally the 
viability implications of this policy have 
not been tested.

SHMAA. Breckland Council 
has commissioned a plan 
wide Strategic Viability 
Assessment as part of its 
evidence base for the 
emerging Local Plan – refer 
para. 5.14. The viability 
evidence must prove that the 
majority of sites chosen can 
deliver the planned housing. 
This will inform the viable 
level of affordable housing. 
Also refer to Policy PD 05 – 
Rural Areas which also seeks 
to address development in 
small villages etc. & COM 10 
– Affordable Housing 
Exceptions.

Assessment etc. within the 
Local Plan. Depending on 
the findings, consider 
amending the housing 
target. Also review 
thresholds & consider 
cross referencing with 
Policy   ‘exceptions’ 
policy COM 10 – 
Affordable Housing 
Exceptions.

Abel Homes 
Ltd

 The Council acknowledge this to be an 
interim policy direction in the light of 
on-going national debate about the term 
'affordable housing' & the consequences 
& requirements of its delivery given that 
the Housing & Planning Bill is still 
going through its stages in Parliament, 
although it is due to come into effect in 
April 2016. Such important measures 
within that Bill include the requirement 
to deliver Starter Homes and this may 

Comments noted. Ditto 
response above.

Ditto above actions
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have an impact upon the emerging 
policies that the Council may seek to 
pursue as part of its plan. Similarly, we 
note that the Preferred Policy Direction 
states that '36% of qualifying 
developments should be affordable 
housing'. We assume this is another way 
of stating that 36% of all new dwellings 
within a residential development should 
be affordable. This does not sit 
comfortably with the Council's track 
record of delivery where an average of 
21 % approval rate has been achieved 
since the Adopted Core Strategy in 2009 
which required the 40% affordable 
housing provision. The new figure 
certainly does not seem justified. We 
would also require a reference to the 
importance of sites being viable in the 
context of the Council seeking 36% of 
new dwellings to be affordable. There 
must be circumstances which make the 
Council's policy requirement 
unachievable and such flexibility must 
be included within any new policy.

Cllr Cowen  Do not agree with the preferred policy. 
The threshold is too low and is serving 
to prevent local small businesses to 
flourish in the housing sector. Margins 

Objection and comments 
noted. The present Preferred 
Directions level of affordable 
housing has been set at 36% 

Consider amendments to 
the Policy & supporting 
text in light of further 
evidence regarding the 
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are tight and as a consequence we are 
not only losing out on affordable 
housing but also market value housing 
of the appropriate scale in the district. 
We know from the strategic housing 
assessment that there is a demand for 
smaller units of 1-2 bedrooms but that 
these houses cost a disproportionate 
amount to build thus small sites that 
might accommodate a mix of smaller 
units & that trigger the affordable 
housing threshold are not being 
developed in a way that benefits the 
District. The threshold should be 
increased, particularly in the rural 
settlements to encourage more house 
building of appropriately sized units that 
are in demand. I do agree that the 
threshold of 0.17ha in the current plan 
should be removed.

reflecting the findings of the 
SHMAA. Breckland Council 
has commissioned a plan 
wide Strategic Viability 
Assessment as part of its 
evidence base for the 
emerging Local Plan – refer 
para. 5.14. The viability 
evidence must prove that the 
majority of sites chosen can 
deliver the planned housing. 
This will inform the viable 
level of affordable housing. 
Also refer to Policy PD 05 – 
Rural Areas which also seeks 
to address development in 
small villages etc. & COM 10 
– Affordable Housing 
Exceptions. 

Council’s plan wide 
Strategic Viability 
Assessment etc. within the 
Local Plan. Depending on 
the findings, consider 
amending the housing 
target. Also review 
thresholds & consider 
cross referencing with 
Policy   ‘exceptions’ 
policy COM 10 – 
Affordable Housing 
Exceptions.

Mr Simmons  Generally agree with this policy but 
would comment that the Council must 
be stronger in ensuring whatever target 
it sets is met by developers rather than 
allowing them to "water down" 
provision. Affordable housing is an 
identified social need & must be seen as 
a necessary cost of development by the 
developers, not something that can 

Support and comments noted
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excluded on financial grounds.
Breckland 
Green Party

 Support the proposal that 36% of 
qualifying developments should be 
affordable housing. The problem may 
arise in the definition of affordable 
housing. There should be mixed 
developments of types of housing 
ownership. There should be a 
requirement for social housing to rent at 
levels in line with local earnings. The 
current economic viability assessments 
which developers are required to 
produce accept a higher level of return 
than is appropriate for an essential social 
need. The economic assessment should 
be provided at the time of the initial 
application. Applications for 
developments have been agreed then 
developers have come forward with 
economic assessments which overturn 
the original planning agreements. It is 
recognised that this is happening 
throughout the country and local 
planning processes should be operated to 
close this loophole. We support the 
general direction of this policy but the 
detail is important.

Support and comments noted. 
Central Government defines 
what constitutes affordable 
housing. The Housing and 
Planning Bill is still being 
considered by National 
Government. Once this 
legislation has Royal Assent 
and has been enacted, it will 
be taken into consideration 
within the Local Plan.

Reflect changes within the 
Housing & Planning Bill 
within the Local Plan & 
the Council’s Strategic 
Viability Assessment refer 
para. 5.14.

Organic Pig 
Company

 Disagree with the proposed policy 
direction. The figure of 36% affordable 

Objection and comments 
noted. The present Preferred 

Reflect changes within the 
Housing & Planning Bill 
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housing provision on developments of 5 
or more units seems rather high for the 
district and is likely to cause viability 
issues particularly for smaller scale 
developments, which cannot benefit 
from economies of scale. This figure 
should be reviewed when the Viability 
Assessment of the plan takes place. 
Additionally, although the policy 
recognises that with the introduction of 
the Housing and Planning Bill in April 
2016, provision for Starter Homes will 
be needed; the policy does not specify 
what proportion of Affordable Housing 
should be designated as Starter Homes. 
This should be clarified in the adopted 
Affordable Housing Policy.

Directions level of affordable 
housing has been set at 36% 
reflecting the findings of the 
SHMAA. Breckland Council 
has commissioned a Strategic 
Viability Assessment as part 
of its evidence base for the 
emerging Local Plan – refer 
para. 5.14. Also refer to 
Policy PD 05 – Rural Areas 
which also seeks to address 
Small scale development in 
rural areas.  The Housing & 
Planning Bill is still being 
considered by National 
Government. Once this 
legislation has Royal Assent 
and has been enacted, it will 
be taken into consideration 
within the Local Plan.

within the Local Plan & 
the Council’s Strategic 
Viability Assessment refer 
para. 5.14.

Shadwell 
Estate Co Ltd

 Whilst it is noted that on average only 
21% of affordable housing has been 
provided on sites compared with the 
current Core Strategy requirement of 
40%. It should be noted that both the 
smaller development of 150 dwellings 
and the 2100 dwellings allocation have 
been assessed on the basis that a policy 
compliant 40% level of affordable 

Comments and support noted Ditto above action
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housing will be provided. In addition, in 
recognition of the Housing and Planning 
Bill, which is likely to become an Act in 
April 2016, Starter Homes could be 
included in the affordable housing mix. 
It should be recognised that both the site 
being promoted by my clients have the 
potential to deliver a significant level of 
affordable housing. This policy direction 
is supported subject to the policy being 
reviewed to ensure that it accords with 
the provisions contained within the 
Housing and Planning Bill, when it 
becomes an Act in April 2016

Question 8 Summary: 

Received 44 comments. Broad agreement for the thrust of the policy. However there is generally a divergent response from the public, Town and 
Parish Councils with those from the development industry and landowners. The former seeking greater clarity and many Parish Council’s and 
public comments seeking that the policy/supporting text should explicitly prioritise affordable housing allocations to those with a strong 
local/village connection. The development industry and landowners generally question the percentage level of affordable housing proposed, 
thresholds and particularly viability issues. Many note the need to revisit the policy in terms of the outcome of the Housing and Planning Bill 
presently being considered by Parliament.

Key Issues:   

Reflect changes within the Housing and Planning Bill. Consider amendments to the Policy & supporting text in light of further evidence 
regarding the Council’s plan wide Strategic Viability Assessment etc. within the Local Plan. Depending on the findings, consider amending the 
housing target. Also review thresholds & consider cross referencing with ‘exceptions’ policy COM 10 – Affordable Housing Exceptions. Clarify 
or cross reference the Council’s affordable housing allocation policy within the Policy supporting text.
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Q9: Do you agree with preferred policy – PD09? Please explain your answer.
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Bawdeswell 
PC,
Harling PC

Mr 
Cockburn, 
Mr Shannon

 Sites should be restricted to those near 
the larger towns / Market towns. 

 Population size of the resident 
community needs to be considered

The NPPF states that gypsy and 
traveller sites should be 
sustainable, economically, 
socially and environmentally 
located. The Council’s 
preference would be for well 
related sites located in and near 
to settlements classed as local 
service centres and above in the 
settlement hierarchy. 

Mr Bornett  There are 7 bullet points indicating 
where applications will be allowed. 
What happens if 6 are positive but the 
local body opposes?  

Planning remains plan led. 
Policy PD09 provides a set of 
criteria that any planning 
application will need to be 
determined against. The 
judgement of any application 
will need to be carefully 
balanced and take into account 
material considerations relevant 
to the application.

Mr Bornett  5.23 refers to sites being screened to 
provide privacy for occupiers. This 
could be discriminatory. 

Comment noted

Mr Bornett  5.26 & 5.27 refer to the Government Comments noted. Any policy 
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change regarding the definition and 
national policy guidance stating that 
Councils should ‘very strictly limit’ new 
sites in the open countryside. 

needs to be development in 
accordance with the National 
Planning policy for Gypsy and 
Travellers. Policy PD06 
provides a preference for 
brownfield locations where 
possible.

Mrs Jackman  Much room for improvement, current 
provision contributes to marginalisation 
and prejudice.

Comments noted. Any policy 
needs to be development in 
accordance with the National 
Planning policy for Gypsy and 
Travellers.

Norfolk CC  The County Council supports the policy  Support noted
Beetley PC  The Parish Council wishes to ensure 

that any site granted permission is 
carefully monitored to ensure that 
conditions of the planning permission 
and this policy are adhered to & that the 
boundaries of these are not stretched.

Comments noted

Ashill PC  Agree with preferred policy Support noted
Mr Blow  Agree with policy PD 09 with the 

proviso that the clause "Development of 
new sites is supported by local 
communities" is made mandatory, such 
that the Council may not deviate from it. 
This would be the only guarantee of 
protection against inappropriate 
developments.

Support and comments noted.
Essentially this is a proposed 
Breckland wide strategic policy. 
Whilst the views of the local 
community will no doubt be 
highly influential, it is not 
considered appropriate to 
discriminate in terms of this 
category of development with 
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what, in effect, would be a local 
community veto. 

Mr Walmsley  Agree with this policy with the proviso 
that the clause "Development of new 
sites is supported by local communities" 
is made mandatory, such that the 
Council may not deviate from it. This 
would be the only guarantee of 
protection against inappropriate 
developments.

Support and comments noted.
Bullet point 2 in the Preferred 
Directions Policy does raise 
discrimination issues since it is 
not a policy requirement applied 
‘universally’.

Amend Policy PD 09 to 
address discrimination 
issue.

Thetford 
Town Council

 Thetford has considerable problems 
with unauthorised campers on its SSSI 
and has historically hosted bi-annual 
visits with the Showman’s Guild, who 
we have found to be a responsible 
community and who repay the town 
with a free fireworks display. The town 
has a temporary traveller’s site that is 
underutilised due to cost, and there are 
still problems with unauthorised 
traveller incursions despite working 
with the Brecklands liaison officer.

Comments noted Government published an 
updated policy document 
for Gypsies and Travellers 
and amended the 
definition of Gypsy and 
Travellers post preparation 
of the Council’s G & T 
assessment/evidence base. 
This will need to be 
reconsidered in the light of 
new Government policy 
and guidance.

Swaffham 
Town Council

 Agree with the preferred direction 
policy.

Support noted

Attleborough 
Town Council

 PD09 puts an unfair emphasis on 
communities that are currently allocated 
the highest growth. The allocation of a 
site LP(002)28 within the Attleborough 
SUE is against its own policy and the 

Comments noted Government published an 
updated policy document 
for Gypsies and Travellers 
and amended the 
definition of Gypsy and 
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Department for Community and Local 
Government (DCLG) Planning policy 
for traveller sites. Vehicular access is 
not appropriate for expansion, there is 
no evidence for the local communities 
support and will be surrounded by the 
proposed SUE. The present site is a 
permanent site and there is no evidence 
of ‘nomadic habit’ of travellers visiting. 
The nature of sites are that they are for 
the Travelling Community and therefore 
sites should be for temporary stays and 
not permanent residential areas with 
clear evidence of ‘nomadic habit’ 
required. Attleborough already has a 
permanent site on Leys Lane. An 
expansion of this development is 
inappropriate.

Travellers post preparation 
of the Council’s G & T 
assessment/evidence base. 
This will need to be 
reconsidered in the light of 
new Government policy 
and guidance. Review any 
potential allocation of a 
site within Attleborough 
SUE following a 
review/update of the 
Council’s G & T evidence 
base and policy.

Bawdeswell 
PC

Mr Shannon  Gypsy and Traveller criteria takes into 
account healthcare and medical 
facilities, but LSC designation does not.

The NPPF states that gypsy and 
traveller sites should be 
sustainable, economically, 
socially and environmentally 
located. The Council’s 
preference would be for well 
related sites located in and near 
to settlements classed as local 
service centres and above in the 
settlement hierarchy. 
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Comments noted regarding 
healthcare provision in relation 
to the designation of LSC 
villages. This was previously 
considered during the issues and 
options consultation. There is 
no set framework for the 
designation of LSC villages 
nationally, and the approach 
follows the findings of the 
issues and options document.

Elsing PC  Would like Breckland to designate more 
land, and better quality land, for sites, 
and to change the approval of temporary 
sites to permanent more easily. Like 
most other councils Breckland seems to 
do an absolute minimum about the 
provision of sites which does not help 
travellers prosper in the area.

Support “ to designating more 
land” noted

Government published an 
updated policy document 
for Gypsies and Travellers 
and amended the 
definition of Gypsy and 
Travellers post preparation 
of the Council’s G & T 
assessment/evidence base. 
This will need to be 
reconsidered in the light of 
new Government policy 
and guidance.

Ms Walmsley  Generally the proposals appear sound. 
There is a problem with the requirement 
that sites are supported by local 
communities as anecdotally this would 
rarely appear to happen. Placing this 
within the policy is likely to prevent the 

Support and comments noted Consider amending policy 
in line with comment. 
Also Government 
published an updated 
policy document for 
Gypsies and Travellers 
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council from meeting its statutory 
responsibilities. Requiring consultation 
rather than “support”� could create 
opportunities for sensible discussion. 
The questions raised by the National 
Policy changes are legitimate and 
should be highlighted.

and amended the 
definition of Gypsy and 
Travellers post preparation 
of the Council’s G & T 
assessment/evidence base. 
This will need to be 
reconsidered in the light of 
new Government policy 
and guidance.

Ovington PC  The clause which states that a 
development should be supported by 
local communities would make this a 
high bar to overcome. There is a danger 
that a decision could be based on 
prejudice rather than sound planning 
considerations.

Comments noted Consider amending policy 
in line with comment.

Cllr Hewett  PD 09 makes practical and pragmatic 
sense, particularly the need to locate 
close to existing settlements & links to 
local and national guidance in the area.

Support noted

Dereham 
Town Council

 The clause which states that a 
development should be supported by 
local communities would make this a 
high bar to overcome. There is a danger 
that a decision could be based on 
prejudice rather than sound planning 
considerations.

Comments noted Consider amending policy 
in line with comment.

Breckland 
Green Party

 Generally the proposals appear sound. 
There is a problem with the requirement 

Support and comments noted Consider amending policy 
in line with comment. 
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that sites are supported by local 
communities as anecdotally this would 
rarely appear to happen. Placing this 
within the policy is likely to prevent the 
council from meeting its statutory 
responsibilities. Requiring consultation 
rather than "support" could create 
opportunities for sensible discussion. 
The questions raised by the National 
Policy changes are legitimate and 
should be highlighted.

Also Government 
published an updated 
policy document for 
Gypsies and Travellers 
and amended the 
definition of Gypsy and 
Travellers post preparation 
of the Council’s G & T 
assessment/evidence base. 
This will need to be 
reconsidered in the light of 
new Government policy 
and guidance.

Mr Simmons  Agree with this policy with the proviso 
that the clause "Development of new 
sites is supported by local communities" 
is made mandatory, such that the 
Council may not deviate from it. This 
would be the only guarantee of 
protection against inappropriate 
developments.

Support and comments noted.
Bullet point 2 in the Preferred 
Directions Policy does raise 
discrimination issues since it is 
not a policy requirement applied 
‘universally’.

Amend Policy PD 09 to 
address discrimination 
issue.

Anglian 
Water 

Services Ltd

 PD 09 Add in “Appropriate 
development and site applications will 
be allowed where: It has been 
established there is sufficient capacity at 
the receiving Water Recycling Centre 
and within the sewerage network system 
or this can be made available before the 
development connects”.

Comments noted Consider amending policy 
to address Anglian Water 
Services Ltd.’s concern.
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Question  Summary: 

Received 22 comments. There is broad support for the Preferred Directions Policy. However there are divergent views about the criteria 
requiring the support of local communities. Some think this will be discriminatory and unduly restrictive, whilst more wish to strengthen that 
requirement. Many draw attention to recent changes in National Policy.

Key Issues:

Government published an updated policy document for Gypsies and Travellers and amended the definition of Gypsy and Travellers post 
preparation of the Council’s G & T assessment/evidence base. Consequently the G & T assessment /evidence base will need to be 
revised/updated together with the Preferred Directions Policy PD 09, in light of the new Government policy, guidance and definition of Gypsy 
and Traveller.

Q10: Do you agree with preferred policy – PD10? Please explain your answer.
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Mr Cockburn  Effect of development on the health and 
wellbeing of existing residents should be 
foremost. 

Support noted. 

Mr Bornett  Agree that developers contributing to 
recreations facilities will prevent adverse 
health impacts and will help the NHS. 

Support noted

Harling PC  Agree particularly with developers 
contributing to recreational facilities

Support noted

Mr Scott  Agree with preferred policy. Swaffham has a 
particular issue with traffic causing poor air 
quality at certain points. There is currently a 
shortage of green space in Swaffham and a 

Support and comments 
noted.
Suggestion to limit the 
number of take-away 
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tendency by some developers to offer drainage 
sumps as green space to meet their quota. 
There are areas on the edge of the town which 
have good footpaths and high amenity value to 
local residents and have been put forward for 
development but would better serve the Town 
as community woodland. A healthy eating 
policy should also look to limit the number of 
take away outlets in the Town as both the 
lifestyle choice and dietary quality are known 
to impact on health.

outlets would raise anti-
competition issues and is 
likely to be subject to 
challenge. 

Ashill PC  Agree with the preferred policy Support noted
Greater 
Norwich 
Growth Board 
(GNGB)

 Welcomes the references made to promoting 
healthy lifestyles and ensuring adequate health 
infrastructure is provided to support growth in 
the vision, objectives and text of the plan. We 
also welcome the requirement for Health 
Impact Assessments for larger developments 
in policy PD10 on Healthy Lifestyles. We 
would welcome further clarification of how 
the need for new health care infrastructure to 
support growth will be assessed and delivered. 
This would be best done in coordination with 
Greater Norwich and other neighbours to 
ensure strategic growth needs are met. 
Similarly, we would welcome clarification of 
how capacity issues relating to secondary 
schools, particularly in the A11 corridor but 
also further afield, will be addressed 

Support and comments 
noted. Issues raised will 
be addressed in the next 
iteration of the 
Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan which accompanies 
the Local Plan.

Consider issues in the 
context of the 
Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan which accompanies 
the Local Plan.
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particularly in the context of the 4,000 houses 
planned for Attleborough. The plan needs to 
recognise that there are significant pressures 
on secondary provision in the adjacent market 
town of Wymondham and as such any growth 
in Local Service Centres (LSCs) within or 
close to the Wymondham High catchment will 
need careful scrutiny.

Woodlands 
Trust

 Would like to see mention of tree planting and 
woodland creation here.  Trees and Health - 
there is evidence that urban trees remove large 
amounts of air pollution and improve urban air 
quality (Nowak et al 2006). Columbia 
University researchers found asthma rates 
among children aged four and five fell by a 
quarter for every additional 343 trees per 
square kilometre (Lovasi et al 2008). The UK 
has one of the world highest rates of childhood 
asthma, with about 15 per cent of children 
affected and a higher prevalence in lower 
socio economic groups in urban areas 
(Townshend 2007). The Independent Panel on 
Forestry final report (2012) states: "We 
believe there should be more and better 
maintained trees, close to where people live. 
This means more trees on urban streets, more 
trees in town parks, and tree corridors� from 
the centre of towns and cities out to local 
woods and forests with good access. We want 

Comments noted Consider amending/ 
supplementing policy to 
include reference to the 
health benefits of tree 
planting, especially in 
Air Quality Management 
Areas. 
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people to enjoy the health benefits of access to 
trees and woodlands, and we want our urban 
areas to have more natural shade and to be 
more resilient to climate change.

Norfolk 
County 
Council 

 The conditions supportive to good physical 
and mental health have not been identified. 
The relationship between health and wellbeing 
and the quality of environment has therefore 
not been communicated effectively. Green 
Infrastructure (GI) could be referenced within 
this policy under the second bullet point in 
order to explicitly express policy requirement. 
We welcome the inclusion of this section 
within the plan and support the requirement 
for the full health impact assessment for large 
and complex proposals but would like to see 
large and complex better defined within the 
preferred policy direction statement. Further 
information on health impact assessments can 
be obtained from Public Health England at 
http://www.apho.org.uk/default.aspx?RID=40
141
We are concerned over the statement "the 
methodology should be agreed with the NHS 
Norfolk/NCC Public Health at an early stage” 
& would need further clarification as to how 
such methodology would be approved. Could 
this be replaced with something along the lines 
of “arrangements for the undertaking of a 

Comments noted Consider amending/
supplementing policy to 
address Norfolk County 
Council suggestions. 

http://www.apho.org.uk/default.aspx?RID=40141
http://www.apho.org.uk/default.aspx?RID=40141
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health impact assessment is recommended to 
be discussed with NCC Public Health at an 
early stage” (NHS Norfolk no longer exists). 
We also support the requirement for a Healthy 
Urban Planning Checklist to be completed for 
developments of five dwellings/1000m2 non-
residential or more & would like to see 
reference to the county protocol in this 
section, recognising that this has yet to be 
approved across the county. We would like the 
checklist to illustrate how the plans seek to 
improve health & mitigate against factors that 
could have a detrimental effect on the health 
& well-being of existing & new residents.

Orbit Homes 
(2020) lTD

 It is clear that the planning system has a role 
to play in supporting healthy lifestyles as 
evidenced in the NPPF that aims to promote 
healthy communities through the delivery of 
mixed-use developments, community 
facilities, active street frontages, safe and 
accessible environments, and the delivery of 
recreational and cultural facilities to serve the 
communities needs. The requirements of 
Policy PD10 are onerous and unnecessary 
particularly in terms of smaller developments 
and extend far beyond the intentions of the 
NPPF. It is considered that these matters can 
be adequately dealt with through the 
requirements of the Design and Access 

Objection and comments 
noted

Reassess policy in terms 
of NPPF compliance and 
justification/evidence to 
support a more onerous 
Local Plan policy. 
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Statement. The policy is unsound as it is not 
justified or necessary. It should be deleted 
along with the accompanying text. Or the 
requirement to produce a health Impact 
Assessment and a Healthy Urban Planning 
Checklist should be removed from the policy. 

Mr Blow  Disagree with policy because it does not 
adequately reflect the Council's stated 
principles for the improvement of health & 
well-being for all, as given in section 5.29. 
The policy deals solely with requirements for 
developers’ health impact assessments or 
healthy urban planning check lists. Specific 
requirements should be added to the policy to 
cover each of the principles given in section 
5.29.

Objection and comments 
noted

Reassess policy in terms 
of meeting all the 
principles set out in 
paragraph 5.29.

Mr Martin  How can a healthy lifestyle policy ignore the 
obvious lack of GP surgery and dental practice 
capacity - currently, let alone with the planned 
development growth? Breckland District 
Council cannot just duck this issue because it 
may not have direct responsibility for such 
matters. It has a public health duty to its 
residents and therefore it does have a direct 
interest in working with other authorities and 
organisations to make sure that such facilities 
are in place ahead of future development.

Comments noted Consider/address issues 
in the context of the 
Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan which accompanies 
the Local Plan.

Mrs Manson  Agree with the preferred policy -PD 10. When 
compared with the populations of Dereham 

Comments noted Consider/address issues 
in the context of the 
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and Thetford, Swaffham has a worse rate of 
child obesity (age5), death rate and general 
heath (www.localhealth.org.co.uk). We think 
it is important to address this disparity by 
enabling physical activity. In these other 
towns swimming is possible and as an 
excellent form of exercise we believe the 
residents of Swaffham should have access to 
the same facilities.

Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan which accompanies 
the Local Plan.

Attleborough 
Town 
Council 

 This new policy is greatly welcomed but needs 
further development. Again it needs to reflect 
Section 8 of the NPPF far greater than it 
currently does in particular: Para. 73. 'Access 
to high quality open spaces & opportunities 
for sport and recreation can make an important 
contribution to the health & well-being of 
communities. Planning policies should be 
based on robust & up-to-date assessments of 
the needs for open space, sports & recreation 
facilities and opportunities for new provision. 
The assessments should identify specific needs 
& quantitative or qualitative deficits or 
surpluses of open space, sports & recreational 
facilities in the local area. Information gained 
from the assessments should be used to 
determine what open space, sports & 
recreational provision is required'. Large 
elements of this requirement are missing. 
Specifically assessments of sports and 

Support and comments 
noted. Primary Health 
care issues, including 
funding will be 
addressed through the 
Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan accompanying the 
Local Plan.

Consider cross reference 
with ENV 04 Open 
Space, Sport & 
Recreation.
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recreational facilities & informal open space. 
The current Fields In Trust (FIT) standards 
dealing with formal, informal and allotment 
provision should be included. The ANP is 
adopting the guidance from the Local 
Government Association (LGA) from 
'Growing In the Community' 2nd addition and 
would suggest that Breckland also make this 
an adopted policy. Greater emphasis should be 
given to the importance of communities 
working within a wider brief to include sport 
and leisure and open spaces as part of a 
healthy lifestyle through cooperative/joined up 
thinking and planning by adopting the said 
FIT policies listed above Paragraph 5.34 
Priority should be given within the terms of 
this for existing primary care as well as the 
longer term needs of a developing community. 
Section 106 money should include primary 
health provision when being apportioned as 
the impact on resources is instantaneous as 
soon as the first house is sold. Whilst sighting 
the proximity of Attleborough to nearby 
settlements in Thetford & elsewhere it would 
be of great importance to take into 
consideration the lack of public transport links 
for non-car drivers i.e. young mothers & 
children & older people to access health 
facilities. Although there is a good train 
service, Thetford train station is not near 
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health facilities and there are no bus routes 
from Attleborough to Thetford. Consideration 
should be given to this in future planning. 5.35 
It is useful and encouraging to see constructive 
promotion to the importance & desirability for 
a healthy Breckland. A Health Impact 
Assessment (HIA) for Attleborough would be 
valuable although due consideration & 
inclusion of the data found in the 
commissioned report of the Neighbourhood 
plan would be helpful for Breckland to 
consider in their findings & save repeat work, 
having gained the consent of the Company 
who researched it. The HIA must be 
quantitative & qualitative. It also needs to 
ensure that local primary health providers are 
part of the assessment as well as County 
wide/National bodies as listed.

Thetford 
Town 
Council

 Policy should allow for offsite provision as 
part of the compensation regeneration package 
this town needs. At the public consultation the 
Capita officers suggested a country park 
would be inappropriate for Thetford and we 
cannot agree with this statement. As a 
responsible planning authority we expect 
Breckland to do better as was originally 
outlined at the time of seeking growth point 
status.

Comments noted. 
However Town & Parish 
Councils and/or local 
communities need to 
identify specific costed 
and deliverable 
project(s).

Consider refinements to 
the policy to make 
explicit scope for offsite 
provision/contribution.

Swaffham  Agree with the preferred direction policy & Support and comments 
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Town 
Council 

added that air quality and traffic are planning 
issues that need to be addressed. Swaffham 
has high air pollution in London St and Station 
St. There is a need to lower the amount of 
traffic going through the town & in the long 
term a relief road is needed. The policy should 
exclude developers from including drainage 
sumps as 'green space' in their proposals.

noted. Note national 
guidance supports the 
inclusion of “drainage 
sumps”/balancing ponds 
as part of open space 
provision. 

Croxton PC  Agree with preferred policy PD 10 however 
this does not deal with providing Health 
Services or facilities for increased population 
in areas of Strategic Growth.

Support and comment 
noted. Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan that 
accompanies the Local 
Plan will address matters 
raised.

Yaxham 
Neighbourhood 
Plan Group

 A Health Impact Assessment, as requested by 
NHS England, should not only embrace 
aspects of health and wellbeing by enabling 
physical activity but also by the adequate 
provision of, and access to, adequate health 
services such as dental and GP surgeries. 
What is the definition of large and complex 
proposals in this context? An explicit 
definition is required.

Comments noted Add definition of “large 
and complex” to Policy 
supporting text.

Mr Hall  Ditto Attleborough Town Council comments. Support and comments 
noted. Primary Health 
care issues, including 
funding will be 
addressed through the 
Infrastructure Delivery 

Consider cross reference 
with ENV 04 Open 
Space, Sport & 
Recreation. 
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Plan accompanying the 
Local Plan.

Elsing PC  The policy states good intentions, but is very 
vague. Of course, it is positive that the council 
will consider the health and lifestyle of 
Breckland residents when considering 
planning proposals.

Support and comments 
noted

Consider refinements to 
supporting text to clarify 
policy requirements. 

Ms Walmsey  The approach is generally considered sound. 
There is an aspect which could be given more 
emphasis and that is the provision of green 
spaces. Research indicates that green spaces 
make a vital contribution to mental health. 
This should be stated strongly in the plan and 
the positive contribution the countryside 
makes to human well being should be made 
clear. The protection of habitats is often seen 
as at the expense of human needs whereas the 
two can be in harmony. Wider human needs 
should be identified, especially in an area like 
Breckland.

Support and comments 
noted

Consider refinements to 
supporting text to clarify 
policy requirements.

Mrs Martin  Ditto Mr Martin’s comments Comments noted Consider/address issues 
in the context of the 
Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan which accompanies 
the Local Plan.

Ovington PC  Second bullet point: it would be good to 
include some specifics relating to new 
developments and their ability to encourage 
walking and cycling. Third bullet point: 

Comments noted Consider refinements to 
the Policy and supporting 
text to clarify  
requirements, provide 
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reducing the disparity in health between 
different parts of the district is nonsense, as 
For example this could be achieved by 
reducing the level of health in Dereham to 
bring it down to the same level as Thetford. 
Better for all developments to show how the 
health of residents will be improved on every 
development.

additional examples and 
refine bullet point 3 to 
make clear the intention 
is to reduce disparities by  
raising standards

Cllr Hewitt  PD 10 makes sense though I struggle to see 
how this can be practically enforced.

Comments noted Consider developing a 
separate ‘good practice 
guide’

Dereham 
Town 
Council 

 Second bullet point: This should be more 
specific and relate to ensuring that new 
developments maximise the potential for 
residents to make most local journeys using 
active (walking and cycling) rather than 
passive modes of transport. Third bullet point: 
reducing the disparity in health between 
different parts of the district is nonsense, as 
this could be achieved by reducing the level of 
health in Dereham to bring it down to the 
same level as Thetford. Better for all 
developments to show how the health of 
residents will be increased on every 
development. In addition to the two points 
noted at the end, developers should also be 
required to produce a Cycle review (TAL 
7/98). General comment. There is a clear link 
between this and the open spaces policy

Comments noted Consider refinements to 
the Policy and supporting 
text to clarify 
requirements, provide 
additional examples and 
refine bullet point 3 to 
make clear the intention 
is to reduce disparities by 
raising standards. Also 
consider cross reference 
with ENV 04 Open 
Space, Sport & 
Recreation.
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Mr Simmons  Ditto Mr Blow’s comments Objection and comments 
noted

Reassess policy in terms 
of meeting all the 
principles set out in 
paragraph 5.29.

The Shadwell 
Estate Co Ltd

 Policy is broadly supported subject to the 
proper resources being directed by NHS 
Norfolk/NCC Public Health to ensure that the 
appropriate methodology for Health Impact 
Assessments is agreed in a timely manner. 
They should also not be used solely to extract 
financial contributions from developments 
towards health infrastructure improvements, 
especially as the design of developments and 
the provision of appropriate facilities can 
encourage healthy lifestyles.

Support and comments 
noted

Brettenham 
& 
Kilverstone 
PC

 5.29 - Crucially, this paragraph does not make 
mention of the primary care facility need. 5.31 
double full stop in line 3. Q10. PD10 Primary 
care provision.

Comments noted Consider refinement of 
supporting text to address 
primary care facility need 
& correct punctuation 
para.  5.31

Cllr Cowen  Roman numeral ii in PD10 is unclear and 
obtuse. Whilst I agree with the principles set 
out in the preamble to the Preferred Policy I 
do question the additional burden that this will 
place on potential developments and in 
particular that for 5 dwellings. This will 
effectively prevent such developments coming 
forward. Clarity is needed.

Comments noted Consider refinements to 
the Policy & supporting 
text to clarify 
requirements. Review 
threshold triggers in light 
of consultation 
responses/feedback.

Abel Homes  Preferred Policy PD10 requirement for 'Health Objection to requirement Breckland Council has 
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Ltd Impact Assessment' for large and complex 
proposals and a 'healthy urban planning 
checklist' for development of five dwellings or 
more will simply add to the burden placed 
upon applicants bringing forward new 
development. These documents rarely add to 
the quality of the submissions and add little to 
the information in front of the Council when 
determining planning applications. Whilst we 
accept that the development in Air Quality 
Management Areas needs to be carefully 
assessed, it would normally be accompanied 
by an appropriate Air Quality Assessment - 
the requirement for such HIA's simply add to 
the increasing amount of information required 
for an application. The fact that many 
authorities do not insist upon such a 
requirement is testament to the doubts that we 
have as to their usefulness. To that end, we 
object to the requirement for such HIA's as 
part of new planning applications.

for HIA’s and comments 
noted.

Healthy Lifestyles as an 
important corporate 
policy objective. Agree a 
balance needs to be 
struck in how this is 
reflected in the Local 
Plan – review policy 
wording and supporting 
text in light of 
consultation 
responses/feedback.

Question Summary:

Received 31 comments. Broad general support with notable objection from the development industry. However many of those supporting the 
proposed policy feel it does not go far enough and/or lacks sufficient clarity and should make reference to the value of amenity space & Green 
Infrastructure. General consensus amongst the development industry that such a policy requiring Health Impact Assessments or Healthy Urban 
Planning Checklist would be unduly onerous for developers, particularly small scale.  

Key Issues:
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The proposed Policy links with one of the Council’s corporate priorities.  NCC notably request Green Infrastructure to be referenced in the 
Policy and express concerns about the requirement to agree methodology with “NCC Public Health at an early stage”.  They suggest further 
clarification as to how such methodology would be approved & ask could this be replaced with something along the lines of “arrangements for 
the undertaking of a health impact assessment is recommended to be discussed with NCC Public Health at an early stage”.  Also need to clarify 
and make the policy more specific, review requirement for trigger thresholds for HIA & Healthy Urban Planning Checklist.

Q11: Do you agree with preferred policy – PD11? Please explain your answer
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Mr Price  More Green space within Attleborough Policy ENV04 of the 
Preferred Directions 
document requires new 
developments over 25 
dwellings to provide on-site 
open space. In addition to this 
Attleborough Town Council 
are in the process of preparing 
a neighbourhood plan which 
is considering the issue of 
open space provision.                                                                 

No change to policy.

Swaffham 
Town 
Council, 
Elsing PC

 Agree with the policy Support noted. No change to policy.

Orbit Homes 
Ltd., DLP 

 Object, the policy allocates 4,000 houses 
to the south west of Attleborough through 

The distribution indicative % 
split set out in PD 04 is 

Consider revisions to the 
PD04 through the pre-
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Planning a single urban extension site. This 
approach leaves the Plan unsound as the 
delivery of all allocated housing growth 
within Attleborough is reliant upon a 
single site which is dependent upon 
significant infrastructure improvements 
including the delivery of a link road. The 
policy needs to be worded more flexibly 
to include Attleborough Urban Extensions 
to recognise that housing will need to 
come forward on other sites to ensure that 
housing within Attleborough can be 
delivered over the plan period. The 
development of the Strategic Urban 
Extension is at Vision stage only with a 
masterplan due to be prepared. Therefore 
the Strategic Urban Extension as set out in 
the proposed policy will be a long term 
aspiration coming forward towards the 
end of the plan period, and not phased 
over the plan period as the policy 
suggests. Alternative sites are required to 
meet housing needs within the next five 
years in order for the plan to be 
deliverable and for the plan to be found 
sound. Land at Haverscroft House Farm, 
London Road represents a deliverable site 
located within a sustainable location 
within Attleborough which can deliver 
200 much needed dwellings, without 

indicative and subject to 
consultation feedback.

submission publication
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delay.
Mr Betts  The GEPC agrees with this policy. 

However, BC needs to take an holistic 
approach to the development of 
Attleborough. The infrastructure of the 
town must be transformed urgently or the 
town centre will become untenable. All 
amenities are under extreme pressure or 
are lacking. E.g. Traffic - a nightmare. 
Rail crossing should be via a bridge. Link 
road must be installed but its effect on 
Wroo Road; Long Street; Chequers Lane 
must be mitigated. â€¢Parking - a free 
hour, followed by sensible fees for 
extended stays should be introduced 
otherwise the retail outlets in the town 
centre will continue to die. â€¢Health 
Care - both surgeries are at capacity and 
failing patients. The GEPC is very 
concerned about the affect the new Link 
Road will have upon Wroo Road; Long 
Street & Chequers Lane. This Link Road 
is likely to result in an increase in traffic 
along these roads, which are completely 
inadequate to accommodate the resulting 
traffic. N.B. the weight restriction only 
comes into effect at Swangey Lane, which 
is past the point of no-return for HGVs. 
Â Add to this the fact that use of the 

Support welcomed. The 
Infrastructure Delivery plan 
will establish the 
infrastructure requirements. 

No change to policy.
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above roads would result in all such 
traffic arriving at the infamous staggered 
junction beside the Great Ellingham 
Primary School. N.B. this was described 
as the worst school crossing point in 
Norfolk by NCC School Safety Officer. 
We believe BDC must introduce signage 
and an earlier weight restriction to prevent 
drivers taking the route described above 
rather than the A11 and B1077 to reach 
North & West Norfolk.

Norfolk 
Wildlife Trust

 It is important that infrastructure in the 
town includes the provision of green 
infrastructure. This should include access 
and biodiversity improvements out to the 
wider countryside.

Green infrastructure is 
specifically referred to in 
Policy ENV01. In addition to 
this, Attleborough Town 
Council is currently preparing 
a neighbourhood plan for the 
town, which will include a 
focus on green infrastructure.

No change to policy. 

Breckland 
Green Party 

Mr Price, Mr 
Bornett, Mrs 
Walmsley 

 Surrounding villages need better bus 
service / cycle lanes

 More parking in Attleborough 

Comment noted. Three 
transport studies have been 
undertaken considering the 
infrastructure around 
Attleborough. The smarter 
choices study particularly 
considers other transport 
options other than single 
occupant cars. 

Incorporate any 
recommendations from 
the smarter choices study 
into the Local Plan.

Mr Hinde  Five years ago, over 3500 Attleborough Comment noted. Breckland Continue to consider the 
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area residents signed the Petition to 
Breckland based on very similar criteria to 
the objectives to the emerging 
Attleborough Neighbourhood Plan (ANP) 
now being produced by Attleborough 
Town Council. BDC should continue to 
work with ANP.

  a) Addressing the long historic and 
current shortfalls (before any real 
expansion  gets going) and funding the 
needs in areas such as car parking, Town 
Centre traffic management, capacity of 
the Health services, and provision of 
Open Spaces and Sports Facilities. 

 b) Bearing in mind the very large 
proportion of Breckland District’s housing 
development that Attleborough will be 
taking, the Rural Character as a Market 
Town must be preserved, with a balance, 
particularly on the approach roads, of 
development and agricultural activities.

  c) The Development must be Sustainable 
and Employment led. 

 d) At the Hearing in 2009, the Inspector 
said that the majority of the new housing 
should be South of the railway. Bearing in 
mind the very significant number of 
houses that have been built or approved in 
the last seven years, no further sizable 

District Council will continue 
to work closely with the 
Attleborough Neighbourhood 
Plan Group. 

Comment noted. Three 
transport studies have been 
undertaken considering the 
infrastructure around 
Attleborough. The smarter 
choices study particularly 
considers other transport 
options other than single 
occupant cars.

Comments noted. The 
allocation of the SUE will be 
the only allocation within 
Attleborough over the plan 
period. 

points raised.  
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housing development should be allowed 
north of the railway line. 

Mr Hall  Agree generally with the policy. 
However, the growth must be supported 
by employment and therefore 
Attleborough requires good quality SME 
provison (not your normal cow sheds) The 
Town needs a mixture of housing 
including the opportunity for self build. 
Housing should be well designed and not 
your standard shoe boxes Wording should 
be amended (para 8 first bullet point) to 
include 'Provsions of Formal and Informal 
Open Space in line with the current FIT 
standards No mention is made of Sport 
and Recreation which should be 
considered under NPPF section 8 'Healthy 
Communities' Car Parking Strategy 
required as a matter of urgency

Support noted.

 

No change to policy.

Bidwells  Attleborough Land Limited suggest that 
the policy should acknowledge that 4,000 
new dwellings is a minimum figure and 
the policy should express it as such. 
Attleborough Land Limited suggest that 
the policy should acknowledge that all 
hedgerows and trees across the 
Sustainable Urban Extension will not 
need be retained, only the important ones 
that contribute to the landscape structure 

The Local Plan carries over 
the 4000 requirement for 
Attleborough from the Core 
Strategy; however, since then, 
a significant number of 
proposals have come forward 
in and around Attleborough. 
The Local Plan seeks to 
allocate at least 14,925 
dwellings over the plan 

Consider adding ‘at least’ 
to the PD11 housing 
requirement. 

Consider refining the 
approach regarding 
hedgerows/tress. 

Detailed requirements for 
Leys Lane will be worked 
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and I or habitats I biodiversity. 
Attleborough Land Limited also 
acknowledge the Neighbourhood Plan 
aspirations as specified but suggest that if 
the reference to the bridge over the 
railway relates to the Leys Lane crossing, 
it should just be referred to as a pedestrian 
bridge, as there is insufficient space for 
the ramps necessary to accommodate 
cycle riding. An improved surface route to 
the town centre via the railway station 
crossing will be provided. Pedestrian and 
cycle provision will also be provided as 
part of the vehicular bridge over the 
railway. Attleborough Land Limited are 
pleased to be able to report that progress 
with the planning application continues 
and technical work is underway. Utilities, 
intrusive archaeology, initial transport and 
ecology Surveys have been undertaken. 
Attleborough Land Limited can also 
report that agreements in principle with all 
the landowners needed to deliver the 
Sustainable Urban Extension are in place. 
The Masterplan I Phasing Plan continues 
to develop taking into account technical 
work, discussions with key partners etc., 
The anticipation is that the planning 
application will be submitted to the 
Council later in 2016. In the meantime, 

period. Policy PD04 
distributes this growth and 
clarifies that 4,000 net 
additional dwellings should be 
provided in the SUE. This is 
in addition to those sites that 
have already come forward. 
Policy PD11 seeks to guide 
the requirements of the SUE.  

Clarifications are welcomed.

Breckland District Council 
would welcome further 
discussions around the 
emerging development 
proposals to ensure the 
Council’s and NP’s 
requirements are part of the 
emerging masterplan. 

up alongside this policy in 
order to facilitate greater 
linkages.

Requirement for further 
on-going discussions.  
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engagement with the Council Planning 
Team and the Attleborough Development 
Partnership will continue over the coming 
months and comments will be taken into 
account and feed into the planning 
application process where appropriate. 
There is still time for the Council and 
Attleborough Development Partnership to 
help shape the planning application and 
Attleborough Land Limited look forward 
to engaging with both bodies.

Mr Bornett  Infrastructure improvements required to 
support the SUE, particularly the road 
network. Issues surrounding air quality 
and health that may arise as a result. 

The urban extension planning 
application will need to be 
supported by a s106 
agreement to secure the 
infrastructure provision with 
the development. As part of 
the development a new link 
road will need to be provided 
between the B1077 and 
London Road, which will 
provide a new crossing over 
the railway line.  This will 
also need to be included as 
part of a planning application 
for the area.

No change to policy.

Thetford 
Town Council

 Refers to map below 6.21, which doesn’t 
exist

Comments noted Remove paragraph from 
Part 1 document. 

NCC  The Policy and supporting text as written Comments noted. Breckland Amend policy to reflect 
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does not adequately address all the 
infrastructure and service requirements 
needed to deliver a sustainable 
community. In particular there is no 
specific reference to the need for 
improved/expanded education, library and 
fire service/hydrant provision associated 
with the addition of 4,000 new dwellings. 
Therefore as written the County Council 
has significant concerns with the policy 
and considers it to be unsound in terms of 
delivering the wider sustainable aims and 
objectives of the Plan as a whole. The 
policy and supporting text needs to make 
specific reference to:

Primary and Nursery Education – there 
will be a need for 2  new primary sector 
schools of up to three forms of entry (630 
pupils  5-11) for each school. Each school 
will require a suitable serviced site of at 
least 2.5 ha. Such schools would be 
expected to provide additional nursery 
provision. The policy should make it clear 
that the schools will be developer funded 
either through a S106 agreement or use of 
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 
funds and that the land will be transferred 
free of charge to the County Council as 
the Local Education Authority;

District Council continues to 
engage with NCC regarding 
education, library and fire 
service/hydrant provision. The 
Infrastructure Delivery plan 
will inform the future policies. 

Points noted regarding M&W 
safeguarding.

Comments noted regarding 
Green infrastructure. This is 
something that the 
Neighbourhood Plan Group 
are also keen to see through 
the SUE.

Comments noted regarding 
Transport. The Infrastructure 
Devlivery Plan will also 
inform transport infrastructure  
requirements. 

NCC comments and 
update as work is 
progressed on key areas of 
the Attleborough SUE. 
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High School – given the level of housing 
proposed in the Plan there will be a need 
for a significant expansion of the existing 
High School. The Policy will need to 
indicate that those improvements and 
expansion requirements set out in the 
school’s Masterplan, and made necessary 
by the new housing allocation, will need 
to be developer funded either through a 
S106 agreement or use of Community 
Infrastructure Levy (CIL) funds;

Library provision – there will be a need 
for significant improvement to the 
existing library facility in the town. The 
policy will need to make it clear that such 
improvements may include: an expanded 
library on the existing library site; or a 
new replacement library on an alternative 
site in the town; or

possibly a new library within a shared 
community site. The policy will need to 
indicate that these library improvements 
made necessary by the new housing 
allocation will be developer funded either 
through a S106 agreement or use of 
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 
funds.

Fire Hydrants – there will be a need for 
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fire hydrants on the site in line with the 
County Council’s Planning Obligations 
Standards and will be funded either 
through a S106 agreement or use of 
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 
funds. Alternatively the hydrants could be 
provided through the use of a planning 
condition;

Overcoming severance issues created by 
the railway line.

Social infrastructure needs to be 
addressed in the supporting text and in 
any masterplan. It would be helpful if the 
following impact on education provision 
were set out in the Plan i.e. from 4,000 
dwellings the following number of 
children are likely to arise:

1. Nursery (3 - 5) - 384

2. Primary (5 - 11) – 1,044

3. Secondary (11 - 16) - 692

4. Sixth Form  (16 – 18) – 68

The Policy should make it clear that the 
local planning authority will expect that 
there will be a single outline application 
and masterplan covering the whole site 
(4,000 dwellings) in order to ensure that a 
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satisfactory legal agreement can be 
entered into, which will address all the 
infrastructure delivery issues/requirements 
on the site as a whole. Even if the District 
Council were minded to go down the CIL 
route there would still need to be an over-
arching s106 on the site covering land 
transfer matters, which cannot be 
addressed through CIL.

The County Councils preference at the 
present time would be to use a mix of 
S106; S278 and planning conditions to 
deliver infrastructure on this Strategic 
Urban Extension (SUE) site. This 
provides greater control and certainty to 
the County Council in respect of 
providing infrastructure in a timely 
manner.

 Our Issues and Options consultation 
response suggested potential wording to 
be included in any allocation policy for 
the Attleborough SUE. Therefore, The 
Mineral Planning Authority is 
disappointed to note that no wording 
related to mineral safeguarding is 
included in Preferred Policy Direction â€“ 
PD11. In fact there is no mention of the 
Mineral Safeguarding Areas underlying 
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large parts of the Attleborough SUE in 
any part of the supporting text either.  
Mineral resource safeguarding is included 
within national policy and the Norfolk 
Minerals and Waste Core Strategy Policy 
CS16-safeguarding is consistent with 
this.  Paragraph 144 of the NPPF states 
that Local Planning Authorities should not 
normally permit non-mineral development 
in MSAs where it would constrain the 
potential future use of the resource.  
Therefore, it is considered that a failure to 
include suitable wording to assess the 
resource and encourage prior extraction 
would be inconsistent with national 
policy.  The Mineral Planning authority 
considers that wording to reference the 
requirements of Norfolk Minerals and 
Waste Core Strategy Policy CS16 
safeguarding would ensure that the 
proposed allocation policy would be 
consistent with safeguarding policy in this 
respect. Please find below an excerpt from 
the response to the Issues and Options 
consultation in this respect:   Therefore 
any policy on the growth location for 
Attleborough should contain a 
requirement (in line with M&W CS 
Policy CS16) that development at this 
location is subject to submission of 
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information that satisfies Norfolk County 
Council that: the applicant has carried out 
investigations to identify whether the 
resource (sand and gravel) is viable for 
mineral extraction, and if the mineral 
resource is viable, that the applicant has 
considered whether it could be extracted 
economically prior to development taking 
place; and if the mineral resource can be 
extracted economically, whether (or not) 
there are opportunities to use the onsite 
resource during the construction phase of 
development.� 

 Green infrastructure Officer-Level 
advisory comments . Generally the text 
focuses infrastructure improvements 
toward the town centre however, 
sustainable access to the countryside for 
leisure and recreation activities is an issue 
in and around Attleborough. The 
settlement has obstacles to overcome in 
terms of access relating to the A11 Trunk 
Road and mainline railway. Strategic 
Vision: A carefully planned network of 
green infrastructure will serve to connect 
the neighbourhoods, helping to create 
defined open spaces and create 
recognisable neighbourhoods within the 



123
Preferred Directions Summary of Consultations  DRAFT 10.03.16

development and a strong sense of 
place.� GI is the interconnectivity of 
landscape components such as public 
open space; GI itself cannot define an 
open space, but an open space can be a 
component of the local GI network. It is 
felt that the above vision wording requires 
refinement and the following is suggested; 
A carefully planned network of green 
infrastructure will serve to connect 
neighbourhoods, open spaces and enhance 
local distinctiveness and develop a strong 
sense of place� Emphasis should be 
placed on the multifunctional benefits of 
Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems 
(SUDS). PD 11 Development 
Requirements of Attleborough Strategic 
Urban Extension: The SUE should seek to 
integrate with and enhance the local GI 
network, utilising key development 
components such as SUDS, public open 
space and highway tree planting to 
achieve greatest benefit. Â  Reference 
should be made to SUDS within the SUE 
policy. The policy should emphasise that 
SUDS are to be used as a multifunctional 
asset for amenity and GI value as well as 
enhancing the quality of environment.   
The policy itself is inwardly focused 
toward the town centre with regard to 
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access. Attleborough is, generally 
speaking, deficient in Public Rights of 
Way (PRoW) and locally accessible areas 
of countryside. Sustainable recreation 
opportunities for activities such as dog 
walking are one of the fundamental 
pressures for both existing and new 
development, with many people travelling 
by car on a daily basis for recreation 
purposes. Existing assets in and around 
Attleborough should be acknowledged 
and opportunities realised, for example 
the Tas Valley Way. Informal recreation 
should therefore be included within the 
masterplanning exercise, particularly in 
relation to GI and the potential cross 
benefits which can be achieved, and the 
policy should recognise and reflect this. It 
is recommended that green infrastructure 
be included as part of the overall master-
planning exercise of the SUE and that a 
GI Management Plan is required to cover 
the entire urban extension. 

 Transport Comments Agree with the 
identified location for strategic growth.  
As further evidence emerges the policy 
should be refined to more specifically 
identify infrastructure thresholds related 
to the phasing of growth.  Part 2 of the 
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consultation identifies sites outside the 
area identified for the urban extension.  
These sites should not be included in the 
plan as individual sites would not 
contribute to or deliver the infrastructure 
required to support the overall scale of 
growth nor would the policies as proposed 
ensure these sites are integrated into the 
urban extension.  The policy should 
identify that the SW of Attleborough is a 
favoured location for additional 
employment growth should need arise that 
cannot be catered for on identified 
proposed sites for allocation. Given the 
above it is disappointing that there is no 
reference to recommendation of a health 
impact assessment or to consideration of 
the impact on health and well-being in the 
design of the new development within the 
preferred policy direction statement.  We 
would like to see the inclusion of a 
paragraph that requires any proposal to 
demonstrate consideration to maximising 
opportunities for improving health, 
reducing health inequalities and 
mitigating against factors detrimental to 
health and well-being.

Question Summary: 
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Question received 30 responses. Many respondents detailed a desire for infrastructure provision prior to the SUE, raising specific  issues 
regarding green infrastructure, sports facilities etc.  NCC provided clarification on infrastructure provision to ensure the SUE becomes a 
sustainable community. Bidwells have confirmed that the masterplanning for the SUE is progressing; some developers question the soundness of 
reliance upon large scale development. 

Q12: Do you agree with preferred policy – PD12? Please explain your answer.
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Mr Bornett  Will offset need to commute, reduce 
pollution and help integration 

Support for approach noted.

Mr Blow  Disagree with policy PD 12 simply 
because it deals only with the 
Attleborough strategic urban expansion. 
The Council's policy must address 
employment throughout the district, 
particularly since housing need & 
employment availability are closely 
linked.

Objection and comments 
noted. Yes this proposed 
policy is specific to 
Attleborough SUE, but there 
are proposed policies 
addressing district wide 
employment issues e.g. PD 06; 
E 01 & E 02.

Mr Simmons  Ditto Mr Blow’s comments Ditto response above
Norfolk CC  Broad support for the policy Support noted
Thetford 
Town Council

 No comment as refers to Attleborough

Swaffham 
Town Council

 Agree with the preferred direction 
policy

Support noted

Attleborough 
Town Council 

 Broadly agree but this should not be to 
the detriment or prejudice residential or 

Broad support noted. Inclusion 
of B2 general industrial uses 
would not be appropriate 
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current retail; amenity in the SUE. They 
should also be easily accessible by 
sustainable transport (public transport, 
foot and cycle). Inclusion of B1 & B2 
class businesses could be included here.

throughout SUE given likely 
adverse impact issues on 
residential amenity.

Elsing PC  Agree with proposed policy. Small 
businesses should be given the 
opportunity to develop land and build 
premises suited to their requirements.

Support noted

Ms Walmsley  The second bullet point should 
prioritise the development and use of 
public transport and walking & cycling 
rather than cars. Creating transport hubs 
based on the train services would 
reinforce economic development on the 
Norwich/ Cambridge corridor.

Comments noted Consider refinements to the 
proposed policy and 
supporting text addressing 
sustainable transport issues 
raised. 

Ovington PC  A NP should take precedence over a LP 
in all but exceptional national 
circumstances because it has seen a 
higher level of democratic scrutiny 
(referendum)

Comments noted, however the 
legislative requirement is for a 
neighbourhood plan to be in 
conformity with the Local 
Plan.

Cllr Hewett  PD 12 makes sense. Please see answer 
to PD 01 (concerns with infrastructure 
provision). I believe the definition of a 
Neighbourhood Plan should be clarified 
and widened to include a Village 
Appraisal which uses a similar 
approach and focus as a Neighbourhood 
Plan (as defined by the PCPA 2004) but 

Comments noted. Proposed 
policy PD 12 is specific to 
Attleborough where the 
preparation of a 
Neighbourhood Plan is 
currently in progress. 
Therefore reference to a 
Village Appraisal would not be 
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without the associated high cost: this is 
a more sensible approach for smaller 
villages within the District.

appropriate in the context of 
PD 12. 

Question Summary: 
 
The question received 11 responses. General support for the preferred policy direction from Statutory Consultees, members of the public and 
Town and Parish Councils. Breckland Green Party believe that bullet two should prioritise accessibility by foot over the private car. 

Q13: Do you agree with the proposed policy direction for policies contained in the 2012 adopted Thetford Area 
Action Plan? 

Respondent
Statutory General

Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Mr Lish, Mr 
Reeve

 Concerns raised over infrastructure 
provision with the SUE 

The s106 agreement for the 
Thetford SUE has now been 
signed. This secures the 
infrastructure provision for the 
development.

No change to policy.

Brettenham 
and 
Kilverstone 
PC

  6.28 (green) The vision for greater 
Thetford could be larger and include it 
becoming a business hub for the east of 
the country. This would need to include 
overcoming the present impediments of 
the A11A14 junction, the Ely junction 
bottle neck and poor (inadequate) power 
supply for the area

Comments noted. No change to policy.

Breckland 
Green Party 

Mrs 
Walmsley, 
Cllr Hewett 

 Local Views should come first. Comments noted. No change to policy.
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Breckland 
Green Party

Mrs 
Walmsley, Dr 
Whittaker 

 The overall strategic vision is a good one. 
More emphasis should be placed on 
enhancing the rail links with more local 
public transport links rather than car 
links.

 Council needs to ensure these policies are 
brought into fruition. 

Support noted. Policies TH 4 
Transport –Achieving Modal 
Shift, TH5 – The Impact of 
Change on Pedestrians, 
Cyclists and Buses, TH6 
Thetford Bus Interchange and 
TH7 Thetford Railway Station 
are all being retained through 
the Local Plan

The Annual Monitoring 
Report (AMR) monitors and 
assesses the policies within the 
TAAP. 

No change to policy. 

The Shadwell 
Estate 
Company 
Ltd. 

 This proposal is not supported. The 
overarching vision for Thetford should 
also look to seek further residential 
development in appropriate locations, 
rather than relying on the single strategic 
urban extension. This could also help to 
ensure that some of the objectives of the 
Thetford Area Action Plan are delivered 
early on in the plan process and are not 
wholly dependent on the delivery of the 
SUE.

The distribution indicative % 
split across the LSCs is 
indicative and subject to 
consultation feedback.

No change to policy.

Mr Simmons, 
Mr Blow, Mr 
Walmsley

 Disagree, outdated information used to 
develop the Thetford AAP and only runs 
to 2016.

 By allocating 0 in Thetford the rest of the 

The Thetford AAP runs until 
2026 and the policies within 
the Local Plan apply to all 
areas of the district. 

No change to policy. 
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district has to take more development. 
The allocation of 5,000 homes 
has been carried forward into 
the Local Plan. 

Swaffham 
Town 
Council, 

 Support for the policy Support welcomed. No change to policy.

Mr Reeve  Thetford’s conservation area is not 
mentioned and should be protected and 
enhanced.  

Comment noted. Conservation 
areas are designated and 
protected under the Planning 
(Listed Buildings and 
Conservation Areas) Act 1990 
and the NPPF. 

No change to policy.

Norfolk CC  Support for the approach. Suggested 
inclusion of information regarding the 
heads of terms for the S106 agreement. 
The supporting text and any new over-
arching Thetford Policy should make it 
clear that in the event of the extant 
outline permission lapsing or a new 
outline/ replacement application being 
submitted that it will need to address 
both the policies in the new Local Plan 
and have regard to the infrastructure and 
services agreed in the previous legal 
agreement.

Support for the policy is 
noted. 

No change to policy.

Greater 
Norwich 
Projects Team

 Breckland has significant regional scale 
environmental assets, as illustrated by the 
fact that it formed the hub of the green 

Comments noted. Policy ENV 
01 sets out the principles for 
Green Infrastructure. 

No change to policy.
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infrastructure network provided by the 
former regional spatial strategy. We 
would therefore welcome a greater focus 
on green infrastructure in the Breckland 
Local Plan. Given the fundamental 
importance of connectivity, it is 
particularly important that a green 
infrastructure network is established in 
the plan that is evidence based and 
coordinates with that for Greater 
Norwich set out in the Joint Core 
Strategy.

Within the retained policies 
for the TAAP policy TH12 
specifically focuses on the 
Thetford Loops. 

Thetford 
Town Council

 TH2 Approach to Town Centre Agree 
with retaining policy but defined 
shopping areas listed are inconsistent 
with the competing policy PD07 

 TH4 Transport-Achieving modal shift 
Dependant on results of a transport study 
that has been deferred until completion of 
Riverside development. 

 TH5 The impact of change on 
pedestrians cycles and buses The 5 
dwelling lower limit is inappropriate and 
suggest 25 to be a more appropriate 
minimum 

 TH6 Thetford bus interchange No longer 
required. Interchange is complete 
however community use of old 
warehouse is still to be settled. 

Support noted No change to policy.
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 TH7 Thetford Railway Station Needs to 
be rewritten as recent applications that 
have been approved are in direct 
contravention of this policy.

 TH11 Joe Blunts Lane Supported.
 TH12 The Thetford loops Supported.
 TH 18 Archaeology Supported  
 TH20 Thetford Urban Extension 

Strategic Design Principles Supported
  TH21 Locally distinctive features of the 

landscape Supported
 TH22 Gallows Hill Scheduled 

monument. Supported
 TH23 Existing buildings in the Thetford 

Urban Extension Supported
 TH25 Walking and cycling Supported Â  

TH26 Buses Supported
 TH27 A new railway station in urban 

extension It should be clear that this is an 
additional and not a replacement train 
station. 

 TH28 Changes to A11 trunk road 
Supported 

 TH29 Improvements to the local road 
network Supported

 TH30 New employment land Supported 
 TH31 New local centres in the urban 

extension Supported
 TH32 Connecting to a decentralised 
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energy system Supported 
 TH33 Education provision in Thetford 

Urban Extension Supported
 TH34 New health facility in the urban 

extension Supported
 TH35 Community buildings Supported
   TH37 Regeneration proposals in 

existing residential areas A number of 
recent applications sub divide terrace 
houses into 2 or more separate flats. We 
would like a policy that does not support 
this. Also a policy that supports the 
removal of garages to retain open parking 
facilities in order to enhance local 
parking policy. 

 Replaced TAAP policy comments TH1 
Presumption in favour of sustainable 
development Supported 

  TH3 New retail development Supported 
 TH8 Healthy Lifestyle Supported
 TH9 Monitoring and management of key 

biodiversity sites Supported 
 TH10 Allotments Supported 
 TH13 Indoor sports facility Supported 
  TH14 Energy and Carbon TAAP wide 

Supported
   TH15 Energy/multi services company 

development Supported
  TH16 Water and drainage Supported 
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 TH17 Development in flood zones 
Supported

 TH19 Sustainable construction standards 
for non-residential development 
Supported 

 TH24 Surface water management 
Supported

 TH36 New bring recycling facilities 
Supported 

 TH38 Existing employment areas 
Supported 

  TH39 Thetford settlement boundary 
Replacement policy does not go far 
enough and there should be a realignment 
of the town boundary with the settlement 
boundary to encompass the settlement. 
The landowner to the east of town is 
supportive of this.

Question Summary: 
Question received 17 responses. There was broad support for carrying over policies from the Thetford Area Action Plan. Developers question 
the spatial strategy and the soundness of reliance upon large scale development.

Q14: Do you agree with the preferred policy – ENV 01? Please explain your answer. 
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Harling PC, 
Beeston with 

Mr Bornett, Mr 
Scott

 Agreement with the policy. Support noted
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Bittering PC, 
Ashill PC

Mr Bornett  Old Buckenham green should be run and 
managed by Breckland Council. 

Comment noted. Old 
Buckenham village green is in 
the ownership of the parish 
council.

Harling PC  Harling PC secured open green space by 
being in partnership with Fields in Trust. 
Hope developers would provide open 
green spaces in their plans. 

Comment noted. Further 
information regarding 
securing open space 
contributions from developers 
is included at policy ENV04.

Ms Green-
Armytage

 Agree, however there are concerns on 
the impact on Green Infrastructure from 
developments proposed to the south of 
Dereham.

Support for the policy is 
noted. The development is 
currently the subject of a 
planning application which is 
being determined by 
Breckland Council.

Mattishall 
Neighbourhood 
Plan Working 
Group

 Broad agreement with policy
 Consider that the Local Plan should 

include policies on the retention of dark 
skies and the retention of green spaces 
between settlements.

 Transport impacts of development

Policies within the document 
aim to focus development the 
larger settlements, with 
limited development on the 
smaller settlements which 
lack the services and facilities 
to support development. 

Norfolk CC  Paragraph 117 of the NPPF requires 
ecological networks to be mapped.

 There should be a hierarchy of 
internationally, nationally and locally 
designated sites for biodiversity.

The ecological networks will 
be mapped as part of the 
policies maps. The hierarchy 
of sites is defined within 
policy ENV02.

Consider amendments to 
the wording of the draft 
policy in accordance with 
the comments.
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 Phrasing of policy needs amending.   
The wording within the policy is 
negative. This should be rephrased to 
ensure that the network is enhanced as a 
result of development as opposed to not 
undermined of equal or greater value 
than that which will be lost through 
development. Development that fails to 
exploit opportunities to integrate and 
enhance the local GI network will not be 
considered appropriate.

Woodlands 
Trust

 Would like to see mention of trees and 
woodlands as a key element of green 
infrastructure.

The role of trees and 
woodlands as green 
infrastructure is mention in 
paragraph 7.10 of the 
supporting text.

Mr Scott  There are areas to the east side of 
Swaffham which not only have a typical 
landscape character of scattered 
dwellings and field boundaries but are 
connected to the important green spaces 
and historic buildings.

Comments noted

Watton Town 
Council

 Agreement in principle with preferred 
policy ENV 01; replacement provision 
should be made for any loss of green 
space.

Agreement noted – draft 
policy does include 
requirement for replacement 
provision where appropriate. 

Mr Blow  Disagree with policy ENV 01 because it 
is not worded strongly enough to protect 
the district's green infrastructure against 

Comments noted. Site 
specific allocation policies 
will address green 

Consider amendments to 
the wording of the draft 
policy in accordance with 
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the pressures arising from development. 
By its nature it is open to wide 
interpretation and hence developers will 
be able to find many ways to avoid their 
responsibilities to the environment. In 
the wording of the policy, replace the 
word "should" with "must" throughout. 
The policy fails to make specific 
provision for site allocation policies for 
green infrastructure requirements as 
noted in clause 7.14.

infrastructure requirements at 
the next draft submission 
document stage (as noted in 
clause 7.14).

the comments.

Dr Whittaker  Agree with draft policy - green 
infrastructure is very important, 
particularly its ability to provide safe, 
pleasant and convenient access routes 
away from traffic should not be 
underestimated.

Support noted

Mr Martin  The network of Green Infrastructure in 
the District should be safeguarded, 
retained and enhanced. The 2008 Green 
Infrastructure Study of the countryside 
in and around Dereham should be 
updated and incorporated into the Local 
Plan. Green gap between Dereham & 
neighbouring parishes such as Yaxham 
should be retained and enhanced to 
recognise the very different nature & 
characteristics of different settlements, 
and promote the wellbeing of the 

Support noted Consider additional 
“Strategic Green Gaps” 
policy to prevent 
coalescence of settlements 
where appropriate. 



138
Preferred Directions Summary of Consultations  DRAFT 10.03.16

wildlife and residents. The coalescence 
of settlements should therefore be 
discouraged. Breckland should consider 
the development of a "Strategic Green 
Gaps" Policy in order to recognise and 
protect the individual identity and 
character of its many different 
settlements, rather than seeing them 
coalesce with consequent loss of 
community identity and character.

Mr Walmsley  Disagree with this policy because it is 
not worded strongly enough to protect 
the district's green infrastructure against 
the pressures arising from development. 
It is vague, non-specific, open-ended and 
impossible to measure.

Comments noted Consider strengthening 
policy wording.

Mr Spencer  Support the comments of Stephen 
Faulkner on behalf of Norfolk County 
Council. Generally the language and 
positioning of this policy is too passive 
and needs to be strengthened. “Should” 
& “expectation” etc are not the kind of 
words that allow effective to control 
planning outcomes.

Comments noted Consider strengthening 
policy wording.

Thetford 
Town Council

 Support Policy ENV 01 Support noted

Swaffham 
Town Council

 Agree with the preferred direction policy Support noted

RSPB  Strongly support the inclusion of a Support noted
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Green Infrastructure policy. This will 
provide opportunities to provide 
wildlife-rich open space in proximity to 
settlements, benefitting both the natural 
environment and people. Additionally, 
the Plan will need to incorporate 
commitments to green infrastructure as 
part of mitigation for increases in visitor 
pressure on wildlife sites that will result 
from new housing allocations, and the 
inclusion of a green infrastructure policy 
will be vital to this work.

Mrs Jacklin  Agree that there should be more green 
open spaces, which all the community 
will benefit from to walk their dogs, 
exercise, have picnics, play ball. Watton 
is currently disadvantaged not having a 
park or open green space where the 
community can do this. This will be 
even more difficult with all the proposed 
housing developments resulting in  loss 
of even more green open space. The 
wildlife, flora, fauna and eco system 
will be damaged for years to come.

Support noted. 

Note: Site specific allocation 
policies will address green 
infrastructure requirements at 
the next draft submission 
document stage (as noted in 
clause 7.14).

Saham Toney 
PC

 Agree with this policy as it is very 
important that each village must have its 
separate identity. Green spaces between 
villages and towns must be protected as 

Support noted
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per the Strategic Gap Policy. Green 
infrastructure must be protected.

Elsing PC  Agree with the proposed policy, but find 
the language used in the explanation 
rather difficult to understand. Generally 
applaud the council’s proposal to 
consider the environment when 
considering development proposals.

Support noted  

Attleborough 
Town Council

 The first line should have added the 
words 'improved', safeguarded...... This 
is required to ensure conformity with the 
NPPF section 8 which states that where 
deficits are recognised that the planning 
policies should state how they are going 
to deal with them.

Comments noted Consider amendments to 
the wording of the draft 
policy in accordance with 
the comments & NPPF.

Ms Walmsley  It is vital that there is a Green 
Infrastructure policy in the plan and that 
the plan reflects the need to both 
maintain and increase the green 
infrastructure. This should take into 
account the likely climatic changes 
of prolonged droughts and more extreme 
weather events. The countryside 
provides natural mitigation of many 
extreme events if these are sufficiently 
recognised and used constructively. The 
unique natural environment in 
Breckland has value in both economic 
and human health terms as well as the 

Support noted Consider making 
reference to climate 
change in policy wording.
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non-human world.
Mrs Martin  The network of Green Infrastructure in 

the District should be safeguarded, 
retained and enhanced. The 2008 Green 
Infrastructure Study of the countryside 
in and around Dereham should be 
updated and incorporated into the Local 
Plan. Green gap between Dereham & 
neighbouring parishes such as Yaxham 
should be retained and enhanced to 
recognise the very different nature & 
characteristics of different settlements, 
and promote the wellbeing of the 
wildlife and residents. The coalescence 
of settlements should therefore be 
discouraged. Breckland should consider 
the development of a "Strategic Green 
Gaps" Policy in order to recognise and 
protect the individual identity and 
character of its many different 
settlements, rather than seeing them 
coalesce with consequent loss of 
community identity and character.

Support noted Consider additional 
“Strategic Green Gaps” 
policy to prevent 
coalescence of settlements 
where appropriate.

Ms Frary  Second paragraph last sentence: the 
words “where possible” should be 
removed so that every development has 
to look at enhancing the existing 
connectivity. Third paragraph last line: 
“of equal or” should be replaced with 

Comments noted Consider strengthening 
policy wording.
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“significantly”.
Cllr Hewett  ENV 01 makes sense, though care 

should be taken to ensure no conflict 
with PD 06 (Economic 
Development). The reference to the 
Green Infrastructure Study in 7.11 seems 
very outdated.

Support and comment noted Consider updating where 
possible supporting test 
paragraph 7.11.

Dereham 
Town Council

 Second paragraph last sentence: the 
words "where possible" should be 
removed so that every development has 
to look at enhancing the existing 
connectivity. Third Paragraph last line: 
"equal or" should be replaced with 
"significantly".

Comments noted Consider strengthening 
policy wording.

Breckland Green 
Party

 It is vital that there is a Green 
Infrastructure policy in the plan and that 
the plan reflects the need to both 
maintain and increase the green 
infrastructure. This should take into 
account the likely climatic changes of 
prolonged droughts and more extreme 
weather events. The countryside 
provides natural mitigation of many 
extreme events if these are sufficiently 
recognised and used constructively. The 
unique natural environment in Breckland 
has value in both economic and human 
health terms as well as the non- human 
world.

Support noted Consider making 
reference to climatic 
change in policy wording.
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The Shadwell 
Estate Co Ltd

 There are no objections to the inclusion 
of this policy.

Comments noted

Brettenham & 
Kilverstone 
PC

 Agree Support noted

Environment 
Agency

 Welcome the policy on green 
infrastructure. NPPF paragraph 114 
states that “Local planning authorities 
(LPAs) should set out a strategic 
approach in their Local Plans, planning 
positively for the creation, protection, 
enhancement and management of 
networks of biodiversity and green 
infrastructure”.  The policy should 
emphasis the important role of green 
infrastructure in contributing to the 
protecting and enhancing water bodies. 
New development should take into 
account river corridors, networks of 
wildlife habitats as part of green 
infrastructure provision. This is will help 
the Council to meet WFD objectives and 
ensure that the water environment is not 
detrimentally affected as a result of 
development.

Support and comments noted Consider amendments to 
the wording of the draft 
policy in accordance with 
the comments.

Mr Simmons  Disagree with this policy because it is 
not worded strongly enough to protect 

Comments noted. Site 
specific allocation policies 

Consider amendments to 
the wording of the draft 
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the district's green infrastructure against 
the pressures arising from development. 
It is vague, non-specific, open-ended and 
impossible to measure. By its nature it is 
open to wide interpretation and hence 
developers will be able to find many 
ways to avoid their responsibilities to the 
environment. In the wording of the 
policy, replace the word "should" with 
"must" throughout. The policy fails to 
make specific provision for site 
allocation policies for green 
infrastructure requirements as noted in 
clause 7.14.

will address green 
infrastructure requirements at 
the next draft submission 
document stage (as noted in 
clause 7.14).

policy in accordance with 
the comments.

Question Summary: 
The question received 36 responses. Broad support for the preferred policy direction. Norfolk County Council believe ecological mapping is 
required at this stage, along with a hierarchy of biodiversity. Town Councils, members of the public and statutory consultees recommend further 
clarification to the wording of the policy. While the Environment Agency support the policy they also recommend strengthening of the wording 
and suggest an approach to this. 

Q15: Do you agree with the preferred policy – ENV 02? Please explain your answer. 
Respondent Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action
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Statutory General
Harling PC  SSSI sites must be protected SSSI’s are nationally 

protected sites. The policy 
seeks to ensure that nationally 
designated sites are protected 
through the planning process. 

Mr Shannon  Brownfield sites should be utilised over 
Greenfield sites. 

The NPPF at paragraph 17 
notes that planning should 
encourage the effective use of 
land by reusing land that has 
been previously developed, 
provided that it is not of high 
environmental value. The 
assessment of land allocations 
and planning applications with 
have full regard to the 
implications of development 
on brownfield and greenfield 
sites in accordance with the 
requirements of the NPPF.

Mr Cockburn  Concern raised regarding the amount of 
weight given to the conservation of the 
environment, in comparison to 
consideration for humans. 

Comments noted. 

Mr Bornett  Policy should be tightened up to protect 
conservation of habits and sites. Policy 
refers to environmental assessment 
requirement where development may 
have an impact. 

Comments noted. The 
requirements for 
environmental assessment are 
set out within national 
legislation. 
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Mr Bornett  If the UK were to leave the EU, would 
European sites still be protected?

Changes to legislation at a 
European level would need to 
be taken in consideration 
through the preparation of the 
plan.

Ashill PC, 
Beeston with 
Bittering PC

 Agree preferred policy direction Support noted

Woodlands 
Trust 

 Ancient woodlands should be protected 
from development.

Paragraph 7.22 includes 
ancient woodlands within the 
list of protected sites that 
included within the remit of 
the policy.

Litcham PC  Considers that there are to many 
loopholes within the policy.

Comment noted.

Norfolk CC  Policy should include reference to The 
Conservation of Habitats and Species 
Regulations 2010

 Paragraph 117 requires the Local Plan 
to map the components of Local 
Ecological sites

 Amend hierarchy in 7.22 into 
international, national and local order.

 Reference to the biodiversity action 
plan should be removed as it has been 
replaced with Biodiversity 2020. 
Revised wording could be: and in 
particular where that species is 
identified in the Norfolk and UK 

The mapping of components 
of the Local Ecological Sites 
as required in paragraph 117 
of the NPPF, will be included 
within the policies maps of the 
Local Plan.

Amend policy in relation 
to biodiversity action 
plans.
Amend hierarchy in 
section 7.22.
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Biodiversity Action Plan are replaced 
with ˜and in particular where a habitat 
or species is listed as a Priority Habitat 
or Species under section 41 of the 
NERC Act

Norfolk 
Wildlife Trust

 Would like to see the number of 
protected sites quantified.

Comments noted

Watton Town 
Council

 Agreement in principle to preferred 
policy ENV 02; there was expectation 
voiced however that the document 
should be more explicit and 
clarification is needed as to what 
constitutes “appropriate mitigation”.

Support and comments noted Consider additional 
clarification around 
“appropriate mitigation” 
measures in the policy 
supporting text. 

Mr Blow  I agree with policy ENV 02 with one 
proviso, that measures should be added 
to protect sites of archaeological 
importance.

Support noted. Note: Sites of 
archaeological importance are 
addressed separately in draft 
Policy – ENV 07 Designated 
Heritage Assets 

Thetford 
Town Council

 The word significant needs to be added 
where the word adverse is present.

Comment noted Check wording of draft 
policy and use of the word 
“significant” in terms of 
the Habitat Regulations.

Swaffham 
Town Council

 Agree with the preferred direction 
policy.

Support noted

Childerhouse 
Lodge Farms

 There is a significant amount of overlap 
between this policy and ENV 03 
however there are inconsistencies of 
approach between them that are not 
supported either in law or by national 

Comments noted Consider wording of draft 
policy to ensure 
consistency with national 
policy; ENV 03 and 
planning law/Habitats 
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policy. This policy as currently worded 
allows for development to take place if 
it can be demonstrated that there will 
be no adverse effect on the integrity of 
a European site (criterion a). My clients 
would contend that this approach is 
supportable where a site specific 
ecological assessment can demonstrate 
this to be the case (and believes that it 
can be done so effectively in relation to 
Site LP(107)002). This is the correct 
policy approach.

Regulations. 

Attleborough 
Town Council

 Agree Support noted

Elsing PC  Would not support any development on 
the European-designated sites. Surely 
that’s the whole point of the 
designation? Once the council agrees to 
measures to ‘mitigate’ the damage 
developments will do to these areas 
then they will no longer be properly 
protected.

Comments noted –  also cross 
reference with Q. 16 & Policy 
ENV 03 The Brecks Protected 
Habitats & Species

Ms Walmsley  It is entirely appropriate that the 
proposed level of protection is put 
forward in this plan. In some places, 
such as Weeting, the lack of robust 
planning protection has resulted in 
decisions being overturned on appeal. 

Support and comments noted
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The value of the areas for humans as 
well as the non-human world has not 
been given sufficient priority. The 
value of the unique environment has 
not been recognised in economic terms 
and this plan should emphasise this.

RSPB  We support the preferred policy ENV 
02, and agree that protecting 
environmental assets is one of the key 
objectives of the Local Plan. There is 
therefore a clear need for “evidence 
based” policy to safeguard these sites. 
We also note the range of additional 
recommendations made in the 
Background and Scoping Work relating 
to Habitats Regulations Assessment 
report (Footprint Ecology, April 2015) 
which do not appear to have been 
specifically addressed in this draft. We 
strongly recommend that these issues 
(including revision of the secondary 
stone curlew buffer to reflect changes 
in distribution outside the Breckland 
SPA, retention of the 400m 
precautionary area for woodlark and 
nightjar around the SPA, further 
progress on monitoring and managing 
recreational pressure impacts on 
designated sites, evaluation of potential 

Support and comments noted Consider amendments to 
the wording of the draft 
policy in accordance with 
the comments.
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requirements for further road upgrades 
during the plan period, further 
evaluation of water supply and 
treatment concerns, and the 
identification of opportunities for the 
plan to protect and enhance the 
environment, in particular European 
sites) are addressed in further detail in a 
HRA report to accompany the next plan 
stage and incorporated into policy 
where necessary.

Ovington PC  Solid policy. It could be more robust by 
making the obligation “to enhance” 
rather than “not damage”.

Support and comments noted Consider amendments to 
the wording of the draft 
policy in accordance with 
the comments.

Cllr Hewett  ENV 02 makes sense, though negative 
impact on a particular species should 
not restrict development per se.

Comments noted

Dereham 
Town Council

 Solid policy. Could the obligation be 'to 
enhance' rather than not to have and 
'adverse effects'?

Support and comments noted Consider amendments to 
the wording of the draft 
policy in accordance with 
the comments.

Mr Simmons  I agree with this policy with one 
proviso, that measures should be added 
to protect sites of archaeological 
importance.

Support and comment noted – 
archaeology is addressed 
separately in draft Policy ENV 
07 Designated Heritage Assets 

Breckland 
Green Party

 It is entirely appropriate that the 
proposed level of protection is put 
forward in this plan. In some places, 

Support and comments noted 
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such as Weeting, the lack of robust 
planning protection has resulted in 
decisions being overturned on appeal. 
The value of the areas for humans as 
well as the non-human world has not 
been given sufficient priority. The 
value of the unique environment has 
not been recognised in economic terms 
and this plan should emphasise this.

Brettenham & 
Kilverstone PC

 Agree Support noted

The Shadwell 
Estate Co Ltd

 This policy is generally supported, 
albeit this needs to be properly 
considered in conjunction with an up to 
date and independent Habitats 
Regulations Assessment, rather than a 
partial review or updating of an 
existing document. This is an area of 
particular concern with this plan being 
prepared on the basis of an out-dated 
Habitats Regulation Assessment. It is 
also clear that changes in the way areas 
of land have been managed have had 
benefits for habitats and this should be 
recognised. Furthermore, compensating 
for the loss of habitats should be given 
proper consideration especially if the 
housing numbers detailed in the plan 
are to be delivered.

Support and comments, 
particularly regarding HRA 
matters noted

Consider amendments to 
the wording of the draft 
policy and supporting text, 
particularly regarding 
HRA matters in response 
to concerns raised.
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Question Summary: 
The question received 27 responses. While there was general support for the policy direction there were a number of suggestions from Town and 
Parish Councils, Members of the public and Statutory Consultees around specific wording of the policy and believe further clarification is 
required. 

Q16: Do you agree with the preferred policy – ENV 03? Please explain your answer. 
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Mr Cockburn
Ms Weight

 Dispute the 1500m buffer, 1000m would 
be adequate. Sites on the edge of the 
buffer should be treated differently. 

Comment noted. Policy 
position reflects the current 
known evidence including the 
HRA . A HRA is in the 
process of being prepared 
alongside the Local Plan and 
the findings will need to be 
reflected within the policy.

Policy will be updated to 
reflect the evidence base 
and in particular will be 
informed by the emerging 
HRA

Harling PC, 
Beeston with 
Bittering PC, 
Ashill PC, 
Litcham PC 
Swaffham 
Town 
Council, 
Saham Toney 
PC,
Attleborough 

Mr Bornett, 
Mrs Beckwith, 
Mrs Walmsley

 Full support for the policy. Support noted
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Town 
Council,
Breckland 
Green Party,
Brettenham and 
Kilverstone PC

Little 
Cressingham 
PC

 Disagree with policy. The birds are 
unperturbed by building work and this 
should be noted as part of the 
‘biodiversity’ issues in the Local Plan. 

The emerging policy updates 
the approach previously taken, 
reflecting the best available 
evidence re3flectging some 
flexibility around extensions 
and agricultural buildings. The 
base position has been subject 
to a number of public 
examinations through the 
adoption of development plan 
documents. A HRA is in the 
process of being prepared and 
the findings will inform the 
final policy.

Policy will be updated to 
reflect the evidence base 
and in particular will be 
informed by the emerging 
HRA

Norfolk CC  Recommends that policy ENV02 and 
ENV03 are joined in a single policy. 

 Reference to the biodiversity action plan 
should be updated to reflect  Biodiversity 
2020. Revised wording could be: and in 
particular where that species is identified 
in the Norfolk and UK Biodiversity 
Action Plan are replaced with ˜and in 
particular where a habitat or species is 

Comments noted. Disagree 
with amalgamating the 
policies. The Brecks warrants 
a separate and distinctive 
approach. Consideration to the 
formatting of the policy will 
be considered through the 
preparation of the draft Local 
Plan.

Update wording regarding 
Biodiversity action plans 
in Policy ENV03.

Consider amalgamating 
the Brecks under a sub 
heading in the section 
covering  Sites of 
European , National and 
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listed as a Priority Habitat or Species 
under section 41 of the NERC Act

Local importance section 

Watton TC  Include a map A detailed map of the extent of 
the SPA is contained in the 
proposals map and will be 
updated as the policy develops 
in line with the HRA 

Consider including 
specific map showing the 
SPA and related Buffers as 
informed by the emerging 
HRA. 

 A greater focus on indoor sports 
provision would also be welcomed. Â  
The plan refers to an audit of all open 
space provision identifying deficiencies 
which are proposed to be addressed 
through the plan but we have not found 
mention of the provision of indoor sports 
facilities.Â  We are aware of local 
concerns regarding the capacity of 
facilities in nearby Wymondham that 
may be worsened by increased growth 
not only in Wymondham itself, but also 
in Attleborough and some of the 
LSCs.Â  It is therefore important that the 
need for and supply of indoor sports 
facilities is addressed in the Breckland 
Local Plan, working with South Norfolk 
to discuss the potential impact of cross 
boundary use of existing facilities.

RSPB  We support the inclusion of a specific 
policy regarding the protected habitats 
and species of the Brecks. We would 

Comments noted re further 
discussions.  This policy has 
been informed by the 

Consider revising wording 
of policy in line with 
RSPB feedback and 
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welcome further discussion on the 
inclusion of agricultural building 
protocol into policy, but we would wish 
to see the details of this protocol before 
commenting further and also repeat our 
note during the previous consultation 
that this approach should be closely 
monitored. We seek clarification on the 
wording of the preferred policy direction 
for ENV03. The first point in the first 
bullet list suggests that stone curlew 
habitat in the SPA is restricted to arable 
farmland (by reference only to the 
Breckland Farmland Site of Special 
Scientific Interest). Stone curlew habitat 
in the SPA, in broad terms, can be more 
appropriately described as being grass-
heath and arable farmland. We also 
recommend that in the second bullet list 
the word and should be added after the 
first two points to show that all three 
conditions need to be met. We are also 
concerned that the draft policy does not 
make any specific reference to the 
sensitivity of woodlark and nightjar to 
built development within 400m of their 
nesting habitat, as detailed in the current 
Core Strategy policy CP10. The HRA 
Scoping Report for the Issues and 
Options stage recommended that the 

emerging HRA and in 
dialogue with natural England. 
Up to date nesting data has 
been requested through the 
HRA consultants from RSPB 
to help inform the next 
iteration of the policy and the 
emerging HRA. RSBP should 
be well aware of the January 
2013 Agricultural Buildings 
protocol as it has been 
developed by Natural England 
through the Breckland 
Planning Forum, which 
comprises membership from 
Natural England, RSPB, local 
landowners and the farming 
community. 

Comments noted regarding 
first bullet of policy and 
reference to Breckland 
Farmland SSSI.

Comments noted regarding 
second list of bullets “and” 
should be added.

Comments noted relating to 
woodlark and nightjar . The 

emerging HRA.
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400m zone for project level HRA is 
retained within the new plan as the two 
species are in decline and therefore more 
vulnerable to additional pressure. We 
recommend that the wording of the 
current draft of policy ENV 03 is 
updated from on a case by case basis to 
make it clearer for developers when 
project level HRA is likely to be 
required.

approach to other species is 
detailed in ENV 02 however 
the wording in ENV 03 could 
be extended to cover this point 
as advised and in line with the 
emerging HRA. 

Cllr Paul 
Hewett

 ENV 03 makes sense, though negative 
impact on a particular species should not 
restrict development per se.

Comments noted

Elsing Parish 
Council

It is very pleasing to see the council taking such care 
in protecting the stone curlews nesting sites and 
habitat. I cannot pretend to have gained enough 
knowledge of the likely impact of commercial 
development from the information provided to allow 
me to have an informed view, but I see that the 
council is taking advice from interested experts and 
therefore I agree with the proposed policy. What I do 
not know, because it isn’t shown on the maps, is how 
much the proposed expansion of Thetford (and 
Attleborough?) impacts on the curlews habitat. This 
would help me form a better view about the 
proposed policy.

General support noted Consider including 
specific map showing the 
SPA and related Buffers as 
informed by the emerging 
HRA.

Ovington 
Parish Council

The policy is excessively focused on Stone Curlews 
and to a lesser extend other birds. It fails to mention 
mammalian or amphibian habitats. The allowance of 

Other policies in the plan seek 
to protect habitiats and other 

No changes 
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120m2 [or agricultural extension or new building is a 
massive loophole. Multiple new 120m2 buildings 
could be deployed and could cause significant 
damage to sensitive habitats. Each proposal should 
be fairly and equally assessed.

species, this policy is specific 
to the Brecks Statutory 
consultees Natural England 
and the RSPB accepted in 
response to the Issues & 
options consultation that a 
degree of flexibility in the 
SPA buffer is acceptable in 
respect of agricultural 
buildings. The policy has been 
informed by the Agricultural 
Buildings protocol by Natural 
England

Mr C Blow
Mr J 
Simmons

I agree with policy ENV 03, with the exception of it 
allowing agricultural buildings less than 120m 2 
within special protection areas. SPA's should be 
protected from all development, regardless of its 
type or size.

Statutory consultees Natural 
England and the RSPB 
accepted in response to the 
Issues & options consultation 
that a degree of flexibility in 
the SPA buffer is acceptable in 
respect of agricultural 
buildings. The policy has been 
informed by the Agricultural 
Buildings protocol by Natural 
England

No changes

Partner 
Childerhouse 
Lodge Farms

There is some overlap between this policy and 
EN02. The approach taken by Policy ENV02 has a 
more sound and logical rationale however this 
approach in ENV03 makes several assumptions that 
have already been unsupported on appeal. As 
currently worded the policy allows for development 

The policy approach has been 
informed by the emerging  
HRA and by statutory 
consultee i.e. Natural 
England., building on the 

The Policy will be updated 
to reflect the evidence base 
and in particular will be 
informed by the emerging 
HRA. Consider further 
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to take place provided it does not adversely affect the 
integrity of the SPA but then goes on to make the 
assumption that no likely significant affect can only 
be met by certain developments and within certain 
criteria. This is effectively a continuation of the 
existing policy but does not allow for the option that 
there may be developments of medium to large scale 
that may not affect the integrity of the SPA and can 
be shown through site specific ecological 
assessments that this is the case. This is a 
fundamental failing of the policy to consider such an 
option. The policy as currently worded is overly 
restrictive in that it doesn't allow for such an option 
and makes assumptions that development needs to be 
masked, screened, redevelopment of an existing 
footprint or of a purely agricultural nature. The 
policy would be better incorporated within ENV02 
and follow the approach given in that policy i.e if it 
can be demonstrated (through site specific ecological 
assessment) that development would not harm the 
integrity of the SPA then it should be permitted. The 
fundamental planning principle that needs to be 
satisfied here is that the decision maker needs to be 
confident that the proposed development will not 
harm the integrity of the SPA – if it is demonstrated 
that it won't then development should be permitted. 
The currently over restrictive criteria outlined in the 
policy are still without definitive justification and are 
assumptions at best. They have also already been put 
aside by PINS in relation to the appeal where the 
policy approach was questioned and unsupported 
and the Council was unable to justify its decision. In 

existing policy and reflecting 
new evidence.  Onus is on the 
applicant to demonstrate that 
development would not have a 
significant adverse affect on 
the SPA, buffer area and 
protected species.

clarification around the 
justification text to explain 
the approach
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relation to the second application this was 
recommended for approval and subsequently 
endorsed - contrary to the approach taken in this 
current policy wording which is still trying to 
perpetuate an approach that overly restricts types and 
scale of development without proper rationale and 
justification. These are just two examples which 
have occurred since the original policy was 
introduced and there may well be others. The failure 
to accommodate within the policy adequate wording 
that allows for the option outlined above puts the 
policy at serious risk of being unjustified and 
ineffective as it deliberately fails to consider the 
existence of an alternative reasonable option.

Thetford 
Town Council

Over protection of natural environment needs to be 
tailored to reflect local needs.

Comments noted. There is a 
requirement under the habitats 
regulation to protect the 
species quoted in the policy. 
The remaining policies in the 
plan seek to reflect the needs.

No further action

The Shadwell 
Estate 
Company Ltd

There are severe concerns regarding this policy, 
especially as it has been formulated without an up to 
date Habitats Regulation Assessment. The wording 
at Paragraph 7.29 does not appear to accord with an 
up to date situation and does not acknowledge appeal 
decisions which have permitted development within 
the 1500m SPA buffer with suitable off site 
mitigation/enhancement. The comment that 
buildings should be completely masked from the 
SPA by existing development is also questionable. 
There are clearly situations where existing 

The policy has been informed 
in conjunction with the 
emerging HRA.

The policy makes provision 

The Policy will be updated 
to reflect the evidence base 
and in particular will be 
informed by the emerging 
HRA. Consider further 
clarification around the 
justification text to explain 
the approach
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landscaping and topography can mask a site. The 
wording of paragraph 7.30 is confusing and it is 
unclear whether it is referring to the SPA or the SPA 
including the 1500m buffer. This paragraph needs to 
confirm what is meant by the SPA boundary. This 
policy is clearly looking to prohibit any forms of 
residential development in the SPA or the 1500m 
buffer zone and fails to take account of contrary 
evidence which questions the impact that 
development could have on Stone Curlews in the 
buffer zone. The policy is too tightly worded in only 
referring to agricultural and commercial buildings, 
whereas it is clear that appropriate assessments have 
demonstrated the acceptability of residential 
development in the SPA buffer. Furthermore, this 
policy is predicated on resisting all forms of 
development whereas there is scientific evidence 
which demonstrates that Stone Curlews can co-exist 
with development. Â  Finally, it is contended that 
there should be a transparent review of the evidence 
being used to underpin the policies pertaining to 
Stone Curlews and the SPA. This will demonstrate 
whether there is a real basis to hamper development 
or whether greater flexibility should be applied on a 
site by site basis, with the importance of off-site 
enhancement being recognised. Finally, it is clear 
that the management of farmland and effective 
predator control has been an important component in 
increasing the number of nesting birds and this 
should be acknowledged. All of the reports referred 
to are dated and this policy needs to be formulated 
on the basis of up to date evidence with input from 

for masking by suitable 
landscape features.

The policy approach has been 
informed by the emerging  
HRA and by statutory 
consultee i.e. Natural 
England., building on the 
existing policy and reflecting 
new evidence. The policy will 
be further informed in iteration 
with the HRA.
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all sides, not just organisations which have an 
objective to restrict development within the SPA and 
its buffer zone.

Turnberry 
Planning

We object to Policy ENV03. The policy seeks to 
identify under what circumstances it can be 
understood that no significant effect is likely. 
However, the policy is restricted in terms of the 
positive impact that mitigation measures can make in 
support of development, particularly within the 
buffer zone. We would seek the additional 
clarification as follows: A 1,500m buffer zone from 
the edge of those parts of the SPA that support, or 
are capable of supporting, Stone Curlews is currently 
defined on the policies map. Within this constraint 
zone: (a) Permission may be granted for the re-use of 
existing buildings and for development which will be 
completely masked from the SPA by existing built 
development and I or other suitable screening 
landscape features or other mitigation measures.  

The policy is clear of the 
circumstances where a 
conclusion of no likely 
significant effect can be met.
Only clarification required in 
line with comments received 
from the RSPB and ongoing 
HRA work.

Natural 
England 

Natural England largely agrees with all aspects of 
Preferred Policy Direction EN V03 the Brecks 
protected habitats and species (although as it only 
covers Breckland Special Protection Area and the 
bird issue perhaps a different title may be 
appropriate). We are pleased that your authority has 
taken into account our agricultural buildings protocol 
following our previous advice. In terms of the first 
sentence within this Preferred Policy Direction, it 
would be useful to define whether a significant effect 
is determined simply by the fact an application is 

Support noted 

Comments noted relating to 
woodlark and nightjar . The 
approach to other species is 
detailed in ENV 02 however 
the wording in ENV 03 could 
be extended to cover this point 
as advised and in line with the 
emerging HRA

Consider developing this 
policy in line with 
comments and further 
dialogue.

Consider revising wording 
of policy in line with 
RSPB feedback and NE 
feed back re approach to 
other birds and the 
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within I5OOm of Breckland SPA (if it does not fit 
into any of the categories in the bulleted list). It is 
our view that on occasion a proposal may not fit any 
of the categories but may not be likely to result in a 
significant effect or adversely affect the integrity of 
the SPA. In these cases an appropriate assessment 
may not be necessary following the HRA screening. 
We will be happy to discuss this with you in further 
detail. Natural England is currently working on 
developing a strategic approach to assess impacts 
and providing appropriate mitigation for stone 
curlew associated with Breckland SPA. Current 
work involves defining the mitigation requirements 
and once this is complete it is our aim that a strategic 
mitigation strategy will be put in place. We will be 
able to provide further information on this in due 
course.

 In terms of assessing effects to woodlark and 
nightjar, Natural England would expect your 
authority to consider effects to these birds within 
400m of Breckland Forest SSSI (or potentially at a 
greater distance for very large housing 
developments), and also to consider cumulative 
recreational impacts up to 7.5km from Breckland 
SPA in accordance with the findings of the 
Breckland Council Site Specific Policies and 
Proposals Document (Lileyet at, 2009)

emerging iterative HRA.

Summary 

There was broad support for the policy approach from the Natural England and RSBP and the introduction of some flexibility in respect of 
updated evidence. However there is a requirement to develop further this policy approach  through dialogue with the statutory bodies and reflect 
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ongoing and emerging further evidence in the HRA in order to reach a consensus. Some developers and organisations challenged the policy 
approach due to its restrictive nature. There is also a requirement to consider the approach to other species as pointed out by RSPB and to update 
the spatial mapping  - this will be informed by the further work being undertaken by the HRA to inform the draft plan.

Q17: Do you agree with the preferred policy – ENV 04? Please explain your answer. 
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Mr Bornett  Old Buckenham Green should be 
designated as a special protection area.

Special Protection Areas are 
used to designate land under 
the Birds directive. Old 
Buckenham village green is 
therefore not suitable for this 
designation, however the site 
is protected open space.

Mr Bornett, Mr 
Cockburn

 Agreement for the policy, but highlight 
that school playing fields should not be 
sold off and that developers should 
provide adequate outdoor play and 
recreation provision. 

The policy seeks the 
protection of land in open 
space use unless suitable 
alternative land is available or 
can be made available which 
has the same accessibility.

The majority of school 
playing fields are not 
designated as open space in 
Breckland as there is no 
public access. Norfolk County 
Council are the education 
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authority and there are 
standards for the amount of 
outdoor space schools are 
required to have. 

Harling PC Mr Shannon, 
Mrs Jackman

 Highlight the quality of outdoor play 
and recreation provision provided. 

Comment noted. Breckland 
seeks to ensure new 
developments provide on-site 
open space depending on the 
size of the development 
proposed. Off-site 
contributions can be secured 
for improvements to play 
areas, subject to the 
implications of the pooling 
restrictions within the CIL 
regulations.

North 
Lopham PC, 
Ashill PC, 
Beeston with 
Bittering PC

Mr Scott  Support for the preferred policy 
direction

Greater 
Norwich 
Projects Team

 A greater focus on indoor sports 
provision would also be welcomed. The 
plan refers to an audit of all open space 
provision identifying deficiencies which 
are proposed to be addressed through the 
plan but we have not found mention of 
the provision of indoor sports facilities.  
We are aware of local concerns 

Comments noted. Consider the addition of 
sports facilities 
specifically within the 
policy. 
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regarding the capacity of facilities in 
nearby Wymondham that may be 
worsened by increased growth not only 
in Wymondham itself, but also in 
Attleborough and some of the LSCs.  It 
is therefore important that the need for 
and supply of indoor sports facilities is 
addressed in the Breckland Local Plan, 
working with South Norfolk to discuss 
the potential impact of cross boundary 
use of existing facilities.

Norfolk CC  All existing open space has some 
ecological value. Current wording is 
unhelpful. Wording should reflect that 
development will not be permitted on 
existing open space where mitigation for 
adverse impacts on ecology (as 
identified through standard 
methodologies) is not achievable.

The wording of the policy 
implies site with a specific 
designation i.e. county 
wildlife site or local nature 
reserve.

Consider amendments to 
the policy wording

Watton Town 
Council 

 Agreement in principle with preferred 
policy ENV 04; strong concern voiced 
that any s106 agreements made should 
be “tight” & adhered to - developers not 
allowed to renegade on agreements.

Support and comments noted

Mr Blow  I agree with policy ENV 04. As stated in 
the document 70% of Breckland's 
parishes do not meet the Fields in Trust 
standards for playing space and outdoor 
sports and this must be addressed by 

Support noted
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imposing requirements for the provision 
of open space on new developments.

Mr Martin  Under the section ‘New Provision’ there 
are two issues Breckland should 
consider as regards small rural 
settlements such as Yaxham: - most 
developments are likely to be less than 
25 dwellings so there should be 
provision for proportionate off-site 
contributions to the local community for 
open space, sport and recreation 
facilities; and - that the penultimate 
paragraph of this policy the phrase 
“Contributions in lieu of on-site 
provision will be the exception and will 
need to be supported by robust evidence 
from the applicant that on-site provision 
is not preferable” be amended so as not 
to apply to smaller rural village 
settlements such as Yaxham.

Support and comments noted Consider amendments to 
the policy wording and 
supporting text to address 
concerns about threshold 
for off-site contributions 
etc.

Thetford 
Town Council

 Agree in principle but for a large Urban 
Extension it should be extended to the 
provision of a Country Park for both 
Thetford and Attleborough Urban 
Extension.

Support and comments noted 
– issue should be addressed 
through site specific 
allocation and master plan etc.

Yaxham 
Neighbourhood 
Plan Group

 Under the section ‘New Provision’� 
there are two issues that the Yaxham 
Working Group, based on consultation, 
asks Breckland to consider as regards 

Support and comments noted



167
Preferred Directions Summary of Consultations  DRAFT 10.03.16

small rural settlements such as Yaxham: 
- most developments are likely to be less 
than 25 dwellings so there should be 
provision for proportionate off-site 
contributions to the local community for 
open space, sport and recreation 
facilities; and - that the penultimate 
paragraph of this policy the phrase 
“Contributions in lieu of on-site 
provision will be the exception and will 
need to be supported by robust evidence 
from the applicant that on-site provision 
is not preferable”  be amended so as not 
to apply to smaller rural village 
settlements such as Yaxham.

Swaffham 
Town Council 

 Agree with the preferred direction 
policy.

Support noted

Saham Toney 
PC

 Agree as we want to protect open 
spaces, sport and recreation facilities.

Support noted

Elsing PC  Do not agree with all of the proposed 
policy because do not believe any more 
school playing fields or any more town 
or village playing fields, children’s’ play 
areas, or common open spaces should be 
built on in Breckland. There are enough 
‘brown field’ sites in our local towns to 
avoid having to use this sort of land. Do 
not think children do enough sport or 
exercise at school as it is, so the schools 

Partial support and comments 
noted
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must keep any land they still have. Do 
agree with the part of the policy that 
forces developers to include land for 
play and recreation in developments of a 
certain size.

Attleborough 
Town Council

 The current FIT standards are incorrect 
and need updating. There is no mention 
of the FIT standards for Informal Open 
Space. This policy should also adopt the 
LGA's 'A Space to Grow' 2nd edition 
regarding the provision of allotments.  
Para 7.42 states 'In conclusion the 
Breckland Open Space, Sport and 
Recreation study recommended that'. 
This is misleading as there is no Sport 
and Recreation Study in contravention 
of the NPPF Section 8 quoted in para. 
7.35. No study showing qualitative or 
quantitative provision. This is an 
essential piece of work that is missing 
within the Local Plan despite 
representation being made by the ANP 
to Breckland Council since May 2015.  
The policy does not deal with informal 
open space which is why there is such a 
shortage, not only in Attleborough, but 
across the District. The FIT standards 
must be adopted for informal and formal 
open space. There appears to be local 

Detailed comments noted Recognise FIT guidance 
updated since the draft 
Policy & supporting text 
produced; revise relevant 
supporting text clauses to 
reflect updated FIT 
guidance; revise Policy 
ENV 04 in light of above; 
review Policy ENV 04 in 
light of the available 
evidence for requirements 
for informal open space, 
sport & recreation; 
provide link to relevant 
future evidence based 
studies; review policy and 
glossary to ensure 
compatibility.  
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standards being quoted (old National 
Playing Fields Association (NPFA) as 
well as FIT standards. Uniformity needs 
to happen across the board unless 
Breckland wish to create their own 
standards that have a higher requirement 
due to deficits, as recognised in the 
Open Space Assessment 2015. Para. 
7.50 should contribute to Informal Open 
Space as it is essential for the Health and 
Well-being, including physical and 
mental health of the occupants of a 
sheltered housing scheme, nursing 
homes, hostel accommodation to have 
access to Informal Open Space in the 
vicinity of the area. Due to the lack of 
policies listed above the description 
'Open Space, Sport & Recreation in the 
glossary does not fit against the policy. 
The policies need changing not the 
Glossary! The NPPF also states: Health 
and well-being 171. Local planning 
authorities should work with public 
health leads and health organisations to 
understand and take account of the 
health status and needs of the local 
population (such as for sports, recreation 
and places of worship), including 
expected future changes, and any 
information about relevant barriers to 
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improving health and well-being.
Ms Walmsley  This is a considerable improvement on 

the current situation. What it does not 
appear to take into account is where 
separate planning applications are made 
for parts of schemes below the level of 
the requirement to provide open space, 
when they are clearly one scheme, 
thereby sidestepping the open space 
requirement. A statement is therefore 
needed to ensure that this does not 
happen. Green spaces within 
developments are vital for human health 
as well as providing valuable habitats 
and wildlife corridors.

Support and comments noted Consider amendments to 
the supporting text to 
Policy ENV 04 to address 
‘loophole’ concern. 

Ms Martin  Under the section ‘New Provision’� 
there are two issues Breckland should 
consider as regards small rural 
settlements such as Yaxham:- most 
developments are likely to be less than 
25 dwellings so there should be 
provision for proportionate off-site 
contributions to the local community’s 
open space, sport and recreation 
facilities; and- that the penultimate 
paragraph of this policy the phrase 
“Contributions in lieu of on-site 
provision will be the exception and will 
need to be supported by robust evidence 

Comments noted
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from the applicant that on-site provision 
is not preferable” be amended so as not 
to apply to smaller rural village 
settlements such as Yaxham.

Dereham 
Town Council 

 Second bullet point: 2 LAPS should be 
changed to 1 LAP as one large LAP will 
provide better play value than 2 small 
LAPs on small sites. Third and fourth 
bullet point: the word "an" should be 
inserted before "outdoor" to indicate that 
the policy requires a single area for 
sports rather than lots of little areas. 
Contributions in lieu of on-site 
provision. The contributions should 
reflect the uplift in value of land which 
could have been used for open space i.e. 
if there is going to be no on-site 
provision, and the developer is able to 
build an additional property, then the 
value of that plot should be the 
commuted sum. Last paragraph: the 
contribution for 10 year maintenance 
should be based on actual maintenance 
costs rather than a formula. The 
developer should be able to produce a 
10 year maintenance schedule for the 
site with costs which can be checked 
prior to the 106 agreement being signed. 
Alternative options 7.52: Given that 

Comments noted – Policy is 
built on the recommendations 
of the open space study.
Note: developers cannot be 
required to remedy pre-
existing shortfalls in open 
space provision; the LPA can 
only legitimately require them 
to meet their own identified 
need.

Review the Policy against 
the recommendations of 
the open space study; 
consider setting a formal 
approach for off-site open 
space contributions; 
consider wider community 
benefits of open space 
provision by linking with 
Policy COM 10 
Affordable Housing 
Exceptions.
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many towns & villages, along with the 
other market towns, has a shortfall in 
open space, would it be possible to 
consider a policy which could help 
address such a shortfall. For example an 
exception site for a limited development 
would be considered if as part of the 
development it would deliver a 
considerable amount of open space 7.53 
. Access to good quality open space is 
important to most people incorporating a 
policy requiring development to meet 
the ANGST standards would be a 
positive step.

Ovington PC  Second bullet point: 2 LAPS should be 
changed to 1 LAP as one large LAP will 
provide better play value than 2 small 
LAPs on small sites. Third and Fourth 
bullet point: the word “an” should be 
inserted before “outdoor” to indicate 
that the policy requires a single area [or 
sports] rather than lots of little areas. 
Contributions in Lieu of on-site 
provision. The contributions should 
reflect the uplift in value of land which 
could have been used for open space i.e. 
if there is going to be no on-site 
provision, and the developer is able to 
build an additional property, then the 

Comments noted – Policy is 
built on the recommendations 
of the open space study.
Note: developers cannot be 
required to remedy pre-
existing shortfalls in open 
space provision; the LPA can 
only legitimately require them 
to meet their own identified 
need; and offsite contributions 
can only be pooled against 
open space schemes identified 
by the local community.

Review the Policy against 
the recommendations of 
the open space study; 
consider setting a formal 
approach for off-site open 
space contributions; 
consider wider community 
benefits of open space 
provision by linking with 
Policy COM 10 
Affordable Housing 
Exceptions. 
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value of that plot should be the 
commuted sum. Last paragraph: the 
contribution for 10 year maintenance 
should be based on actual maintenance 
costs rather than a formula. The 
developer should be able to produce a 
10 year maintenance schedule [or the 
site with costs which can be checked 
prior to the 1 06 agreement being 
signed. Alternative options 7.52: Given 
that many towns & villages, along with 
the other market towns, has a shortfall in 
open space, would it be possible to 
consider a policy which could help 
address such a shortfall? For example 
˜an exception site” for a limited 
development would be considered if as 
part of the development it would deliver 
a considerable amount of public open 
space. 1.53. Access to good quality open 
space is important to most people 
incorporating a policy requiring 
development to meet the ANGSt 
(Accessible National Green Space 
Standard) would be a positive step.

Mr Simmons  Agree with this policy. As stated in the 
document 70% of Breckland's parishes 
do not meet the Fields in Trust standards 
for playing space and outdoor sports and 

Support & comments noted
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this must be addressed by imposing 
requirements for the provision of open 
space on new developments.

The Shadwell 
Estate Co Ltd

 This policy is supported although it 
should be drafted to exclude private 
facilities. This will prevent the 
safeguarding of facilities which are not 
used or available to the wider 
community. It is confirmed that the level 
of new provision is supported.

Support & comments noted Consider revision to 
clarify the exclusion of 
private open 
space/facilities.

Mr Wright  Agree. However, a minor amendment is 
proposed to the wording of the policy to 
make it consistent with paragraph 74 of 
the National Planning Policy Framework 
(amendment is shown in bold). Existing 
Provision Development that would 
result in the loss of existing sport, 
recreational or amenity open space will 
only be permitted if: (a) it can be 
demonstrated (through a local 
assessment) that there is an excess of 
recreational or amenity open space in 
the settlement and the proposed loss will 
not result in a current or likely shortfall 
during the plan period; and or (b) 
recreational facilities within the open 
space will be enhanced by the proposed 
development on an appropriate portion 
of the open space; or (c) the community 

Support & comments noted Review Policy ENV 04 to 
ensure consistent with 
NPPF wording.
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would gain greater benefit from the 
developer providing a suitable 
alternative recreational or amenity open 
space in an equally accessible and 
convenient location. The development 
of existing open space with an 
ecological value (a known biodiversity 
or nature conservation interest) will not 
be permitted.

Brettenham & 
Kilverstone 
PC

 Agree Support noted

Cllr Hewett  ENV 04 should not preclude separate 
sites being considered as a whole in 
certain circumstances: there is little 
point in insisting on the provision of 
open space and recreation facilities in 
two adjacent sites in a community where 
one open space might suit the 
community’s wishes more: there are 
plenty of examples in the district where 
a small amount of open space has 
proved pointless and only meets the 
terms, rather than the spirit, of a policy 
such as this.

Support & comments noted
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Lexham Estate  Preferred Policy Direction - ENV 04 
Open Space, Sport & Recreation seeks 
all new residential development to 
provide a contribution towards outdoor 
playing space. The Open Space 
Assessment 2015 illustrates at picture 
7.8 that the Parish of Litcham does not 
currently meet and/or scores poorly 
against the Fields in Trust standards of: 
1.76ha of outdoor sports provision per 
1,000 people. Outdoor sports fields must 
be available within 1.2km of all 
dwellings in major housing areas; All 
dwellings should be within either 60m 
of Local Area of Play, 240m of a Local 
Equipped Area of Play or 600m of a 
Neighbourhood Equipped Area of Play. 
As part of the Open Space Assessment 
2015 Breckland Council sought to 
identify local need through a 
questionnaire exercise completed by 
Town and Parish Councils. Litcham 
Parish Council recommended that 
additional open space should be 
provided. Given the poor amount open 
space, sport, and recreation 
opportunities at Litcham it is considered 
that Breckland Council should positively 
consider the wider community benefits 

Comments noted – Policy is 
built on the recommendations 
of the open space study.
Note: developers cannot be 
required to remedy pre-
existing shortfalls in open 
space provision; the LPA can 
only legitimately require them 
to meet their own identified 
need; and offsite contributions 
can only be pooled against 
open space schemes identified 
by the local community.

Review & consider the 
wider community benefits 
of a mixed use 
development at Land to 
the north of Lexham Road 
(as part of the Settlement 
boundary review and site 
allocation process).
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of a mixed use development at Land to 
the north of Lexham Road.

Ms Walmsley  This is a considerable improvement on 
the current situation. What it does not 
appear to take into account is where 
separate planning applications are made 
for parts of schemes below the level of 
the requirement to provide open space, 
when they are clearly one scheme, 
thereby sidestepping the open space 
requirement. A statement is therefore 
needed to ensure that this does not 
happen. Green spaces within 
developments are vital for human health 
as well as providing valuable habitats 
and wildlife corridors.

Support & comments noted Consider amendments to 
the supporting text to 
Policy ENV 04 to address 
‘loophole’ concern.

Question Summary: 
The question received 32 responses. General support for the policy direction. Norfolk County Council suggested amendments to the wording of 
the policy regarding impacts upon ecology. Attleborough Town Council highlighted that the policy should reflect the most up to date FIT 
guidance. Breckland Green Party seek further clarification, in line with PD08, with regard to contiguous sites. 

Q18: Do you agree with the proposed designations? Please explain your answer.
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Harling PC  Agree with the assessment of the land 
south of Little Rowley

Comment noted. The site is not 
considered to meet the 
classification as a Local Green 
Space.

No change to policy.
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Beeston with 
Bittering PC, 
Attleborough 
Town 
Council, 
Saham Toney 
PC, Swaffham 
Town 
Council, 
Thetford 
Town Council

 Agree with the preferred policy 
direction

Support noted No change to policy.

Beetley PC, 
Tittleshall PC, 
Litcham PC

 Concern that representations for Local 
Green Space Designations have not 
been carried forward.

The criteria for the designation 
of Local green Space is set out 
within paragraph 77 of the 
NPPF. This states that the 
designation should not be 
considered for large tracts of 
land, which would be the case 
in regards to a number of sites 
which have been promoted, 
particularly in relation to 
common land.

No change to policy.

Norfolk CC  The criteria should include enhanced 
value to biodiversity, rather than 
existing value.

The principles for the 
designation of Local green 
Space is set out within the 
NPPF and nPPG.

No change to policy. 

Brettenham 
and 
Kilverstone 

 No settlement boundaries for Little 
Dunham and Thetford

The maps are intended to show 
the location of Local Green 
Space. 

Consider removing 
‘settlement boundary’ from 
the legend.  
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PC, 
Swanton 
Morley PC, 
Elsing PC

 Swanton Morley PC does not agree with 
the designations for Local Green Space. 
All three areas of land in the vicinity of 
Middleton Avenue in Swanton Morley 
meet these criteria so therefore should 
be designated as Local Green Space.  
Denying these areas of land on the basis 
that they have an inferior designation of 
'amenity land' is not acceptable under 
the NPPF, therefore your denial of this 
designation would not pass Inspection. 
They meet National Planning Policy, 
therefore include them. 

 Elsing PC also submitted sites that were 
rejected. 

The criteria to designate Local 
Green Space is based on 
National Planning Practice 
Guidance.  

No change to policy. 

Cllr Hewett  Local Communities should have the 
final say on this question. 

Parish Council’s submitted 
sites to the Local Plan process 
for assessment. In line with the 
NPPF, neighbourhood plans 
can also designate LGS. 

No change to policy. 

Mr Blow, Mr 
Walmsley, 
Mr Simmons, 

 Agree, but should be formalised into a 
policy

NPPF allows for designation 
of LGS through the Local Plan 
process. The addition of a 
policy on this is not required. 

No change to policy.

Shadwell 
Estate 
Company 

 This policy is partially supported. 
However, greater flexibility is required 
in cases where areas of archaeological 

This would be covered under 
policy ENV 08. 

No change to policy.
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Ltd. interest are suspected. This policy 
should seek that intrusive investigation, 
including trial trenching are undertaken 
prior to the commencement of 
development. Such investigations are 
very expensive and should be sought 
once there is certainty that development 
will be permitted. Field exploration such 
as gradiometer surveys and site walk 
over should suffice prior to the 
determination of applications where 
remains are suspected.

Breckland 
Green Party

Mr Bornett, 
Mr Capes

 Local Green space for Weeting? 
 Old Buckenham Green meets the 

criteria and should be included
 Saham Toney does not have any LGS 

designations 

The Issues and Options 
consultation asked whether 
there were any further sites 
that the Council should 
consider for designation as 
Local Green Space in the 
Local Plan. Suggestions were 
made by a number of Parish 
Councils. 

Paragraphs 76 and 77 set out 
the criteria for Local Green 
Space.

No change to policy.

Watton Town 
Council

 Designation of open space at land 
surrounding Trenchard Close is given a 
No in table 7.4. The Town Council 
wants it to be clarified that there is land 

Comments noted. The site 
does not meet the criteria for 
local green space under 
national Planning Practice 

Ensure site information is 
updated. 
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at this location still to be reserved as 
local green space. In the current Local 
Plan documents an area of 10.5 acres in 
the centre of Trenchard Close was 
allocated as recreational land to 
compensate for no land being allocated 
as such on the Radar Site development. 
No alternative area of the equivalent 
size is available local to the site.

Guidance. 

The site in question should 
remain open space and this 
will be updated within our 
records.

Question Summary: 
25 responses were received. The responses primarily focused on the criteria used to analyse Local Green Space, which is in line with national 
planning practice guidance.  

Q19: Do you agree with the preferred policy – ENV 05? Please explain your answer. 
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Harling PC, 
Beeston with 
Bittering PC, 
Ashill PC, 
Brettenham 
and 
Kilverstone 
PC, 
Breckland 
Green Party, 
Watton Town 
Council, 

Ms Green-
Armytage, 
Mattishall 
Neighbourhood 
Plan Working 
Group, Mr 
Scott, Mrs 
Walmsley, Cllr 
Hewett, Mr 
Garrod, Mrs 
Beckwith

 Agreement with the policy Support noted
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Swaffham 
Town 
Council, 
Saham Toney 
PC, Elsing 
PC, 
Norfolk CC  Minerals and Waste – recommend 

removal of reference to mineral 
extraction in paragraph 7.63, as it is 
included in the minerals and waste core 
strategy

Comments noted. Minerals 
extraction can have 
significant impacts on the 
landscape and chalk river 
valleys are considered to be 
important to the intrinsic 
character of the area.

Consider the wording of 
the policy to clarify the 
position. 

Norfolk CC  Policy appears confused in relation to 
green infrastructure. GI is mention in 
reference to the Brecks but not river 
valleys. However it doesn’t refer to the 
intrinsic value of the Brecks.

Comments noted. This policy 
is proposed to be rolled 
forward from the Core 
Strategy and Development 
Control Policies DPD.

Include reference to the 
intrinsic character of the 
Brecks

Mr Simmons, 
Mr Blow, Mr 
Walmsley, Mrs 
Martin, Mr 
Martin, 
Yaxham 
Neighbourhood 
Plan Group

 Replace ‘should’ with ‘must’ 
 Same level of protection for all areas, 

not just those in the Landscape 
Character Assessment. 

The Council’s Landscape 
Character Assessment and the 
Settlement Fringe Landscape 
Assessment form the 
evidence base in regards to 
landscape sensitivity. 

Any application will be 
considered against its merits

No change to policy.
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Watton Town 
Council

 Map needed to define the Brecks Comment noted Consider the inclusion of 
a map showing the 
Brecks. 

Dereham 
Town 
Council, 
Ovington PC 

 Townscape should also be considered COM 01 Design covers 
townscape. 

No change to policy.

Hockham PC Mrs Beckwith  No development to the southern side of 
the village, towards Little Hockham. 
Specifically LP[045]007

Comments noted. This will be 
considered in the relevant 
section of the document. 

No change to policy.

Thetford 
Town Council

 Policy should fund the maintenance of 
high quality areas. 

Developer contributions set 
out in Policy E 06 sets out the 
way in which developer 
contributions should be used. 

No change to policy. 

Mr Spencer  Green Infrastructure has its own policy 
and should be removed 

The Brecks landscape is a 
significant green 
infrastructure asset

Consider further 
clarification of the policy. 

Attleborough 
Town Council

 Include the words “retained and 
enhanced when possible”. 

It may not be helpful to be so 
prescriptive.

No change to policy.

Question Summary:
Question received 30 responses. Broad support for the policy with some raising the need for further clarification. Section 7 response highlighted 
that clarity should be given to NPPF requirements regarding agricultural land. 

Q20: Do you agree with the preferred policy – ENV 06? Please explain your answer. 
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Harling PC, 
Beeston with 

Mr Bornett, Mr 
Shannon, 

 Agreement with the policy Support noted No change to policy.
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Bittering PC, 
Ashill PC, 
Brettenham, 
and 
Kilverstone 
PC, Saham 
Toney PC, 
Swaffham 
Town 
Council, 
Hockham PC, 
Elsing PC,  
Great 
Ellingham 
PC, 

Mattishall 
Neighbourhood 
Plan Working 
Group, 
Woodlands 
Trust, Yaxham 
NP Group, Mrs 
Beckwith, Mr 
Garrod 

Tittleshall PC  Wording of criterion b is too subjective Comment noted No change to policy.
NCC, 
Dereham 
Town 
Council, 
Ovington PC 

 No reference has been made to green 
infrastructure or the value of hedgerows 
and trees to the GI network.

Comment noted Reference Green 
Infrastructure Network 
within the policy. 

Dereham 
Town 
Council, 
Ovington PC, 
Thetford 
Town Council

Mr Blow, Mr 
Simmons, Mrs 
Martin, Mr 
Martin, Mr 
Garrod, Mr 
Spencer

 Replace the word “should” with “must” 
throughout. 

 Where trees or hedges are removed they 
should be replaced in equal quantity. 

 Trees/hedgerows are not just about 
biomass, but provide connectivity and 
ecosystems in their own right.

The only use of should in the 
policy is followed by a caveat 
where the developer would 
have to show “exceptional 
circumstances”. 

The policy states that “where 
the loss of trees is accepted in 

No change to the policy 



185
Preferred Directions Summary of Consultations  DRAFT 10.03.16

these circumstances, 
developers will be required to 
provide at least equivalent 
replacements in terms of 
biomass”. 

The policy seeks to prevent 
the loss of tree and hedgerows 
in the first instance and will 
only be permitted where “the 
removal of a tree or hedgerow 
will enhance the survival or 
growth of other protected 
trees or hedgerows; or it 
would allow for a 
substantially improved overall 
approach to the design and 
landscaping of the 
development that would 
outweigh the loss of any tree 
or hedgerow.” 

Breckland 
Green Party, 
Dereham 
Town 
Council, 
Ovington PC 

Mrs Walmsley,  Trees should be British native to prevent 
diseases such as ash die back 

 Species of trees/hedgerows 

Comments noted. The policy 
cannot be as prescriptive as 
each case planning application 
is based on its merits. 

No change to policy

Watton Town 
Council, 

 Notification to the District Councillor 
and Town/Parish Council prior to any 

Current practice follows the 
Town and Country Planning 

No change to policy. 
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Thetford 
Town Council

TPO being appealed or removed. (Tree Preservation)(England) 
Regulations 2012 Act 

Question Summary: 
Question received 31 responses. Broad support for the policy. Norfolk County Council recommend adding wording around green infrastructure 
into the policy.

Q21: Do you agree with the preferred policy – ENV 07? Please explain your answer.
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Harling PC, 
Beeston with 
Bittering PC, 
Ashill PC, 
Litcham PC, 
Brettenham 
and 
Kilverstone 
PC, Saham 
Toney PC, 
Watton Town 
Council, 
Thetford 
Town council, 
Swaffham 
Town 
Council, 
Breckland 

Mr Scott, Mr 
Blow, Sarah 
Walmsley, 
Mr Simmons, 
Cllr Hewett

 Agreement with the policy. Strongest 
possible protection should be given to the 
historic environment.

Support noted No change to policy.
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Green Party, 
Attleborough 
Town 
Council, 
Elsing PC, 

Mr Bornett  Archaeological evaluations should be 
carried out on all sites, not just those 
where there are known or suspected 
heritage aspects. 

Comment noted. No change to policy.

Norfolk CC  Support for approach to the historic 
environment

 Wish to see the inclusion of protection of 
archaeological sites within the policy 
ENV08

Comments noted. Consider implications in 
the redrafting of this 
policy.

Dereham 
Town 
Council, 
Ovington PC 

 Reserve matters should be addressed at 
first application not outline. 

Designated heritage assets, 
such as listed building, require 
full applications. 

No change to policy. 

Dr Hoare  Policy ENV 08 provides greater protection 
than ENV 07. “Development will be 
expected to preserve and enhance the 
character, appearance and setting of Listed 
Buildings.” 

The final paragraph of 
paragraph ENV 07 states that 
“The significance of 
designated heritage assets, 
including nationally protected 
listed buildings and their 
settings, ancient monument, 
archaeological sites, 
conservation areas and their 
settings, will be conserved 
and enhanced ad given the 

Consider semantics to 
ensure policy ENV 07 
provides the highest level 
of protection for 
Designated Heritage 
Assets. 
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highest level of protection.” 
Mr Spencer  Omit the word ‘new’ from paragraph two 

 Language occasionally weak
Comments noted Consider semantics to 

ensure policy ENV 07 
provides the highest level 
of protection for 
Designated Heritage 
Assets.

Question Summary:
Question received 26 comments. General support for the policy with Norfolk County Council and members of the public suggesting slight 
alterations to the wording of the policy to ensure that the highest level of protection clearly comes across. 

Q22: Do you agree with the preferred policy – ENV 08? Please explain your answer. 
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Harling PC, 
Ashill PC, 
Brettenham 
and 
Kilverstone 
PC, Watton 
Town 
Council, 
Swaffham 
Town 
Council, 
Saham Toney 
PC, Thetford 
Town 

Cllr Hewett, 
Mrs 
Walmsley, 

 Agreement with the policy. Support noted
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Council, 
Breckland 
Green Party, 
Great 
Ellingham 
PC, Elsing 
PC, 
Norfolk CC  Support for approach to the historic 

environment
 Wish to see the inclusion of protection of 

archaeological sites within the policy 
with a similar reference to that within 
policy ENV07

Comments noted. Consider implications in 
the redrafting of this 
policy.

Mr Simmons, 
Mr Blow

 Agree, but elaborate what is meant by 
“previously unknown heritage assets”. 

Comments noted Consider defining 
‘unknown heritage assets’ 
within the policy. 

Mrs Martin, 
Mr Martin, 
Yaxham NP 
Group, 

 Unknown in the first sentence should be 
replaced with non-designated as per 7.84

 Protect the area around buildings

Unknown heritage assets and 
non-designated heritage are 
not the same. 
The policy seeks to preserve 
and enhance the character, 
appearance and setting of 
historic assets.  

Consider clarifying ‘non-
heritage assets’ and 
‘unknown heritage assets’ 
in the policy. 

Ovington PC  Not clear how these assets are 
determined. 

These non-designated assets 
are listed in the Norfolk 
Historic Environment Record

No change to policy. 

Question Summary: 
Question received 20 responses. Broad support for the policy. Norfolk County Council specifically requested the inclusion of protection of 
archeaeological sites in line with policy ENV 07. Members of the public believe that classification is required regarding ‘unknown heritage 
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assets’ and ‘non-heritage assets’.  

Q23: Do you agree with the preferred policy – ENV 09? Please explain your answer. 
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Harling PC, 
Beeston with 
Bittering PC, 
Anglian 
Water, 
Brettenham 
and 
Kilverstone 
PC, Elsing 
PC, 
Swaffham 
Town 
Council, 
Great 
Ellingham 
PC, 
Breckland 
Green party, 
Attleborough 
Town 
Council, 

Mr Bornett, 
Mrs Walmsley, 
Cllr Hewett 

 Agreement with the policy Support noted No change to policy.

Mr Shannon  Planning authorities and higher level Comment noted. Breckland Consider the findings of 
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utility organisations need to take more 
account of local knowledge in assessing 
local flood risk. 

council is currently preparing 
a new Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment which will 
consider flood risk 
implications across the 
District and will help to 
inform the policy once it is 
complete.

the Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment. 

Ashill PC, 
Litcham PC, 
Attleborough 
PC 

Mattishall 
Neighbourhood 
Plan Working 
Group

 Would like to see further assurances that 
new development won’t be built in flood 
plains.

The policy is informed by the 
NPPF which sets out strict 
tests for the consideration of 
development in areas of flood 
risk. This includes the 
sequential assessment and the 
exceptions test. The policy 
states that  development 
should be located within flood 
zone 1, with only certain 
water compatible uses being 
located within flood zone 3b 
(the function flood plain). 
Policy ENV09 has been 
development in accordance 
with the government 
guidance.

No change to policy.

Norfolk 
County 
Council

A number of amendments to the policy are 
proposed These are: 

 Paragraph 7.89 first sentence add ‘and 
designed’ after located. End of 

Comments noted. It is 
acknowledged that the 
national guidance is now 
contained within the nPPG 

Amend policy ENV09 
accordingly 
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paragraph add ‘The lack of maintenance 
of existing drainage networks also 
causes flooding and is a common 
problem within market towns such as 
Swaffham and Dereham.’ 

 Paragraph 7.90 “ final sentence need to 
replace text after Lead Local Flood 
Authority with for Norfolk and is tasked 
with coordinating the management of 
local flood risk and the provision of 
advice to LPAs on drainage for new 
major development. 

 Paragraph 7.91 “Text needs rewording 
to reflect that the technical guidance to 
the NPPF is now removed and Planning 
Guidance has replaced this.

 Paragraph 7.92  add to end of sentence 
“and all other sources of flood risk. 

 Paragraph 7.93 It is recommended that 
reference to sections within the guidance 
should be removed as is likely to be 
reviewed and therefore will make the 
text dated.

 Paragraph 7.96 “ Insert at the beginning 
of sentence “Norfolk County Council 
and Breckland District Council intend to 
undertake 

 Policy ENV 09 “Second paragraph first 
sentence add after should ensure that 

and that the text should be 
updated accordingly to reflect 
this change.
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flood risk is not increased elsewhere� 
and delete remainder of sentence. 
Sentence beginning All applications 
should� need to insert reflect best 
practice and follow the LLFA guidance,. 
Also change text after require to assist 
the LLFA in providing advice to the 
LPA, Final Sentence add after 
maintenance of the systems over the 
lifetime of the development

Woodlands 
Trust

Mr Spencer  Would like to see the inclusion of text 
within the policy regarding the role trees 
and woodlands have in water 
management issues.

Regard is had for this within 
Policy ENV 06. 

Consider further 
clarification within the 
policy for the role of 
Trees within flood 
mitigation. 

Watton Town 
Council 

 Watton Town Council is not in 
agreement with preferred policy ENV 09 
as it is not specific and there is no 
provision for how surface water should 
enter the foul water system.

Comment noted. Breckland 
council is currently preparing 
a new Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment which will 
consider flood risk 
implications across the 
District and will help to 
inform the policy once it is 
complete.

Consider the findings of 
the Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment.

Saham Toney 
PC 

Mr Blow, Mr 
Simmons, Mr 
Walmsley

 I disagree with policy ENV 09 for the 
following reasons: It states that "new 
development will be located to minimise 
flood risk"; that should be changed to 
"to avoid flood risk". 

Comment noted. Breckland 
council is currently preparing 
a new Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment which will 
consider flood risk 

Consider the findings of 
the Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment.
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 The term "wider area" is not defined. 
 In high groundwater areas sustainable 

drainage systems (SuDS) will do 
nothing to mitigate flood risk. 

 The Council must provide criteria 
regarding groundwater levels under 
which developments will not be 
acceptable. The Council's own 
guidelines have been shown by 
experience to be inadequate as it has 
approved developments in Saham Toney 
which have increased flooding in the 
village. This is no doubt because the 
Council ignored its own flood risk 
assessment of Saham Toney stream and 
Saham Toney field drains (ref: 
Breckland Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment). No doubt this situation has 
been repeated in numerous other 
villages. The Council should go beyond 
the NPPF with regard to guidelines for 
allowing for climate change, since recent 
flood events in northern England and 
Scotland have shown these to be 
woefully inadequate. The clause in the 
last paragraph of the policy "All 
applications should follow the 
guidance...." is to be changed to "All 
applications must follow the 

implications across the 
District and will help to 
inform the policy once it is 
complete.
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guidance....", since "should" is not 
mandatory and therefore cannot be 
enforced. The Council makes this lax 
error of wording throughout its 
document. I propose that the Council 
greatly strengthens the wording of this 
policy and errs on the side of caution 
when setting rules (rather than 
guidelines) for developers: flooding is 
one of the greatest risks of our time and 
has enormous costs which far outweigh 
the short term benefit of development, 
and the Council must at all times 
remember it has a duty of care first and 
foremost to its existing communities.

Brettenham 
and 
Kilverstone 
PC

 Should encourage developers to achieve 
betterment. We have noted that the total 
allocations, commitments and 
completions are more than the house 
target. Therefore, the Council can 
legitimately reject any planning 
applications in flood zone 3 
(unallocated) on sequential grounds. 

 We generally support the use of SuDS 
for surface water management provided 
the quality of receiving waters (surface 
waters or groundwater) is adequately 
protected. Protection of water quality is 
recognised as a potential constraint on 

Comments noted No change to policy. 
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the available techniques for drainage 
systems. The policy makes reference to 
the protection of water quality within 
groundwater source protection zones. 
However, it should be noted that 
Breckland Disctrict is underlain by the 
chalk principal aquifer. Groundwater 
from the aquifer within the Breckland 
District is heavily utilised for public 
water supply, agriculture, industrial, 
commercial and public services, as well 
as private water supply and other 
miscellaneous uses. We do not maintain 
records of small groundwater 
abstractions that we do not regulate, 
which within the District are likely to be 
used for private water supply and/or 
agriculture. It should also be noted that 
Source Protection Zones are only 
designated for potable groundwater 
abstractions for the abstractions 
regulated by the Environment Agency. 
All groundwater should be afforded an 
appropriate level of protection which 
may vary depending on the level of 
sensitivity. Large parts of Breckland 
District are underlain by cohesive soils 
which may not be suitable for shallow 
infiltration drainage. Where this is the 
case we would encourage an early 
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strategic consideration of available 
options for surface water drainage. We 
would also recommend that the 
geological and hydrogeological setting is 
explored for each site allocation to 
assess sensitivity and vulnerability of the 
site to potential contamination and 
pollution. The use of deep infiltration 
systems should be avoided as they 
present an inherent risk to groundwater.

Dereham 
Town 
Council, 
Ovington PC

 Below ground attenuation crates should 
be given consideration along with 
swales and attenuation ponds. The 
reason being that the land above the 
crates could provide a useful function as 
an amenity area. Attenuation crates 
should not be used below land allocated 
as sports or play areas as this would 
limit the functionality of the these areas 
and affect grass growth.

These are included within the 
definition of SuDS 

No change to policy. 

Thetford 
Town Council

 Supported but views of Local Drainage 
Board should be given significant 
weight. The policy should be appropriate 
to soil type, and could be enhanced by 
requiring a planning application for the 
infill of a surface water course.

Comments noted. No change to policy.

Attleborough 
Town Council

 The ANP will be bringing forward a 
policy that can be summarised as 
follows:  'The ANP policy is based on 

Support noted. Policy ENV 
09 seeks to mitigate risk 
through design and 

No change to policy. 
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the requirement that sustainable drainage 
is considered from the inception of any 
scheme as an interconnected system that 
provides additional benefits, rather than 
as an individual, standalone drainage 
measure.  The drainage strategy should 
consider sustainable drainage techniques 
to manage surface water that work with 
the natural drainage of the site, retain 
surface water within the site and manage 
the risk of flooding during severe storms 
(both on and off site). It is important to 
identify and consider constraints that 
may impact the manner in which 
drainage is provided on site.   The 
drainage strategy should take account of 
existing flow rates, either by 
incorporating them into the drainage 
system or designing the layout 
appropriately'. The ANP would like 
Breckland to have such a policy across 
the District.

implementation of SUDS

Question Summary: 
Question received 28 comments. Broad agreement for the policy with Parish Councils seeking further assurances that flood plains will not be 
developed. NCC suggested amendments to the policy mostly around wording and clarification. Members of the public raised issues that will be 
addressed as the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment is updated and reflected in the policy. 
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Q24: Do you agree with the preferred policy – ENV 10? Please explain your answer. 
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Ashill PC, 
Beeston with 
Bittering PC, 
Watton Town 
Council, 
Swaffham 
Town Council, 
Thetford 
Town Council, 
Great 
Ellingham PC

Mr Shannon, 
Ms Green-
Armytage

 ENV10 is sound Support noted No change to policy.

Great 
Ellingham PC

 Regard should be had for the 
impact upon traffic in surrounding 
settlements. 

Criteria d of Policy TR 01 states 
that ‘Thorough assessment of the 
impacts of new development on 
the existing transport network. 
Where potential transport impacts 
are identified developers will be 
expected to produce Transport 
Assessments and Travel Plans, 
where appropriate.” 

No change to policy.

Harling PC  Agree with approach but would 
encourage use of ground source 
heat pumps

Support noted. The nPPG includes 
a number of policies around 
restrictions on policies which seek 
to add additional burden to the 
developer. The implications of the 

No change to policy.
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nPPG will need to be taken into 
consideration in the drafting of 
this policy.

Elsing PC, 
Saham Toney 
PC

Mr Cockburn  Do not want to see further land 
based wind farms 

The Government has released a 
ministerial statement on wind 
farms and the need to designated 
areas within a Local plan as 
suitable for this type of 
development. This will need to be 
taken into consideration in further 
drafting of the policies. 

Further consideration of new 
ministerial statement on 
wind turbines 

Mr Bornett  Concern regarding weight given to 
different issues in determining 
planning applications. 

All material considerations need 
to be taken into regard in the 
determination of planning 
applications. The weight given to 
any factor will depend on its 
implication and will be set out 
within the officers report. 

No change to policy.

North Lopham 
PC, Litcham 
PC, Tittleshall 
PC

 Consider that in relation to solar 
farms and wind farms 
environmental impact policies need 
to be considered and should not be 
considered on good agricultural 
land.

Criterion i requires applications to 
consider the impact of landscape 
and townscape

No change to policy. 

Norfolk CC  Supports policy with the following 
amendments; First sentence - insert 
the words onshore before wind 
energy developments. This is to 
make clear that any offshore wind 

Comment noted and agreed to 
amend first sentence. The healthy 
lifestyles policy PD10 applies to 
all net new development with the 
exception of minor household 

Amend first sentence to 
include the word onshore.
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farm scheme with landward 
infrastructure requiring planning 
permission will be assessed against 
this policy i.e. it is only onshore 
wind farms which are not covered 
by this policy.

 Include reference to the 
requirement for health impact 
assessments within the assessment 
of significant adverse effects and 
benefits. Ensuring that renewable 
energy developments are included 
within the definition of a 
significant development requiring a 
health impact assessment would 
cover this.

applications and as such would 
take into account renewable 
energy development.

Mattishall 
Neighbourho
od Plan 
Working 
Group

 No mention of economic benefits 
in regard to agricultural 
diversification or employment 
creation.

Comment noted No change to policy. 

RES Limited  Policy should be extended to 
include onshore wind energy. The 
Council should also include a map 
showing areas of land which are 
suitable for wind turbines in 
accordance with the written 
ministerial statement.

The Government has released a 
ministerial statement on 
windfarms and the need to 
designated areas within a Local 
plan as suitable for this type of 
development. This will need to be 
taken into consideration in further 
drafting of the policies. 

Further consideration of new 
ministerial statement on 
wind turbines 



202
Preferred Directions Summary of Consultations  DRAFT 10.03.16

Breckland 
Green Party

Mr Blow, Mr 
Simmons, 
Cllr Hewett, 
Mr 
Walmsley, 

 Broadly agree but should be 
broadened to impose solar panels 
and renewal forms of heating. This 
should be updated as technology 
improves. 

 Zero impact upon flooding should 
be included

 Impact upon the landscape, 
townscape, heritage etc. 

COM 03 sets out that all new 
development must be in line with 
national technical standards and 
building regulations.

Issues regarding Flooding are 
covered within policy ENV 09. 

Criterion i requires applications to 
consider the impact of landscape 
and townscape. 

No change to policy. 

Breckland 
Green Party

Mrs 
Walmsley

 The Council should proceed 
quickly with the plan to determine 
suitable areas for wind powered 
generation in order that this can be 
incorporated into the plan. 

 Solar farms should not be allowed 
on good quality agricultural land. 

 Every encouragement should be 
given to use buildings for solar 
panels. 

 The criteria in para. 7.108  should 
be incorporated into the policy. 

 The authority should consider the 
need for planning conditions 
requiring the removal of plant and 
ancillary equipment and the 

The Government has released a 
ministerial statement on 
windfarms and the need to 
designated areas within a Local 
plan as suitable for this type of 
development. This will need to be 
taken into consideration in further 
drafting of the policies.

The government is quite clear that 
solar farms proposed on high 
quality agricultural land “would 
need to be justified by the most 
compelling evidence.”

The policy seeks to cater for all 

Further consideration of new 
ministerial statement on 
wind turbines and Solar 
Farms.

Consider clarification within 
the policy text. 

Consider specific mention of 
other renewable energy 
sources. 
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restoration of  land on the cessation 
of use. There is no discussion of 
biomass. This is an issue in 
Breckland where such generation 
could be useful provided it used 
genuine waste materials. 

 The production of maize for 
biomass is encouraged by EU 
policy but this is not good for the 
land and for biodiversity. Planning 
considerations for biomass 
facilities should be encouraged but 
ensure that the products used are 
genuine by-products. Although the 
document states that renewable 
energy is central to the economic, 
social and environmental 
dimensions of sustainable 
development. This is not clear from 
the tone of the final policy 
statement which appears unduly 
negative. 

renewable energy and is not 
specific to particular types of 
renewable energy where it is felt 
clarification is not required. 

Mr Poulter, 
Mr Spencer 

 Agree but why not tackle the wind 
energy developments issue in this 
document rather than wait? 

 Solar farms are a good way to 
comply with this policy but 
connectivity to sub stations should 
be considered as part of the 

The Government has released a 
ministerial statement on 
windfarms and the need to 
designate areas within a Local 
plan as suitable for this type of 
development. This will need to be 
taken into consideration in further 

Further consideration of new 
ministerial statement on 
wind turbines and Solar 
Farms.
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approval process. drafting of the policies.

The assessment criteria is set out 
in 7.108 and 7.109 

Dereham 
Town Council, 
Ovington PC

Mr Spencer,  Policy seems to discourage 
applications for renewable energy. 

 It is difficult to quantify ‘adverse 
impact’ is not balanced against the 
quantifiable benefits 

 “Outlook” should consistently be 
applied to other policies 

The policy seeks to encourage 
applications for renewable energy 
in line with national policy. 

It is not always acceptable to be 
so prescriptive as each application 
will be based on its merits. 

It is considered that renewable 
energy development has potential 
to  impact ‘outlook’ and, 
therefore, it should be considered 
in this context. 

No change to policy. 

RSPB  We seek clarification on the 
wording of the first paragraph 
which, as currently presented, 
appears to suggest that wind energy 
development will not be subject to 
the same level of assessment as 
other renewable energy proposals. 
Whilst the supporting text in 
paragraph 7.103 is clear that 
assessment of wind energy 
proposals will be subject to new 
national planning policy, it is not 

Comments noted. The emerging 
policy requires further refinement 
in order to address recent 
ministerial statements on wind 
energy. 

Comments noted. 

Amend wording to clarify 
the approach to wind energy.   

Consider evidence base as 
the policy is developed. 
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clear in the draft policy wording 
that these will still be subject to 
some form of planning control. 
When carrying out further work on 
areas in the District suitable for 
wind energy developments, with 
regard to protected bird species and 
designated areas we recommend 
the following report, Mapped and 
written guidance in relation to birds 
and onshore wind energy 
development in England, as a 
useful reference - 
http://www.rspb.org.uk/Images/En
glishSensitivityMap_tcm9-
237359.pdf  

 Paragraph 7.108 notes that the 
Council will consider solar farms 
on greenfield sites where the 
proposal encourages biodiversity 
around the arrays. The RSPB has 
developed specific advice on this 
topic based on our extensive 
experience of advisory work on 
agricultural land. See here - 
http://www.rspb.org.uk/forprofessi
onals/farming/advice/details.aspx?i
d=367959 

Dr Lee Hoare  ENV 10 should include onshore Comments noted. The policy does Amend wording to clarify 

http://www.rspb.org.uk/Images/EnglishSensitivityMap_tcm9-237359.pdf
http://www.rspb.org.uk/Images/EnglishSensitivityMap_tcm9-237359.pdf
http://www.rspb.org.uk/Images/EnglishSensitivityMap_tcm9-237359.pdf
http://www.rspb.org.uk/forprofessionals/farming/advice/details.aspx?id=367959
http://www.rspb.org.uk/forprofessionals/farming/advice/details.aspx?id=367959
http://www.rspb.org.uk/forprofessionals/farming/advice/details.aspx?id=367959


206
Preferred Directions Summary of Consultations  DRAFT 10.03.16

wind turbines with the other 
renewable technologies. There 
should be mention of the scale of 
the development e.g. the scale of 
renewable energy development 
should be such that impacts on 
neighbouring properties are 
negligible. (ii) should be amended 
to say "any adverse effects on 
residential amenity or tranquillity 
...".  

 The phrase "will be assessed to 
determine whether or not the 
benefits they bring in terms of 
energy generated" should be 
changed to "will be assessed to 
determine whether or not the 
benefits they bring in terms of 
volume, quality and usability of 
energy generated". This will allow 
decision makers to distinguish 
between intermittent energy such as 
that from wind versus dispatchable 
energy such as that from biomass; 
the former being of greater quality 
than the latter. It would also deal 
with the situation where too much 
wind generation is permitted in an 
area where it cannot be used 

take into consideration on-shore 
wind turbines. 

Comments noted. 

The introductory text seeks to 
provide some context for the 
creation of this policy but will be 
updated as the policy is 
progressed. 

that onshore wind is 
considered within the 
context of this policy.  
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resulting in the wind generator 
being paid not to generate. The 
urgent requirement for the next few 
years is for renewable heat and 
transport. The recommended re-
phrasing of the policy would allow 
planners to make the distinction 
between the different types of 
renewable energy to facilitate the 
meeting of renewable heat and 
transport targets and not overshoot 
the electricity target.

  Some of the numbers in the 
preamble to this policy are already 
dated and probably could be 
omitted altogether. For example, 
paragraph 7.100 is confusing 
because renewable electricity is 
already at the level of 20% of all 
electricity.  The 2020 EU directive 
of 15% of energy means renewable 
electricity would have to reach 
30% of all electricity. Paragraph 
7.104 talks of PV capacity of 2.4 
GW but the latest Government 
figures show PV capacity is 8.8 
GW. See table 6.1 in 
https://www.gov.uk/government/up
loads/system/uploads/attachment_d

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/487863/Renewables.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/487863/Renewables.pdf
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ata/file/487863/Renewables.pdf.  I 
don't recognise a forecast of 10GW 
by 2020 - there should be a source 
provided for this information.

Attleborough 
Town Council

 Should also be subject to a Health 
Impact Assessment in the same 
way as large developments have to. 

 Also developments should also 
have to state what loss of 
agricultural production will happen. 
Consideration must be given to 
local district schemes that may 
come forward with Urban 
settlement that may be integral to 
development especially when 
addressing adaptation to climate 
change.

Policy PD 10 sets the criteria 
where Health Impact Assessments 
would be required. 

Current land use is a material 
consideration in any planning 
application. 

No change to policy. 

Question Summary: 
The question received 33 responses. General support for the policy. Statutory bodies and members of the public suggested that the approach to 
onshore wind farms needed to be clarified. RSPB provided guidance that will inform the policy as it moves forward. 

Q25: Do you agree with the preferred policy – E 01? Please explain your answer. 
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Harling PC  Concern regarding site LP[042]013 
as a GEA when it is currently a 
cemetery.

Comment noted. The site has been 
promoted for an employment use 
and is currently considered to be 
unreasonable.

Ensure reference to 
cemetery land is included in 
site assessment

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/487863/Renewables.pdf
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Mr Bornett  General support for policy. 
Recommended wording change to 
second bullet point, to reflect that 
development should integrate with 
existing uses.

The policy currently states that 
any applications should not 
undermine the role of the GEA. 
This ensures that any applications 
are for employment use and will 
not lead to the loss of the site from 
employment designation.

No change to text.

Beeston with 
Bittering PC, 
Brettenham 
and 
Kilverstone 
PC, Thetford 
Town 
Council, 
Swaffham 
Town 
Council, 
Saham Toney 
PC, Elsing 
PC, Breckland 
Green Party 

Orbit Homes 
(2020) Ltd., 
Sandra 
Walmsley, 
Cllr Hewett

 Support for preferred policy 
direction

Support noted No change to policy.

Ashill PC  Wish to see small employment 
facilities kept in the village.

Policy E02 supports small 
employment facilities located 
outside of general employment 
areas.

No change to policy.

Mr Blow, Mr 
Simmons

 Wording suggestion: Replace vague 
words such as “Significant”, 
“Severe”, “Increased levels” to 

It may not be helpful to be so 
prescriptive.

No change to policy.
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allow less room for interpretation
 Zero impact on flood risk to be 

added. 
Norfolk CC  Include ‘no significant detrimental 

health impact (assessed through a 
full health impact assessment where 
appropriate)’ at criteria d

Comment noted Update criteria d with the 
proposed text

Ovington PC  E01 limits to 
Bl,B2&B8,withoutconsiderationoF
other classes which possibly should 
be in E02. 

 The policy should ensure business 
development is not morphed to 
housing shortly afterwards

General employment areas are 
traditionally defined as Use 
Classes B1, B2 and B8 under the 
Town and Country Planning (Use 
Classes) Order 1987. E02 is not 
looking specifically at general 
employment areas and the policy 
is designed to allow, where 
appropriate, employment 
development outside General 
Employment Areas.  

Policy E 01 seeks to protect 
General Employment Areas for 
employment use. 

No change to policy.

Cllr Hewett  Infrastructure needs to be improved 
to achieve genuine economic and 
employment development 
opportunities. 

The appropriate infrastructure will 
be provided in a coordinated 
manner through the Council’s 
Local Transport Plan and 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan to 
support the level of growth and 

No change to policy.
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development proposed in the 
Local Plan.  

Great 
Ellingham PC

 Impact upon employment sites 
upon nearby settlements. 
Specifically Great Ellingham, 
where signs should encourage 
alternative road use. 

Criteria e states that employment 
applications will be permitted 
where ‘The traffic generated does 
not have a severe adverse impact 
on local amenity, highway safety 
or the operation of the highways 
network. 

No change to policy.

Attleborough 
Town Council

 This policy should also support and 
protect existing employment sites 
as well as new sites identified. 

 Gateway routes into Towns should 
be protected from a visual point of 
view to ensure the Market Town 
feel and vitality is maintained 
through landscaping and planting 
linking in with policy 
ENV01/04/05/06 

 Design of the buildings should be 
of good quality and in keeping with 
the location. Good quality design 
will assist in the bringing in of good 
quality SME's. 

 The emerging ANP will propose 
that the General Employment Areas 
we will be for SME's and not for 
large/heavy industry which should 
be directed to Snetterton. Good 

Support noted: “Sites that are 
identified as General Employment 
Areas on the policies map will be 
protected for employment use”. 

Comments noted: Policy E 01 is 
about protecting and enhancing 
General Employment Areas. 

Policy COM 01 covers design 
principles stating that ‘new 
development should be designed 
to the highest possible standards.’ 

Comments noted. There are hooks 
within the Local Plan to allow 
Neighbourhood Plans to add to the 
policies within the Local Plan.

No change to policy.
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quality SME's will assist with 
increasing the skill and income 
levels across the District

Question summary: 
Question received 19 responses. Broad support for the policies. Town and Parish Councils highlighted the need for improvements to 
infrastructure to improve GEAs. NCC suggested that health assessments should be included in criteria d, which would add further clarity to the 
aspirations of the criteria. 

Q26: Do you agree with the preferred policy – E 02? Please explain your answer. 
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Harling PC, 
Beeston with 
Bittering PC, 
Ashill PC, 
Brettenham 
and 
Kilverstone 
PC, Saham 
Toney PC, 
Thetford 
Town 
Council, 
Breckland 
Green Party, 
Swaffham 
Town 
Council, 

Cllr Hewett, 
Mr Simmons, 
Mr Blow, Mrs 
Walmsley, 

 Support for preferred policy 
direction

Support noted No change to policy.
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Elsing PC
Mr Bornett  Broad support for policy. 

Concern regarding change of use 
which includes permitted 
development

The General Permitted 
Development Order regulations 
define what is classified as 
permitted development. Any policy 
would need to have regard to this.

No change to policy.

Mattishall 
Neighbourhood 
Plan Working 
Group

 Support policy, but would add an 
additional criteria: Small 
developments adjacent to existing 
sites in employment use which 
support the establishment of new 
small businesses.

Comments noted No change to policy.

Mr Blow, Mr 
Simmons

 Wording suggestion: change 
words such as “adversely affect”, 
“substantial improvement”, “less 
prominent” so as to not leave 
room for interpretation. 

It may not be helpful to be so 
prescriptive.

No change to policy.

Ovington PC  E01 limits development to B1, B2 
and B8 without consideration for 
other classes which should 
probably be in E02. 

 The policy should ensure 
development is not morphed into 
housing shortly afterwards. 

General employment areas are 
traditionally defined as Use Classes 
B1, B2 and B8 under the Town and 
Country Planning (Use Classes) 
Order 1987. E02 is not looking 
specifically at general employment 
areas and the policy is designed to 
allow, where appropriate, 
employment development outside 
General Employment Areas.  

Under schedule 2 of the Town and 

No change to policy.
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Country (General Permitted 
Development) (England) Order 
2015, B1 to C3 Residential is only 
permitted where the C3 use begins 
by the 30th of May 2016. As such 
any proposed change of use from B 
to C3 would be subject to a 
planning application and measured 
against the policies within the 
Local Plan. 

Attleborough 
Town Council

 Support, but must ensure this 
does not impact the environment.  

Policies regarding the environment 
would also be applied. 

No change to policy.

Yaxham NP 
Group

 Ensure the development would 
not impact upon traffic and the 
historic environment. 

Support noted: Point c states that 
‘the development of the site would 
not adversely affect the type and 
volume of traffic generated.’ The 
policy also ensures that ‘The 
authority will consider the need for 
appropriate measures in order to 
maintain the visual appearance and 
architectural character of buildings 
and prevent the proliferation of 
buildings in the countryside’. 

No change to policy.

Question Summary: 
Question received 17 responses offering broad support for the preferred  policy direction.  
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Q27: Do you agree with the preferred policy – E 03? Please explain your answer. 
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Harling PC, 
Beeston with 
Bittering PC, 
Ashill PC, 
Yaxham NP 
Group, Saham 
Toney PC, 
Swaffham 
Town 
Council, Great 
Ellingham PC, 
Breckland 
Green Party, 
Elsing PC,   

Mr Bornett, 
Cllr Hewett, 
Mr Blow, Mr 
Simmons, 
Mrs 
Walmsley

 Support preferred policy direction Support noted No change to policy.

Mr Blow, Mr 
Simmons

 Zero impact on flood risk should be 
added

This is covered by policy ENV 09 
Flood Risk and Surface Water 
Drainage

No change to policy.

NCC  Reference should be made to Green 
Infrastructure as required under 
paragraph 114 of the NPPF. 

Comments noted. No change to policy.

Brettenham 
and 
Kilverstone 
PC 

 Agree, but the issue of distracting 
advertisement on or near busy 
roundabouts should be tackled. 

This is covered in E 07 No change to policy.

Ovington PC  There is a potential for creeping The criteria set out in the policy No change to policy.
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development. seeks to avoid ‘creeping’, whilst 
allowing for diversification of 
farms in line with the NPPF and 
the Town and Country (General 
Permitted Development) (England) 
Order 2015. 

Attleborough 
Town Council

 Local economic development, other 
than tourism, should be included. 
This should not be detrimental 
though to the bio-diversity  and 
rural character of the area

Policies such as E 02 and E04 seek 
to achieve this. 

No change to policy.

Question summary: 
Question received 19 comments. General support for the preferred policy direction. 

Q28: Do you agree with the preferred policy – E 04? Please explain your answer. 
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Harling PC, 
Beeston with 
Bittering PC, 
Ashill PC, 
Brettenham 
and 
Kilverstone 
PC, Saham 
Toney PC, 
Swaffham 
Town 

Cllr Hewett, 
Mrs 
Walmsley, 
Yaxham NP 
Group 

 Support preferred policy direction Support noted. No change to policy.
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Council, Great 
Ellingham PC, 
Breckland 
Green Party, 
Elsing PC, 

Mr Bornett  Agreement in principle with policy.
 Suggested tourism opportunities at 

Old Buckenham green and 
reference to the restrictive 
covenants of common land.

Policy E04 recognises the 
important role tourism 
development has within the 
economy of Breckland. The policy 
supports planning applications for 
these applications subject to a 
number of criteria with particular 
emphasis on public transport and 
the environment.

No change to policy.

Litcham PC  In favour of policy however request 
that screening is including to 
protect the rural landscape.

The second paragraph of Policy 
E04 makes reference to the impact 
upon the environment from new 
tourism related development.

No change to policy.

Mr Simmons, 
Mr Blow

 Replace vague words such as 
“appropriate scale”, “Significant”, 
“Suitable” 

It may not be helpful to be so 
prescriptive. 

No change to policy.

NCC  Reference should be made to the 
value of the landscape and Green 
Infrastructure including Public 
Rights of Way and Trails, as 
required under paragraphs 152 and 
75 of the NPPF.

Comments noted Consider clarifying this 
within bullet point four. 

Ovington PC, 
Dereham 

 While it is good to focus significant 
tourism development either in or 

Comments noted No Policy Change
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Town Council accessible to the market towns. It is 
a fact that the major tourist 
attractions tend to be in the 
countryside e.g. Bannaham Zoo 
and Pensthorpe.

Thetford 
Town Council 

 Is there a possibility of riverside 
mooring development?

Specific proposals would have to 
meet the criteria set out within the 
policy.

No change to policy.

Attleborough 
Town Council

 Tourism is looked at only briefly in 
the plan and this should be given 
more weight as the district plan has 
not been recognised the importance 
of this industry. Particular 
emphasis is placed on improving 
the quality of/ broadening the range 
existing visitor 
accommodation/attractions. Better 
signage along A11 and off the main 
roads. 

Comments noted. Policy E04 seeks 
to allow for further Tourism 
Related Development. 

No change to policy.

Question Summary: 
The question received 21 responses. General agreement with the policy approach. 

Q29: Do you agree with the preferred policy – E 05? Please explain your answer. 
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Harling PC
Yaxham PC

Mattishall 
Neighbourhood 
Plan working 

 Harling and surrounding villages 
suffer from poor mobile signal

 Mattishall and Yaxham villages 

Comments noted. The policy seeks 
to support proposals which improve 
communications.

No change to policy.
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Group, Mr 
Martin,  
Yaxham NP 
Group, Cllr 
Hewett 

suffer from poor mobile signal.

Mr Bornett  Much of the telecommunications 
network could go underground. 
Savings long terms financially, 
socially and environmentally

The policy addresses issues of the 
environment and particularly visual 
amenity.

No change to policy.

Ashill Pc, 
Thetford 
Town 
Council, 
Saham Toney 
PC,  
Breckland 
Green Party, 
Swaffham 
Town Council

Mrs Walmsley, 
Cllr Hewett 

 Support preferred policy Support noted. No change to policy.

Brettenham 
and 
Kilverstone 
PC

 The use of tall buildings could 
provide broadband connectivity 
via microwave links. 

Comments noted. No change to policy.

Dereham 
Town 
Council, 
Ovington PC

 Insert the word “outside” between 
“on” and “or” 

Comments noted. Consider further 
clarification. 

Mr Blow, Mr 
Simmons, Mr 

 Wording suggestion: Change 
“avoid any unacceptable impact” 

It may not be helpful to be so 
prescriptive.

No change to policy. 
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Walmsley to “avoid any impact”
 Wording suggestion: Change “an 

unduly detrimental impact” to “an 
impact”

Elsing PC  Conservation areas / Listed 
buildings require more protection 

Policy ENV 07 ‘Designated 
Heritage Assets’ seeks to provide 
protection for Listed 
Buildings/Conservation Areas. 

No change to policy.

  This policy does not completely 
cover Section 5 of the NPPF 
which states: This policy needs to 
be enhanced to ensure that both 
good quality Broadband and 
Mobile signal/provision are 
provided as part of any housing 
development. Policies should 
ensure that positive support for 
improving internet and mobile 
phone services is included.

The policy is in line with section 5 
of the NPPF 

No change to policy.

Question Summary: 
The question received 21 responses. General support for the policy. In line with a number of suggestions from Parish Councils key findings from 
the Infrastructure Delivery Plan could be used to inform the policy. 

Q30: Do you agree with the preferred policy – E 06? Please explain your answer. 
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Harling PC, 
Swaffham 

Mr Bornett, 
Cllr Hewett, 

 Support preferred policy direction Support noted.
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Town Council
Ashill PC, 
North 
Lopham PC, 
Brettenham 
and 
Kilverstone 
PC

Mattishall 
Neighbourhood 
Plan Working 
Group, 

 Contributions should be retained 
locally be spent within the parish 
where the development is.

Developer contributions are 
regulated through regulation 122 of 
the Community Infrastructure Levy 
legislation. This states that any 
contribution must be directly 
related to the development. As such 
the contribution would go to the 
benefit of the local community.

No change to policy.

Croxton PC, 
Elsing PC, 

Mr Spencer, 
Mr Walmsley, 
Mrs Beckwith, 
Mr Blow, Mr 
Simmons

 Wording should be strengthened 
to impose stricter conditions upon 
developers.

The Local Plan seeks to plan 
positively in line with the NPPF. 

No change to policy. 

Beeston with 
Bittering PC

 Support policy; however consider 
that the term neighbourhood plan 
should be explained.

Support noted. A definition of a 
neighbourhood plan is provided 
within the glossary of the preferred 
directions document.

No change to policy.

Woodlands 
Trust

 Would like to see the inclusion of 
tree planting and woodland 
creation included here. 

Comment noted. No change to policy.

Orbit Homes 
(2020) Ltd. 

 The Council needs to ensure that 
an appropriate level of 
requirements are sought in this 
regard, so as not to render 
development unviable. 

Comment noted. No change to policy.
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Anglian 
Water 

 Developers contribute directly to 
Anglian Water for the provision 
of water supply and wastewater 
network improvements via the 
provisions set out in the Water 
Industry Act 1991. Generally, we 
would not expect water supply or 
wastewater network 
improvements to be included in 
CIL.

Comments noted. No change to policy.

Thetford 
Town Centre

 Levels of contribution should be 
relaxed where there is a clear 
need to develop brown field sites 
particularly those that are 
eyesores.

This could lead to sites deliberately 
being made ‘eyesores’ 

No change to policy. 

Breckland 
Green Party

Mrs Walmsley  The total development, including 
previous planning applications 
should be taken into account 
where it is clear that the total is 
one development despite staged 
applications.

Point noted. Policy PD08 
specifically states that affordable 
housing contributions should be 
applied to all sites in a 
wider/contiguous format.  

Consider clarification in 
wider obligations policy. 

Norfolk 
County 
Council

 General Support 

 Is felt that the second part of the 

General support welcomed. 

The infrastructure delivery plan 

Make amendments to the 
wording in line with NCC 
comments. 
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Policy ought to refer specifically 
to the following County Council 
Infrastructure (i.e. as a separate 
numbered bullet): The delivery of 
education; library and fire service 
provision required directly to 
serve the development. The core 
messages from the Fire and 
Rescue Service with regard to 
hydrant provision will be 
relatively consistent for all 
proposed developments: Hydrants 
will be needed as per existing 
standing arrangements. Normally 
one hydrant every 50 dwellings. 
(However, the final number of 
hydrants required will need to be 
assessed on a case by case basis 
when the mix, type of housing 
and layout is made clear. Fire 
hydrants may also be sought in 
respect of commercial 
development. The number of 
hydrants required will need to be 
assessed on a site by site basis 
taking into account the mix and 

will, alongside the Council’s ‘Local 
Transport Plan’, seeks to support 
the level of growth and 
development proposed in the Local 
Plan.

Breckland will continue to work 
closely with NCC on this matter. 



224
Preferred Directions Summary of Consultations  DRAFT 10.03.16

type of commercial uses 
proposed. Given that the 
provision of a fire hydrant will in 
most cases be on site, we would 
expect that they are delivered 
through a planning condition. 

 In addition it may be more 
appropriate for the policy to be 
located in the Community 
Chapter (10) rather than in 
Chapter 8 (Economy) as it is at 
present. 

 General Education Issues Watton 
In addition for new school sites 
being needed in Attleborough and 
Thetford the Local Plan needs to 
indicate the potential for new 
schools sites being needed during 
the lifetime of the Plan in other 
settlements. The County Council 
is currently considering the need 
for replacement primary schools 
serving the Market town of 
Watton. As such the Plan need to 
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identify and safeguard a suitable 
site for a primary sector school in 
Watton of at least 2 ha. It is 
envisaged that the site and 
new/replacement school would be 
part funded by developer 
contributions with the County 
Council making up any shortfall. 
It is suggested that the District 
Council should liaise with 
officers from the County 
Council’s Children’s Services 
Department on a suitable location 
for such a school site. 

 The healthcare commissioners are 
likely to be concerned about 
specific reference to healthcare 
facilities in paragraph 8.41 and in 
the preferred policy direction.

Great 
Elingham PC

 The GEPC agrees with this 
policy. However we believe S106 
agreements should be formally 
agreed before planning 
permission is granted and PCs 

Planning permission is only 
formally released once the section 
106 agreement is signed; this 
remains the responsibility of the 
District Council. A section 106 
agreement should be signed by all 

No policy change.
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should be signatories to these 
agreements to ensure that that 
which has been promised is 
indeed delivered. We believe that, 
where large developments (>12 
houses) are approved, a phased 
approach to their delivery should 
be considered, as this would help 
the assimilation of the 
development into the village.

parties that it relates to. 

Dr Robert 
Whittaker

 Point 4 in the list of developer 
contributions should be amended 
to explicitly include cyclists as 
well. I would suggest something 
like "Pavement and highway 
safety improvements necessary to 
secure satisfactory access to the 
development by pedestrians, 
cyclists, and motor vehicles."

 I am not sure that point 5 makes 
grammatical sense when 
combined with the preamble text. 

 Also is this talking about access 
to/from the site, use more 

Highway safety improvements 
include all modes of transport 

Comments noted, criteria 5 seeks to 
ensure a range of sustainable 
modes of transport, where 
appropriate, for those who would 
be travelling to/from the proposed 
development. 

Consider altering the 
wording of the text in 
criteria 5 and 6. 
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generally in the area by new 
occupants, or something else? 
Perhaps it could be re-wording as 
something like "That occupants 
and visitors to the development 
are able to make use of a range of 
sustainable modes of transport 
appropriate to their journeys."

Dereham 
Town 
Council, 
Ovington PC

 First line should the words "seek 
to" be removed from the first line 
to make this a much more 
positive statement. Point 4: 
"cycling" should be inserted after 
"Pedestrian". 

 Point 5 : this doesn’t really make 
any sense but should relate to 
ensuring residents are able to use 
sustainable modes of transport. 
This point may be better worded 
to reflect the NPPF and could 
read " the delivery of off-site 
improvements to the highway 
network so that residents of any 
development have a real choice 

Highway safety improvements 
include all modes of transport 

Comments noted 

The deletion of ‘where appropriate’ 
would be too specific. Not all sites 
require phasing. 

Consider altering the 
wording of the text in 
criteria 5 for added clarity.  
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over modes of transport, that 
there is improved accessibility 
and safety for all modes of 
transport, particularly for 
alternatives to the car such as 
walking, cycling and public 
transport". 

 Point 6 . "where appropriate" 
should be deleted.

Mr Martin, 
Yaxham NP 
Group, Mrs 
Martin

 General support for the policy.

 The policy omits a number of key 
issues: - Education “the 
assumption appears that the 
County will set education 
requirements. This ignores i. the 
major role of the Diocese of 
Norwich Board of Education 
which has responsibility for many 
schools including the Primary 
School in Yaxham, ii. the role of 
the Roman Catholic Diocese of 
East Anglia, and iii. the growing 
number of schools that have 
become academies and any new 

Comments noted 

The infrastructure delivery plan 
will, alongside the Council’s ‘Local 
Transport Plan’, seeks to support 
the level of growth and 
development proposed in the Local 
Plan. 
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Free Schools all of which do not 
come under the aegis of the 
County Council, The Local Plan 
needs to take account of the 
diverse education provision and 
provide a mechanism for 
developer contributions to take 
account of this. 

 In Yaxham, the money from the 
first development recently to 
provide s106 contributions is 
going to Dereham 6th Form 
College rather than the local 
primary school to provide 
primary places for local children 
â€“ directly contrary to residents 
wishes. - Key infrastructure 
requirements such as GP 
surgeries and sewerage provision.

RSPB  We support the inclusion of a 
policy on Developer 
Contributions, noting that they 
are likely to be necessary to 
support biodiversity management, 

Support noted. 
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monitoring and mitigation 
measures required in policies 
ENV02 and ENV03, as discussed 
in the Background and Scoping 
Work HRA report produced for 
the Council in April 2015.

Saham Toney 
PC

 We agree with this but CIL 
should be made applicable to 
small rural developments and 
should be introduced by 
Breckland.

The Council continues to keep the 
matter on hold with the intention of 
a review of available options 
following any announcements and 
significant changes to market 
conditions. 

Contine to keeping a 
watching brief regarding 
CIL. 

Attleborough 
Town Council

 Para. 8.41 should include Sport 
and Leisure, Health and Social 
Care, Formal and Informal Open 
Space 

 Para. 8.43 should also be included 
in policy E05  

 Point 3 of 7 should state the 
delivery of Formal and Informal 
Space, Sport and Recreation as 
per national FIT 
benchmarks/guidelines and Sport 
England policies. Needs to be 

The list is not exhaustive.

Comments noted.

Comment noted

Consider adding suggested. 

Consider adding further 
wording around super fast 
broadband. 

Consider clarifications 
around contributions. 
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specific and be defined as in the 
NPPF Section 8 

 Point 5 of 7 surely where 
appropriate should be deleted or 
at least tightened up to reflect the 
need for sustainable transport 

  Should also be a paragraph to 
reflect contribution to Health and 
Social Care to reflect the possible 
implications to Policy PD10 and 
any HIA

 Consideration must be given to 
the Neighbourhood Plan 
requirements and the need for 
developers to actively participate 
in amalgamating contributions to 
achieve the aims set out in the 
NP.

Comments noted

Comments noted

Point 7 of policy covers this. Any 
application must consider the 
development plan as a whole, this 
includes the Local Plan and any, 
relevant made Neighbourhood plan. 

Consider changing policy 
to say ‘where appropriate, 
a provision to facilitate 
sustainable modes of 
transport’. 

Consider wording in policy 
and in line with the Para 
8.41 clarification.

Consider clarifying this 
point in the justification 
text.  

Question Summary: 
Question received 33 responses. Broad support for the policy direction. NCC believe further clarification is needed regarding Library, Education 
and the Fire Rescue Service, whilst also suggesting that the policy would be better placed in chapter 10 than chapter 8. NCC also raised concerns 
over healthcare facilities. Parish councils raised issues around adoption of CIL and being more exhaustive in the CIL developer contributions 
list. Breckland Green Party made the point that, in line with policy PD 08, the policy needs to clarify the approach to contiguous sites.   
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Q31: Do you agree with the preferred policy – E 07? Please explain your answer. 
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Harling PC, 
Beeston with 
Bittering PC, 
Ashill PC, 
Attleborough 
Town 
Council, 
Elsing PC, 
Breckland 
Green Party, 
Brettenham 
and 
Kilverstone 
Parish 
Council, 
Swaffham 
Town 
Council, 

Mrs Walmsley, 
Cllr Hewett  

 Agree with the preferred policy 
direction

Support noted No change to policy.

Mr Martin, Mrs 
Martin, 
Yaxham 
Neighbourhood 
Plan Group 

 Practical and Pragmatic, but 
unclear whether this covers 
lighted signage. 

Comments noted. Consider clarification of 
this within the wording of 
the policy.

Mr Scott  Particularly relevant to 
Swaffham, which can be 

Support noted. No change to policy.
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adversely affected by poorly 
designed shop fronts.

Mr Cockburn, 
Mr Bornett

 Policy should require the removal 
of signs immediately if they have 
not got permission. 

Breckland Council enforce against 
breaches to planning legislation 
through the enforcement system 
relying on national guidelines. 

No change to policy.

Dereham 
Town 
Council, 
Thetford 
Town 
Council, 
Ovington 
Parish 
Council

Mr Simmons, 
Mr Blow, Mr 
Walmsley

 Disagree, open to interpretation 
and should be more specific 
regarding sizes, timelines, etc. 

Breckland Council enforce against 
breaches to planning legislation 
through the enforcement system 
relying on national guidelines.

No change to policy.

Question Summary: 
The question received 24 responses. While there was general support for the policy the opinion was also raised by members of the public and 
some parish councils that the policy should be more prescriptive.

Q32: Do you agree with the preferred policy – TR 01? Please explain your answer. 
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Harling PC, 
Litcham PC, 
Ashill PC, 
Beeston with 
Bittering PC, 
Thetford 

Mrs Walmsley,  Agree with the preferred policy 
direction

Support noted No change to policy.
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Town 
Council, 
Saham Toney 
PC, Elsing 
PC, 
Brettenham 
and 
Kilverstone 
PC, Breckland 
Green Party

Mr Bornett  Broadly agree. Support for further 
improvements to the railways to 
reduce impact on the roads

Comments noted. No change to policy.

Mr Shannon  Broadly agree. Smaller 
communities unlikely to benefit 
from public transport 
improvements

Comments noted. Policy approach 
would encourage development in 
those locations where there is a 
public transport network.

No change to policy.

Mr Spencer, 
Yaxham 
Neighbourhood 
Plan Group, 

 Broadly agree. Unsure reduction 
in private car use will be 
achieved. 

The policy sets out 4 Criteria as to 
how this will be achieved.  

No change to policy.

Mattishall 
Neighbourhood 
Plan Working 
Group

 Policy should consider the need 
to consider the cumulative impact 
of developments

Where development is likely to 
have an impact on the highway 
network, developers will be 
expected to produce a Transport 
Assessment to assess the impacts 
and identify appropriate mitigation. 
This will also need to consider the 
cumulative impact of 

No change to policy.
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developments./
Ms Green-
Armytage

 Improvements needed to the cycle 
network around Dereham and 
Yaxham. Public transport is also 
poor after 5pm. 

Comments noted. The policy is 
strategic and seeks to facilitate 
improvements to the sustainable 
transport network. 

No change to policy.

Ovington PC, 
Dereham 
Town Council 

 Should reflect NPPF
 Cycling and Walking review of 

all new developments 

The policy reflects the sustainable 
transport policies within the NPPF. 
Current guidance states that “The 
transport system needs to be 
balanced in favour of sustainable 
transport
modes, giving people a real choice 
about how they travel. However, 
the Government recognises that 
different policies and measures will 
be required in different 
communities and opportunities to 
maximise sustainable transport
solutions will vary from urban to 
rural areas.” 

No change to policy.

Cllr Hewett  TR 01 is inadequate and 
inappropriate as it stands for a 
rural location such as Breckland. 
Whilst many people might like to 
"not have to use a car", it is a 
reality for many others and to 
consider the bus as a viable, 
realistic option to reach 
employment is simply not 

Comments noted. 

Policy approach would encourage 
development in those locations 
where there is a public transport 
network. 

Policy PD 01 clearly takes into 
consideration the rural nature of the 

No change to policy.
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sensible. Doesn’t reflect LSCs 
and villages, which have poor 
transport. 

Distict in the formation of 
‘Sustainable Development in 
Breckland’. 

Necton PC, 
Great 
Ellingham PC

Mr Simmons, 
Mr Blow, Mr 
Walmsley, 

 Disagree, Policy PD 04 directs 
development towards 
unsustainable locations. 

 Question development in Local 
Service Centres, specifically 
Necton, Great Ellingham and 
Saham Toney. 

Policy approach would encourage 
development in those locations 
where there is a public transport 
network. 

No change to policy.

Cllr Cowen  Page 14 discusses the rural nature 
of the district and the reliance 
upon the car, elsewhere there are 
proposals to allocate houses in 
villages that have little or no 
public transport

Policy approach would encourage 
development in those locations 
where there is a public transport 
network. 

No change to policy.

Swaffham 
Town 
Council, 

Mrs Cripps  New route from the south of 
Swaffham to the A47 and the 
A1065 to Fakenham.

Comments noted. The policy is 
strategic and seeks to facilitate 
improvements to the sustainable 
transport network.

No change to policy.

NCC, 
Attleborough 
Town Council

Dr Whittaker,  Point c. of the policy seeks to 
encourage walking and cycling 
through links to existing routes, 
however the requirement of new 
routes appears to be omitted 
(requirement of Paragraph 75 of 
NPPF).

Comments noted. The 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan will 
help to inform this policy going 
forward. 

Incorporate findings from 
the Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan into the formation of 
the policy. 

Attleborough 
Town Council 

 Policy does not cover the specific 
transport issues within 

The policy is strategic and intended 
to cover the entire district. 

Consider further links to 
Appendix 2. 
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Attleborough. Specific 
applications.

 The policy does not allow for 
transport hubs to ensure 
interconnectivity. 

 The policy should link with 
parking standards in Appendix 2

Point a states that a sustainable 
transport system will be achieved 
through “reducing the need to 
travel through appropriate location 
of new development”. 

NCC  Equally emphasis should be made 
where cross-benefits can be 
achieved between transport, 
SUDS and GI. The final bullet 
point of the policy should be 
reworded to read   Thorough 
assessment of the impacts of new 
development on the existing 
transport network. Where 
development is likely to have an 
impact on the highway network, 
developers will be expected to 
produce a Transport Assessment 
to assess the impacts and identify 
appropriate mitigation.  

 Further transport policy should be 
added, which: Seeks to protect 
and enhance the rail network 
within the district. Seeks to 
protect and enhance strategic road 
connections including the A11 
A47 and other principal routes 

Comments noted. Consider strengthening the 
wording of the policy.
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within the district. Development 
that will have an impact on the 
strategic road network should be 
resisted unless there is clear 
evidence that the proposal will 
not affect the operation and safety 
of these routes.  New access for 
development  should not be 
permitted outside built up areas.  

 We welcome the commitment to 
reducing the need to travel by 
private car in towns and villages 
and to encouraging walking and 
cycling and specifically the bulk 
on the commitment to the 
provision of facilities such as 
secure, accessible cycle parking. 

 We would like to see further 
commitment to safe routes for 
cycling and walking including 
consideration of a commitment to 
20 mph zones in residential 
development (new and existing).

Question Summary:
The question received 30 responses.  There is general support for the sustainable transport aspirations, however a number of Parish Councils and 
NCC believe the policy around cycling and walking should be strengthened. Members of the public and Parish Councils question PD04 and the 
impact they believe this has upon sustainable transport provision.   
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Q33: Do you agree with the preferred policy – COM 01? Please explain your answer. 
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Harling PC, 
Beeston with 
Bittering PC, 
Ashill PC, 
Brettenham 
and 
Kilverstone 
PC, Thetford 
Town 
Council, 
Swaffham 
Town 
Council, 
Hockham 
Parish 
Council, 
Saham Toney 
PC, Breckland 
Green Party, 
Elsing PC, 
Croxton PC, 
Great 
Ellingham PC, 

Mrs Martin, 
Mrs Walmsley, 
Cllr Hewett, 
Yaxham 
Neighbourhood 
Plan Group, Mr 
Martin

 Agree with the preferred policy 
direction

Support noted No change to policy.

Mr Bornett  Outstanding and innovative 
design can vary depending on 

Comment noted No change to policy.



240
Preferred Directions Summary of Consultations  DRAFT 10.03.16

peoples perception
Mr Cockburn  Energy efficiency and carbon 

neutral development should be 
included within the policy

The policy is guided by the nPPG. 
Energy efficiency is currently 
reflected through building 
regulations in accordance with the 
requirements of the nPPG

No change to policy.

Woodlands 
Trust

 Landscaping policy should be 
altered to say: Protecting existing 
trees and new tree planting should 
be considered early on in the 
planning. Planting a diverse range 
of native trees will also help to 
ensure that the tree stock is more 
resilient.

Comment noted. There is a policy 
ENV06 which specifically 
considers Trees and Hedgerows on 
development site. It is considered 
that this policy is likely to meet the 
requirement of this comment.

No change to policy. 

Cllr Hewett, 
Mrs Dunn

 More guidance around Density Density will vary within the 
district, therefore the policy is 
worded to reflect the entire District: 
“Consideration will be given to the 
density of buildings in a particular 
area and the landscape/townscape 
effect of any increased density’. 
Density forms part of the overall 
design and should be read in 
context with the entire policy and 
other relevant policies within the 
Local Plan. 

No change to policy. 

Mr McIntosh  Bold, contemporary design 
should be encouraged. 

Support noted: The policy states 
that ‘contemporary design, where it 
enhances sustainability will be 

No change to policy.
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encouraged in the District’. 
Furthermore, paragraph 10.3 states 
that ‘Great weight should be given 
to outstanding and innovative 
design’. 

Attleborough 
Town Council

Mr Spencer  Use the Design Council’s 
buildings for life 12 (Bfl 12) 

 Design guidance

Support welcomed. The policy 
states that ‘Development should 
respond to current best practice and 
to urban design principles set out in 
established urban design guidance 
and any subsequent design 
guidance provided by the Council 
or through neighbourhood 
planning”.  

No policy change.

Dereham 
Town 
Council, 
Ovington PC

 Connectivity: Sustainable 
transport should have more 
emphasis as in the NPPF

 Good design should ensure that 
gardens provide privacy from 
neighbours and terrace / semi-
detached houses living 
rooms/bedrooms do not share 
party walls. 

 Adaptability & Static homes for 
the ageing population 

Support noted. 

Policy TR 01 should also be 
considered in this context 

Policy COM 02 addresses the issue 
of protection of amenity

Policy COM 05 addresses the issue 
of Specialist housing. 

No policy change.

Great 
Ellingham PC

 No street lighting in Great 
Ellingham 

The design policy is a strategic 
policy for the district and is not 
settlement specific 

No policy change.

Mr Spencer  Policy does not encourage highest Support welcomed. The policy No change to policy.
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energy standards
 Language like ‘ will be expected 

to’ carries little weight

states that ‘Development should 
respond to current best practice and 
to urban design principles set out in 
established urban design guidance 
and any subsequent design 
guidance provided by the Council 
or through neighbourhood 
planning”.  

Planning seeks to be positive in 
facilitating growth; it may not be 
helpful to be so prescriptive.

NCC  Reference should be made to 
Green Infrastructure and 
Ecological Networks as required 
under paragraph 114 and 117 of 
the NPPF. 

 We agree with the preferred 
policy however we would like to 
see a statement within the policy 
statement recognising the impact 
that design has on health and 
well-being of communities and 
requiring developments to be 
cognisant of the latest evidence 
and guidance in this respect.

Policy ENV 01 sets out the 
principles for Green Infrastructure 

Policy PD 10 sets out the principles 
of Healthy Lifestyles stating that 
‘All net new development will be 
expected to demonstrate that 
appropriate steps have been taken 
through its design and construction 
and implementation to avoid or 
mitigate potential negative effects 
on the health of the population. 

Consider wording that 
would further clarify the 
linked up approach of the 
policies. 

Question Summary: 
Question received 30 responses. General agreement with the preferred policy direction. NCC believe health impacts should be included within 
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the wording of the policy. A number of members of the public suggested design principles to inform the policy. 

Q34: Do you agree with the preferred policy – COM 02? Please explain your answer. 
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Harling PC, 
Norfolk CC, 
Ashill PC, 
Beeston with 
Bittering PC, 
Swaffham 
Town 
Council, 
Hockham PC, 
Garvestone, 
Reymerstone 
and Thuxton 
PC, Saham 
Toney PC, 
Breckland 
Green Party, 
Brettenham 
and 
Kilverstone 
PC, Elsing 
PC, 

Mr Cockburn, 
Mr Bornett, Mr 
Shannon, 
Sandra 
Walmsley, Cllr 
Hewett 

 Support for policy Support noted No change to policy.

Mr Bornett  Consideration needs to be given 
to changes home ownership

Comment noted No policy change.
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Mr Blow, Mr 
Simmons, Mr 
Spencer

 Too Vague, Words such as 
"unacceptable", "adequate", 
"overbearing" are not firm criteria 
and developers will always 
interpret them to suit their case, 
leaving the Council no basis to 
object. 

 Light pollution needs to be 
considered. 

Planning seeks to be positive in 
facilitating growth; it may not be 
helpful to be so prescriptive.

Criteria 6 addresses ‘artificial light 
pollution’. 

No policy change.

Mr Martin, Mrs 
Martin, 
Yaxham NP 
group

 Housing density should not be 
compromised – more generous 
space allocation

COM 01 sets out standards relating 
to density. 

No policy change.

Thetford 
Town 
Council, 

 Should reference parking  Comment noted, Parking is set out 
in COM 03

Consider adding to the 
policy. 

Dereham 
Town 
Council, 
Ovington PC

 Add a condition regarding 
‘outlook’ 

Within policy COM 02 criteria 3 
states Overbearing impact/visual 
dominance. 

No policy change.

Cllr Hewett  Does this policy cover the period 
of building a development? 

Where there is a need to protect 
amenity during development this 
will be sought through planning 
conditions. 

No policy change.

Attleborough 
Town Council

 Building for Life 12 should be 
included within this policy

Comment noted. Policy COM 01 
sets out that ‘Development should 
respond to current best practice 
and to urban design principles set 
out in established urban design 

No policy change.
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guidance and any subsequent 
design guidance provided by the 
Council or through neighbourhood 
planning”.  

Anglian Water 
Services

 There may be a risk of loss of 
amenity if sensitive development 
such as residential is located too 
close to Water Recycling Centres 
(WRC), also known as Waste 
Water Treatment Works 
(WWTW). Anglia water request 
they are consulted on any 
development within 400m of a 
WRC to assess the risk, primarily 
of odour. 

The WWTW cordon sanitaire is a 
known constraint and would be 
considered in any planning 
application. 

No change to policy. 

Question Summary: 
The question received 29 responses. There was broad agreement for the preferred direction policy. It was highlighted that parking standards 
could also be brought into the policy. 

Q35: Do you agree with the preferred policy – COM 03? Please explain your answer. 
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Harling PC, 
Beeston with 
Bittering PC, 
Brettenham 
and 
Kilverstone 

Mrs Walmsley, 
Cllr Hewett, 
Mrs Beckwith

 Support policy approach Support noted No change to policy.
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PC, Orbit 
Homes 
(2020), 
Breckland 
Green Party, 
Swaffham 
Town 
Council, 
Great 
Ellingham 
PC
Litcham PC Mr Bornett  Reference to parking provision. 

Approach is reasonable and 
should be encouraged. 

Support noted. There is a 
minimum standard for parking 
provision included within the 
document.

No change to policy.

Mr Cockburn  Minimum room sizes should be 
included.

Comment noted. There is a 
separate policy COM06 which 
considers minimum space 
standards for new homes.

No change to policy.

Thetford 
Town 
Council, 
Attleborough 
Town 
Council

 % of self build should be included The evidence base suggests a low 
demand for self build. 

No change to policy.

Ashill PC  Support policy but would wish to 
see more consultation with parish 
councils

The approach to consultation with 
parish councils is set out within 
the Council’s Statement of 
Community Involvement. The 

Consideration of 
communications strategy for 
Pre-Submission consultation
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requirement for consultation on 
planning applications is set out 
within the national legislation.

Mr Scott  Support policy but would like to 
see more proposals for self build

Requirements for self build 
properties are currently being 
considered through the housing 
and planning bill.

Include any updates from 
the Housing and Planning 
Bill within the Local Plan 
policy.

North 
Lopham PC

 Agree with policy, but would like 
to see more thought given to 
retirement homes and homes for 
younger families.

Comments note. Within the policy 
it states that all residential 
proposals should include an 
appropriate mix of dwellings 
including size, type and tenure. 

No change to policy.

Cllr Hewett, 
DLP PLanning

 Clarity regarding Density 
required. What is ‘low density’.

 Consider including up to date 5 
year land supply figure within this 
policy. 

COM 01 sets out the approach to 
density; there is a requirement to 
respond flexibly to proposals and 
it is not considered acceptable to 
be prescriptive. 

This policy would apply 
regardless of whether or not the 
council is able to demonstrate a 
Five Year Housing Land Supply. 

Consider adding further 
clarity around density 
requirements. 

Cllr Cowen  Wording: Planning permission 
‘will’ be granted needs to be 
changed to may or could. 

Comments noted Consider adding “will only 
be granted … in line with 
standards proposed”. 

Dereham 
Town 
Council, 
Ovington PC

 Clarity required over the 
definition of ‘good public 
transport’ 

Generally, higher order centres, 
which act as transport hubs, offer 
good public transport.  

Consider further 
clarification. 
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Dereham 
Town 
Council, 
Ovington 
PC, 

Yaxham NP 
Group, Mr 
Martin, Mrs 
Martin

 Parking standards should not be 
reduced from the minimum. 

The parking standards in 
Appendix 3 are reflective of 
Breckland’s Member’s concerns 
that appropriate provision should 
be provided, the standards 
proposed are higher than NCC 
minimum parking standards. 
However, each application should 
be based on its merits. 

No change to policy.

Mr McIntosh  Most self builders want to build in 
rural locations

Support welcome : The policy 
states that ‘in rural location and at 
the edges of settlements where it 
can be justified in relation to other 
policies in this document, 
proposals for lower density will be 
supported where it can be 
demonstrated it is justified in 
relation to local character and 
wider sustainability issues.’

None

Mr Spencer  First sentence needs a proviso 
about being in line with other 
policies

Comment noted, The policies 
within the Local Plan should be 
considered as a whole. 

Consider clarification of 
policy wording

Mr Blow, Mr 
Simmons

 Disagree, unless other policies 
(PD03 and PD04) are revised to 
match the principles of the policy

A settlement boundary 
differentiates between different 
policy approaches. The principle 
of new housing Is separate from 
the spatial distribution.  

No change to policy.

Croxton PC  Density should be based on that 
existing in the surrounding area 

Comment noted, Policy COM 01 
sets out the principles for density. 

No change to policy.
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not upon densities for maximising 
developer’s profit.  

Elsing PC  Disagree, would like to see a 
focus on design 

Comment noted, Policy COM 01 
focuses on design principles

No change to policy.

Saham 
Toney PC

 In the text it is stated that housing 
will be delivered to meet the 
needs of the community and local 
economy through concentration of 
development in the Strategic 
Urban Extensions of Attleborough 
and Thetford and, where services 
and facilities can be supported, 
within or adjacent to the market 
towns of Dereham, Swaffham and 
Watton and the local service 
centres. Saham Toney does not 
meet the criteria of a Local 
Service Centre and therefore does 
not qualify for the allocated the 
level of development in PD 04.

Comment noted and covered in 
question 4. 

No change to policy.

NCC  We agree with the preferred 
policy and note that new 
residential developments should 
be subject to health impact 
assessment. 

 The approach to parking 
standards should be cognisant of 
the need to address issues of 
safety and be considered in the 

Support appreciated. 

Comments noted.

Consider amalgamating 
parking provision cognisant 
of NCC comments in a more 
consolidated approach. 
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context of other measures such as 
cycle path, walkway provision, 
and other measures to improve 
traffic safety.

Question Summary: 
The question received 36 responses. Broad support for the policy. NCC believe parking standards should be included within the policy. 
Members of the public and Councillors believe some of the wording and minimum densities should be further clarified. The policy will be 
further informed by the Housing and Planning Bill. 

Q36: Do you agree with the preferred policy – COM 04? Please explain your answer. 
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Harling PC, 
Beeston with 
Bittering PC, 
Norfolk CC, 
Ashill PC, 
Brettenham 
and 
Kilverstone 
PC, Breckland 
Green Party, 
Saham Toney 
PC, 
Garvestone, 
Reymerstone 
and Thuxton 
PC, Hockham 

Mr Shannon, 
Mr Bornett, 
Swaffham 
Gospell Hall 
Trust, 
Swaffham 
Swimming 
Pool, Mrs 
Walmsley, Mr 
Wright, 
Theatres Trust, 

 Support policy approach Support noted No change to policy.
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PC, Swaffham 
Town 
Council, 
Elsing PC, 
Great 
Ellingham PC, 
Dereham 
Town 
Council, 
Ovington PC

 Last sentence the word “may” 
should be replaced with the word 
“will”. 

Each application will be assessed 
on its merits. 

No change to policy.

Mattishall 
Neighbourhood 
Plan Working 
Group

 Agree with approach but would 
wish to see Health and Social 
Care Facilities added to the list

It is acknowledged that health and 
social care facilities play an 
important role in the community. 
They often serve a significantly 
wider role than just within the 
settlement they are located i.e. one 
GP has approximately 1800 
patients. Health facilities are 
controlled by NHS England and the 
CCCG’s however, the council 
would wish to see the retention of 
these facilities within the District.

No change to policy.

Mr Blow, Mr 
Simmons, 

 Disagree, existing facilities must 
be protected. 

The policy seeks to restrict the loss 
and enhance provision in line with 
the NPPF. 

No change to policy.

Thetford 
Town Council

 Future success of developments 
should be evidenced by a 
business plan.

This would not be a material 
consideration.

No change to policy.

Mr Wright  Wording suggestion: Change Most recently used is the most No change to policy.
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‘most recently used’ to ‘currently 
or most recently used’ 

 Criteria suggestion: The 
development would enable the 
enhancement and modernisation 
of the provision, subject to a 
viability assessment; 

appropriate wording where the use 
has ceased. 

The policy supports the 
enhancement of the existing offer. 

The Theatres 
Trust 

 Wording suggestion: Change 
‘community buildings’ to 
‘community facilities’ for 
consistency. 

 Remove ‘no longer viable’ 

The policy, at this point, is 
specifically about change of use. 

Viability is a material consideration 
in the NPPF.

No change to policy.

Consider the necessity to 
stipulate a community 
facility should be viable. 
Consider adding text 
regarding the ability of 
communities to register 
‘Assets of Community 
Value’. 

Attleborough 
Town Council

 Lack of policy regarding sports 
and leisure / Informal Open Space

It is anticipated that further 
evidence is required to substantiate 
any policy position. 

Consider feedback in the 
development of the draft 
plan. 

Mr Bornett  Interesting to note that NCC 
planning authority gave PP to the 
NCC Local education authority ( 
applicant) to build a new SEN 
school at Old Buckenham to 
replace the Chapel Rd school in 
Attleborough.. In the application 
Y3/2014/3006 Section 6.16 says 

NCC are working closely with 
Attleborough Academy and 
Primary providers to plan for the 
future of the education provision in 
the area, in order to provide a 
sustainable strategy for education 
provision and the planned 4000 
new homes. 

No action.
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"In the appraisal the Applicant 
notes that a site in a market town 
would be preferable to any sites 
in Old Buckenham in 
SUSTAINABILTY terms but 
concludes that no suitable 
alternatives exist in or around 
Attleborough".. Apart from the 
fact that NCC own land in the 
town the NCC stated that in 
sustainability terms no suitable 
land exists in the Town...But the 
Breckland Local Plan has 
highlighted the SW of 
Attleborough and other areas of 
Attleborough as part of a strategic 
urban extension with 4000 homes 
to be built in the next 10 years or 
so...If such an area is sustainable 
for growth re development surely 
it is sustainable for a new SEN 
school of 100 pupils etc!!?..Have 
pupils and parents been let down 
and Old Buckenham residents 
taken for a ride !!?

Great 
Ellingham PC

 The GEPC agrees with this 
policy. Great Ellingham has 
limited open space and the GEPC 
wishes any major development to 

New provision of Open space is 
designed to be in line with ENV 04. 
Contributions in lieu of on site 
provision will be the exception and 

No change to policy.



254
Preferred Directions Summary of Consultations  DRAFT 10.03.16

be linked to the provision of a 
piece of open space near to the 
centre of the village.

  See response regarding 
Residential Site Option Ref. 
LP(037)019. 

the PC is expected to identify a 
specific deliverable scheme.    

Site specific responses will be 
reviewed in the appropriate section

Question Summary: 
The question received 28 comments. General support for the policy from members of the public, statutory consultees and Parish Councils. 

Consider additional text around Assets of Community Value & further the policy in regards to sports/leisure.  

Q37: Do you agree with the preferred policy – COM 05? Please explain your answer. 
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Ovington PC, 
Dereham Town 
Council 

Mr 
Shannon,
Mr Bornett, 
Mattishall 
Neighbourh
ood Plan 
Working 
Group, 

 Agreement for the policy 
approach. Meeting needs of an 
elderly population becoming 
increasingly important. Specialist 
housing should also consider 
people with disabilities 

Support noted. The policy refers to 
not just the elderly population but 
anyone in need of care or health 
support.

No change to policy.

NCC  We support the policy direction 
and would recommend that 
developments to provide housing 
solutions for the elderly should be 
subject to a health well-being 

Support noted. Policy PD 10 
requires a health impact for large 
and complex proposals

Consider feedback in the 
development of this policy 
and PD 10. 
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checklist or full health impact 
assessment as appropriate.

Attleborough 
Town Council

 Agreed but consideration must be 
given to the integration of 
specialist housing within the 
existing urban fabric and planned 
health and social care facilities as 
described in the ANP.

Support welcomed. It is understood 
that the ANP is seeking to allocate a 
suitable site to accommodate 
additional care facilities and health 
provision, and this in line with the 
aspirations of COM 05 .

No change to policy.

Beeston with 
Bittering PC, 
Ashill PC, 
Thetford Town 
Council, 
Swaffham 
Town Council, 
Hockham 
Parish Council, 
Elsing PC, 
Saham Toney 
PC, Orbit 
Homes (2020) 
Ltd., Breckland 
Green Party, 
Great Ellingham 
PC

Cllr Paul 
Hewett, 
Sandra 
Walmsley

 Agree with the preferred policy 
approach

Support noted

Mr Bornett  Concern regarding changes to 
national government policies

Comment noted. Changes to 
national government policy would 
need to be reflected within the Local 
plan.

Keep a watching brief of 
national government 
policies. 
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Mr 
Simmons, 
Mr Blow

 Policy should quantify the number 
of specialist housing to be 
incorporated in developments. 

Supply for older people is a complex 
issue and many older people wish to 
remain in their own homes, as 
envisaged by recent Health and 
Adult Social Care Reforms. The 
policy offers a flexible approach to 
determining applications as they 
come forward, ensuring that they are 
located in the right, sustainable 
locations. 

No change to policy.

Brettenham and 
Kilverstone PC

 This policy seems to preclude 
redevelopment of existing alms 
house provision. This should be 
included.

The policy seeks a strategic 
approach to the district. 

No change to policy.

Great Ellingham 
PC

 The GEPC has identified site 
LP[037]015 ideal for the 
development of sheltered housing 
for older or disabled people. The 
plot is owned by Church 
Commissioners. An ageing 
population leads to a shortage of 
housing for the younger 
generation.

Comments noted Consider as part of on-
going site assessment. 

Question Summary:
The question has received 23 responses. Broad support was received for the policy. Norfolk County Council recommend specific reference to 
policy PD10 within the policy wording. 
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Q38: Do you agree with the preferred policy – COM 06? Please explain your answer. 
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Harling PC, 
Beeston with 
Bittering PC, 
Norfolk CC, 
Ashill PC, 
Thetford Town 
Council, Saham 
Toney PC, 
Breckland 
Green Party, 
Swaffham 
Town Council

Mrs 
Walmsley, 
Mr Blow, 
Mr 
Simmons 

 Agree with the approach
 Awaiting ‘Optional Housing 

Technical Standards’ 

Support noted No change to policy.

Mr Scott  Disagree with the need for a 
specific policy beyond building 
regulations.

Comments noted. The standards 
allow buildings to be adapted to 
accommodate wheelchair users in the 
future. This focuses on step free 
access to the property and ensuring 
that facilities are available on the 
ground floor level. 

No change to policy.

Brettenham and 
Kilverstone PC, 
Attleborough 
Town Council 

 Need to mention design out 
crime. 

 Must accord to Section 7 of the 
NPPF 

Preferred Policy Direction COM 01 
Design details crime prevention. 

No change to policy.

Dereham Town 
Council, 

 There is a missed opportunity 
here to borrow some of the best 

The Code for Sustainable Homes 
was withdrawn on 27 March 2015 

No change to policy.
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Ovington Parish 
Council 

parts of the Code for Sustainable 
Homes especially around energy 
efficiency. Houses should be 
designed with expansion ability 
built into the initial design.

and replaced with a new set of 
streamlines national standards, to 
which this policy conforms.

Elsing Parish 
Council, Orbit 
Homes Limited, 
Orbit Homes 
(2020), 

 Disagree with the numbers 1% for 
affordable and 5% for market 
housing

 The policy is overly restrictive 
and does not allow for market 
freedom and individual 
requirements.

The Optional Housing Technical 
Standards document will establish 
whether there is a need to implement 
these higher standards in Breckland. 

Consider further 
supporting evidence 
through our ‘Optional 
Housing Technical 
Standards’ paper.

Orbit Homes 
(2020), 
Orbit Homes 
Limited, Abel 
Homes

 Due to the Deregulation Bill of 
2015 the requirement for all new 
homes to meet the governmental 
national described space standards 
should be removed from the 
policy. 

 The policy is overly restrictive 
and does not allow for market 
freedom and individual 
requirements.

Technical requirements in terms of 
access and water efficiency are now 
part of Building Regulations and can 
only be evoked through the 
Development Plan process in 
response to Local Requirements. The 
SHMA clearly identifies an ageing 
population of which these standards 
are appropriate in order to help meet 
our needs. The standards will be set 
out in the ‘Optional Housing 
Technical Standards’ 

The policy seeks to deliver a 
minimum 

Consider further 
supporting evidence 
through our ‘Optional 
Housing Technical 
Standards’ paper. 

Cllr Paul 
Hewett

 Include Granny Annexes to 
encourage care for the elderly and 

A Granny Annex is not a separate 
use class within the Use Classes 

No change to policy.



259
Preferred Directions Summary of Consultations  DRAFT 10.03.16

multi-generational living. Order. Applications should be 
considered against the relevant 
policies contained in the DPD. 

Question Summary: 
The question received 21 responses. Broad agreement for the policy direction. Developers raised concerns over the % figures and, in their 
opinion, the restrictive nature of the policy. The Council’s Optional Housing Technical Standards Paper will inform the policy progression. 

Q39: Do you agree with the preferred policy – COM 07? Please explain your answer. 
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Harling PC, 
Beeston with 
Bittering PC, 
Ashill PC, 
Litcham PC, 
Brettenham and 
Kilverstone PC, 
Saham Toney 
PC, Swaffham 
Town Council, 
Hockham PC, 
Garvestone, 
Reymerstone 
and Thuxton 
PC, 
Attleborough 
Town Council, 
Elsing PC. 

Cllr Paul 
Hewett 

 Agree with policy approach Support noted No change to policy.
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Mr Bornett  Concern regarding simplification 
of the planning system at a 
national level and the impact this 
will have on Breckland. 

Planning remains plan led, however 
changes are still being considered to 
the planning system through the 
Housing and Planning Bill. Once 
enacted this will need to be 
considered through the Local Plan.

Ensure any changes to the 
Housing and Planning Bill 
are reflected within the 
policy.

Mr Scott  Extensions should not necessarily 
adhere to existing materials, 
modern materials can enhance 
buildings.

The policy does not given specific 
reference to building materials, 
instead it references that the design 
should remain in keeping within the 
exiting dwelling and building 
material. 

No change to policy.

Mr Blow, 
Mr 
Simmons

 Modify text to include all 
properties, not only rural 
properties.

Disagree; the policy focus is on the 
rural environment. 

Clarification, consider 
adding ‘Outside the 
development hierarchy’ to 
the policy title / review 
intent of the policy 
application.

Breckland 
Green Party, 
Dereham Town 
Council, 
Ovington Parish 
Council. 

Mrs 
Walmsley

 Support replacement dwellings, 
but new standards would have to 
be met. No mention of ‘outlook’ 

All new development would also 
have to be in line with policies 
within the Local Plan and would be 
in line with national guidance and 
building control standards.  

No change to policy.

Thetford Town 
Council

 Where a development is phased 
provisions should be made in each 
phase

The Council will be developing a 
housing trajectory over the plan 
period. However, in the case of 
residential replacement, extension 
and alteration it is not anticipated 

No change to policy. 
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there would be any requirement for 
phasing. 

Yaxham 
Neighbourhood 
Plan Group

Mr Martin  Add ‘non-listed heritage asset’ to 
the policy

All development would also have to 
be in line with policies within the 
Local Plan. A listed building would 
have to meet criteria set out in policy 
ENV 07 Designated Heritage Assets.

No change to policy.

Question Summary: 
The question received 23 responses. Broad support for the policy direction. Members of the public believe further clarification is needed as to 
whether this policy refers to only the rural areas.  

Q40: Do you agree with the preferred policy – COM 08? Please explain your answer. 
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Harling PC, 
Beeston with 
Bittering PC, 
Ashill PC, 
Thetford 
Town 
Council, 
Swaffham 
Town 
Council, 
Hockham PC, 
Saham Toney 
PC, 
Attleborough 

Sandra 
Walmsley, 
Cllr Paul 
Hewett, Mr 
Blow, Mr 
Simmons

 No objections to policy Support noted No change to policy.
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Town 
Council, 
Elsing PC, 
Brettenham 
and 
Kilverstone 
PC, Breckland 
Green Party, 

Mr Blow, Mr 
Simmons

 There should be an equivalent 
policy for the conversion of 
buildings in towns and local 
service centres 

The Council considers there is no 
need for a specific policy, proposals 
would be considered on their merits 
and against other policies within the 
document and Permitted 
Development Rights. For example, 
PD 07, COM 01, COM 02, COM 
04, E02 etc. 

No change to policy. 

Norfolk CC  Point d. refers to Habitat 
Regulations.  This is important 
and we support this reference.  
However would suggest that 
specific reference is made in the 
supporting text that this means 
that consideration must be given 
to the use of buildings by roosting 
bat species.

Comments noted Supporting text will be 
added to the policy. 

Question Summary: 
This question received 16 responses. Broad support for the policy. Norfolk County Council suggested additional supporting text to support the 
policy approach.  
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Q41: Do you agree with the preferred policy – COM 09? Please explain your answer. 
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Harling PC, 
Beeston with 
Bittering PC,
Ashill PC, 
Attleborough 
Town 
Council, 
Elsing PC, 
Breckland 
Green Party, 
Saham Toney 
PC, Swaffham 
Town 
Council,

Cllr Paul 
Hewett, 
Sandra 
Walmsley, 
Mr Simmons, 
Mr Blow, 

 Agree with policy approach Support noted No change to policy.

Litcham PC  Consider policy is too loose and 
open to abuse

The policy seeks to fulfil a gap left 
when the NPPF was introduced and 
PPS7 was deleted. The policy 
provides a criteria based approach 
to the determination of applications 
building on the superseded national 
legislation.

No change to policy.

Mr Bornett  Agree with approach. Suggested 
amendment to wording to read 
"Applications for the removal of 

Support noted. It is considered that 
the criteria attached provide a 
stringent framework for a change of 

No change to policy.
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an occupancy condition  will only 
be CONSIDERED where it can 
be demonstrated 
that"

use applications to meet. 

Dereham 
Town 
Council, 
Ovington PC

 First bullet point: after "business" 
insert "and cannot be met by the 
extension of existing properties. 
Replace "most times" with "24/7 
most of the year". When the 
property is no longer needed for 
the original purpose then it should 
become affordable rural housing 
for local people in perpetuity.

Noted, it may not be helpful to be 
so prescriptive. 

Consider clarification of 
‘most times’

Garvestone, 
Reymerston 
and Thuxton 
PC

 Would like exemptions for all 
local rural businesses. 

The criteria allows for a sustainable 
approach to Agricultural Workers 
Exceptions and looks to allow local 
rural businesses to thrive. 

No change to policy.

Question Summary: 
18 Responses to the question. Broad support for the preferred policy direction. 

Q42: Do you agree with the preferred policy – COM 10? Please explain your answer. 
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Mr Bornett; 
Mr Blow; Mr 
Simmons; 
The Shadwell 
Estate Ltd.

 Broad agreement with the policy. 
Local definition should reflect 
parish not district. Concern 
regarding right to buy & Housing 
and Planning Bill

The definition of local people in 
relation to affordable housing is 
defined within the housing 
department’s allocation process. 
However it reflects those with a 

Ensure any changes to the 
Housing and Planning Bill 
are reflected within the 
policy.



265
Preferred Directions Summary of Consultations  DRAFT 10.03.16

local connection to a parish. 

Changes in Government legislation 
will through the Housing and 
Planning Bill will need to be 
reflected within the policy in order 
to conform to national planning 
policy.

Harling PC  Agree with policy. Local should 
mean parish not District

Support noted. The definition of 
local is defined through the 
Council’s housing need allocation 
policy.

No change to policy.

Ashill PC; 
Beeston with 
Bitterin PC;
Attleborough 
Town 
Council; 
Elsing PC; 
Saham Toney 
PC; Thetford 
Town 
Council; 
Garvestone, 
Reymerstone 
and Thuxton 
PC; Breckland 
Green Party

Cllr Paul 
Hewett; 
Sandra 
Walmsley

 Agree with the preferred policy 
direction

Support noted No change to policy.

Garvestone, Ms Green-  How will ‘in perpetuity’ be Affordable housing including those Ensure any changes to the 
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Reymerstone 
and Thuxton 
PC; Orbit 
Homes 

Armytage managed within exception sites is managed by 
Registered Providers. The policy 
will need to have regard to any 
changes to the Housing and 
Planning Bill.

Housing and Planning Bill 
are reflected within the 
policy.

Yaxham NP 
Group

Mr Ian 
Martin; Mrs 
Susan Martin

 What is the definition of 
affordable housing? The 
community needs to retain a 
balance in terms not only of 
housing but also of population.

Affordable housing is defined in line 
with national guidance in the 
Glossary of the document. Criteria b 
states that the housing is justified by 
a Local Housing Needs Assessment 
or other method acceptable to the 
Council as agreed through the 
Strategic Housing Team. 

Ensure any changes to the 
Housing and Planning Bill 
are reflected within the 
policy.

The Shadwell 
Estate Ltd.

 Policy does not accord with 
paragraph 54 of the NPPF, "In 
rural areas, exercising the duty to 
cooperate with neighbouring 
authorities, local planning 
authorities should be responsive 
to local circumstances and plan 
housing development to reflect 
local needs, particularly for 
affordable housing, including 
through rural exception sites 
where appropriate. Local planning 
authorities should in particular 
consider whether allowing some 
market housing would facilitate 
the provision of significant 

The policy does allow flexibility in 
line with the NPPF, stating that: 
‘There may be circumstances where 
an element of market housing could 
bring forward a site which would 
otherwise not be possible, for 
example where there are unusually 
high development costs. In such 
cases independent third party 
valuation expertise will be requested 
at the developer’s expense in order 
to justify such an exception. In 
principle all schemes are affordable 
housing schemes and the Council 
expects that the market housing 
needed to deliver the site should be 

Ensure any changes to the 
Housing and Planning Bill 
are reflected within the 
policy.
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additional affordable housing to 
meet local needs"

the minimum needed to bring 
forward the site and that all other 
funding options have been 
exhausted. Development of the site 
must be part of a comprehensive 
scheme, where development is 
brought forward as a whole”.

Dereham 
Town 
Council; 
Ovington PC 

 Policy should include the criteria: 
“Overwhelming support from the 
local community”. 

These schemes are normally brought 
forward and supported by local 
communities. Applications are 
judged on their merits and there 
would have to be an identified local 
need.  

No change to policy.

Brettenham 
and 
Kilverstone 
PC

 It is not clear whether this would 
cover the Alms Houses at 
Kilverstone, which it is hoped to 
modernize and redevelop to 
increase its capacity. The lead 
sentence of the policy is rather 
cumbersome.

The policy is intended to facilitate 
the delivery of new affordable 
housing exception sites. 

No change to policy.

Breckland 
Green Party

Mrs 
Walmsley

 Specific requirement for social or 
affordable housing for rent. 
Mixed tenure to ensure 
sustainable communities. 
Affordable housing should be 
brought through inclusion in the 
normal planning process. 

Type and tenure policy will be 
informed through the Plan Wide 
Viability Study. 

Review type and tenure 
policy following 
finalisation of the Plan 
Wide Viability Study. 

Cllr Paul 
Hewett

 Guidance and support to inform 
the community to see the joined 

The policy document should be 
taken as a whole.

No change to policy. 
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up thinking with PD01, PD02 and 
PD04.

Orbit Homes  Sites should be close to the 
settlement boundary 

Support welcome. COM 10 criteria 
c states that ‘proposals should be 
either adjacent to or well related to 
existing settlements’.

No change to policy.

Question Summary: 
The question received 23 responses. Broad support for the preferred policy direction. Members of the public questioned the definition of 
affordable housing, any changes to the definition through the Housing and Planning Bill will have to be reflected in the policy. The Breckland 
Green Party raised the issue of type and tenure and the impact this has on creating sustainable communities. Type and Tenure will be informed 
through the Plan Wide Viability Study. 
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Glossary
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Regionally 
Important 
Geological 
Sites Group

 The glossary does have Biodiversity 
but not Geodiversity. As Geodiversity 
is then used in the rest of the document 
I think it should be added. Similarly, 
The glossary does have County 
Wildlife Site (CWS), but not County 
Geodiversity Site (CGS). This should 
also be added.

Comments noted. Consider adding more 
terms to the glossary.

Anglian Water 
Services

 Wastewater Treatment 
Works(WWTW) now/also referred to 
as Water Recycling Centres (WRC)

Comments noted. Consider adding more 
terms to the glossary. 

Document
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Little Dunham 
PC, North 
Norfolk DC, 
Borough 

 No recommendations to make on the 
Local Plan

Noted under the duty to co-
operate
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Council of 
Kings Lynn 
and West 
Norfolk
Norfolk Fire 
and Rescue 
Services

 Fire hydrants should be provided on-site.
 Commend that new houses are built with 

a 32mm mains water riser instead of the 
normal 25mm, so that sprinkler 
installations could be facilitated

Comments noted Consider fire hydrants in 
regards to developer 
contributions.

Mrs Heath  All medium/large planning applications 
should be deterred until Breckland has a 
Local Plan in place.

Until the Local Plan is 
adopted, the Core Strategy 
provides the local planning 
framework for the District. 
Planning applications still 
need to be prepared within the 
statutory timeframes whilst the 
Local Plan is being 
determined.

Mr Bornett  Overall concern regarding contradictions 
between SHLAA and highways interim 
assessment.

Comments noted. The site 
assessment process is an 
iterative process and further 
assessment will be carried out 
to establish preferred options.

Section 1 - Introduction
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Mr Bornett  Good introduction Comments noted.
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Tittleshall PC, 
Bintree PC, 
Environment 
Agency

 No objections to the document Comments noted under the 
duty to co-operate.

Shadwell 
Estate

 The habitats regulation assessment has 
not been finalised and should be 
included for consultation. Submitted 
sites should be assessed against the 
HRA.

 It is unclear how the duty to co-operate 
is extending to Suffolk.

The HRA is now being 
finalised. No assessment of 
sites has yet occurred and the 
HRA will be used to inform 
the site assessment. 

The duty to co-operate forms 
an ongoing part of Local Plan 
preparation and this includes 
the Suffolk authorities.

Ovington PC  There is an excessive use of the word 
appropriate through out the document, 
this often weakens policies.

 Significant concern regarding the 
housing target and the mismatch with 
population increase.

 SHMA on the website is from 2013.

Comments in regard to the 
wording of policies within the 
document are noted. Further 
consideration of this wording 
will occur through the drafting 
of the pre-submission 
publication document..

The housing target has been 
informed by the 

Ministry of 
Defence

 Recommended inclusion of a specific 
MOD policy. Text below:
Draft MOD Policy  1) Development on 
MOD land, for operational purposes will 
be permitted provided that it does not 

There are a number of MOD 
assets within Breckland. If 
these assets are declared 
surplus it is considered that 
there redevelopment could 

Further consideration of 
the requirement for a MOD 
policy for operational 
purposes within the pre-
submission Local Plan.
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cause demonstrable harm to the 
character of the locality by reason of 
scale, siting or design unless exceptional 
circumstances or national defence 
requirement can be demonstrated.   2) 
Where buildings and land in MOD 
establishments within or adjacent to 
settlements are declared surplus to 
military requirements, planning 
permission for the redevelopment, 
conversion and/or change of use for non-
military purposes will be permitted 
where the development accords with the 
objectives of the Local Plan and other 
policies contained within the LDF 
documents.

have a significant impact upon 
the District. All relevant 
adopted policies would need to 
be considered in the 
determination of the 
application. In certain 
instances the redevelopment of 
the site may lead to the need 
for a review of the Local Plan.

Section 2 – Vision and Objectives
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Mr Bornett  To what extent has Norfolk County 
Council as a planning authority and a 
highways authority been involved 
together with the education authority of 
NCC? To what extent are new or 
enlarged schools being planned to 
support such growth

NCC form a statutory 
consultee within the planning 
process. They are also a duty 
to co-operate body and have 
been engaged throughout the 
preparation process.

Ms Green-  Strategic vision states that new Policy E06 seeks developer 
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Armytage development will be co-ordinated with 
transport provision and support existing 
services and community facilities.

 There is significant development 
planned for Dereham and the traffic and 
supporting infrastructure is already 
stretched.

contributions on sites where 
they are needed to make the 
development acceptable in 
planning terms. Regulation 
122 of the CIL legislation sets 
the requirements for which 
developer contributions can 
be charged. The council is 
working with the statutory 
infrastructure providers to 
establish capacity of key 
infrastructure and constraints 
on development. 

Norfolk CC  The vision and objective together 
within the vision statement are 
considered to be sustainable and as such 
are welcomed. Amendments proposed 
to the wording of the objectives:

 Objective 9 after local environment 
could you add and the health and well-
being of communities

 Objective 16  after communities by add 
in the addressing the social and 
environmental determinants of poor 
health

Support noted. In relation to 
amendments to the objective, 
it is considered that the health 
objectives are encompassed 
within the thriving 
communities section rather 
than within objective 9. 
Further consideration is need 
for objective 16.

Consider amendments to 
objective 16 in line with 
the county council’s 
recommendations.

Beetley PC  The PC is in general agreement within 
the Local Plan.

Support noted.

Mr Bornett  Further consideration of the population 
demographics is needed over the course 

The housing requirements 
within the document are set 
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of the Local Plan and the impact this 
has on house building.

out within the SHMA, which 
has had regard to 
demographic changes.

Greater 
Norwich 
Projects 
Team, 
Brettenham 
and 
Kilverstone 
PC

 Welcome reference to the strategic role 
of Norwich and the reference to the 
A47 and A11. Greater emphasis should 
be given to the strategic potential of the 
A11 technology corridor and also the 
Norwich to Cambridge railway line.

Both the A11 and the A47 are 
highlighted within 
Breckland’s Strategic Vision. 
Consider inclusion of railway 
links within this paragraph.

Consider amendments to 
the strategic vision to 
include the Norwich to 
Cambridge railway.

Mattishall 
Neighbourhood 
Plan Working 
Group

 Support approach Support noted,

Croxton PC  Care must be taken when considering 
land supply and unplanned creep into 
rural areas.

Comments noted. In a number 
of instances within Breckland, 
the market towns have over 
spilled the natural parish 
boundary. Impact of 
development will need to 
have regard to the amenity of 
the local community and the 
environment.

Mr Greenwood, 
Dr Whittaker, 
Mrs Dunn

 Comments relating to population 
growth in comparison to housing 
numbers. Having regard to household 
size the total housing requirement is 
considered to be too high.

The housing requirement for 
Breckland has been informed 
by the Central Norfolk 
SHMA. The housing target 
takes into account population 
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growth, changes to household 
formation and economic 
growth requirements.

Croxton PC, 
Brettenham 
and 
Kilverstone 
PC

Mrs Clutton, 
Mrs Jacklin, 
Mrs Dunn

 Infrastructure is required first before 
development. Health, Schools, 
Transport.

Comments noted

Shadwell 
Estate

 Spatial portrait defines Thetford as the 
fourth largest settlement in Norfolk, 
however no growth is proposed beyond 
the SUE. Delivery timescales are likely 
to be long, land to the east of Thetford 
could meet land supply in the short to 
medium term.

The Thetford SUE now has 
planning permission. There 
are significant environmental 
constraints within the town 
which has limited the 
direction of growth. With the 
absence of any new 
environmental evidence the 
constraints cannot be 
overcome.

Environment 
Agency

 Welcome the strategic objectives 
relating to a rich environment. The Plan 
should encourage an ecosystems 
approach to development within the 
District. The ecosystems approach will 
help in sustaining the benefits provided 
by the environment whilst delivering 
economic and social outcomes.

Comments noted

Woodlands 
Trust

 We would wish to see no loss of ancient 
woodland as a result of development.

 Ancient woods are irreplaceable. They 

Ancient woodlands are 
defined within Policy ENV02 
as a protected site.
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are our richest terrestrial wildlife 
habitats, with complex ecological 
communities

Diocese of 
Norwich

 Supports the overall vision of the Plan
 Disagree with the Council objective to 

direct new development towards 
locations that are co-ordinated with 
transport provision, have good access to 
support existing services, community 
facilities and open space

 The NPPF requires local planning 
authorities to deliver a wide choice of 
high quality homes, ensuring that the 
long term viability of the more outlying 
rural communities

Development within 
Breckland is directed towards 
settlements which have 
services and facilities to 
support growth. Policy PD05 
provides a criteria based 
approach for considering 
housing and employment 
development in rural areas.

Section 3 – Spatial Development Strategy
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Mr Bornett  Is the development plan the same as 
the Local Plan or not?

 Contradictions between SHLAA and 
highways

Yes

Further assessment will occur 
on the sites submitted, and 
there will also be further 
opportunities for public 
consultation/engagement
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Mr Morton  The ploy used by developers to quote 
clause 49 of the NPPF document 
should not be allowed to overrule the 
intention of the paper set out in the 
Ministerial foreword which is to ensure 
better lives for ourselves do not mean 
worse lives for future generations. If 
we continue to allow piecemeal 
development driven by 5 year land 
bank figures without due regard to the 
necessary range of infrastructure the 
result will be unsustainable 
communities contrary to the core aim 
of the NPPF.

Breckland is currently unable 
to demonstrate a five year 
housing land supply. Without a 
five year supply paragraph 49 
of the NPPF is relevant to the 
determination of planning 
applications. Planning 
applications must be 
determined in conformity to 
policies within the NPPF.

Hans House 
Group of 
Companies

 The development requirements set a 
lower figure for housing delivery, 
however it is acknowledge that this 
figure is an at least. It is also 
acknowledged that this is based on 
robust evidence.

Support noted.

Mrs Keohane  Using the criteria needed for day to 
day living, Great Ellingham does not 
qualify as a Local Service Centre.

 Why not apply a 10% increase of 
housing for every settlement. This 
would mean a small village like 
Billingford would have a quota of 9 
houses and Great Ellingham would 
have a quota of 40 houses. this quota 

The locational strategy and 
allocations for individual 
settlements are set out within 
policies PD03 and PD04 of the 
Local Plan. The Strategy has 
had regard to the need to 
consider sustainable 
development and ensure access 
to services and facilities to 

Further consideration of 
policies PD03 and PD04 
through the drafting of the 
pre-submission 
consultation.



278
Preferred Directions Summary of Consultations  DRAFT 10.03.16

could be arranged around the village 
according to the wishes of the villagers 
and not at the whim of the 
landowners/developers wanting to 
make their millions then walk away 
from the resulting shoddy urban sprawl 
blighting the Breckland countryside.

support growth. Policy E06 is 
also relevant and seeks 
developer contributions where 
it is necessary to make 
developments acceptable in 
planning terms. This can 
include through the expansion 
of existing facilities, such as a 
primary school. 

Mr Andrews  Agree some growth within/borders of 
village desirable. 

 Current development suffer from 
similar fundament problems: poor 
roads, dormitory housing, no increase 
in facilities, limited employment 
opportunities. 

The locational strategy and 
allocations for individual 
settlements are set out within 
policies PD03 and PD04 of the 
Local Plan. The Strategy has 
had regard to the need to 
consider sustainable 
development and ensure access 
to services and facilities to 
support growth. Policy E06 is 
also relevant and seeks 
developer contributions where 
it is necessary to make 
developments acceptable in 
planning terms. This can 
include through the expansion 
of existing facilities, such as a 
primary school. 

Further consideration of 
policies PD03 and PD04 
through the drafting of the 
pre-submission 
consultation.



279
Preferred Directions Summary of Consultations  DRAFT 10.03.16

Great 
Ellingham PC

 Support for this approach. 
Infrastructure of Attleborough must be 
transformed urgently or the town 
centre will become untenable. All 
amenities are under extreme pressure 
or are lacking.

 PC believes such a development must 
be located South of the B1077 so as 
not to add to the highways and 
pedestrian safety issues and to ensure 
that any development is cohesive to the 
rest of the village. The Residential Site 
Option Ref. LP(037)019 is therefore 
the GEPC preferred option.

Comments noted. In regard to 
infrastructure provision within 
Attleborough, the development 
of the urban extension will 
require significant 
infrastructure provision. Policy 
E06 is relevant as is sets the 
criteria for developers 
contributions. 

Section 4 - Economic
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Mr Bornett   Local Planning Authorities should 
assess business and overall economic 
needs of their areas. Inevitably this 
links to educational support through 
structure with education also providing 
jobs.

NCC is a statutory consultee 
through the preparation of the 
Local Plan and also a duty to 
co-operate body. 

Great 
Ellingham PC

 Agree that new development should be 
provided by Key Settlements; Market 
Towns and Local Service Centres but 
the number of developments should be 

Comments noted. The spatial 
strategy reflects the majority of 
development over the plan 
period being located within 
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in proportion to the size and amenities 
already present in these settlements. 
i.e. Thetford should provide more than 
Market Towns, which should provide 
more than LSCs. Therefore, we do not 
agree that Thetford should have a zero 
allocation of New Builds. Dereham & 
Swaffham should both provide more 
developments than LSCs.

Thetford and Attleborough, 
with lower levels going to the 
market towns and local service 
centre villages.

Section 5 - Social
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Garboldisham 
PC

Mr Bornett  Govt has suggested that definition of 
affordable homes will include starter 
homes. ie homes on the open market 
entitled to 20% discount for first time 
buyers under the age of 40. The policy 
of preference to build starter homes for 
first time buyers under the age of 40 
with a cap of £250,000 seems 
unrealistic in your acknowledged area 
of wages and skills being below 
national and regional averages.

The housing and planning bill 
is proposing a number of 
changes including through the 
use of starter homes. The Local 
Plan will have to reflect 
government legislation. The 
preferred directions document 
provides a number of hooks 
through which the legislation 
can be included once it has 
passed through parliament. 

Update in accordance with 
changes in the Housing and 
Planning Bill.

Great 
Ellingham PC

 We would prefer to see the affordable 
housing trigger set at 10, as we believe 
the trigger of 5 houses is off-putting to 

The SHMA has shown that 
there is a significant affordable 
housing requirement across 
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smaller developers. Between 5 & 10 a 
commuted sum could be paid.

 If we are to retain village life in 
villages, we must promote small 
developments, which are more easily 
assimilated into the landscape; 
community and ambience.

Breckland. The level of 
affordable housing needs to be 
assessed through the plan wide 
viability study.

Mr Bornett  Important that greater emphasis is 
placed on the role social groups play in 
the community

 Reference  to cultural aspects and 
activities of local communities

The Local Plan within the 
social section includes policies 
around the community, 
including community facilities, 
open space and infrastructure.

Section 6 – Area Strategies
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Mr Ridgway  While wholeheartedly agreeing with the 
suggested HGV ban, we are very concerned 
by the reversion to the historic and, indeed, up 
to mid 20th century two way systems along 
Connaught Road and Surrogate Street. There 
is no mention in the document of how these 
systems will impinge on the existing traffic 
island where the listed Peace Memorial stands 
at the end of Station Road.  

Mr Bornett;
Mr Ridgway

 Infrastructure needs to be in place before 
housing and employment.

 Are you able to give any indication of the 
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timing for the building of the link road, to 
give specific details about the proposed two-
way traffic proposals (presumably a quick fix 
alternative to the link road) and an assurance 
that this latter would not be put in place until 
the link road and HGV bans are established?

Section 7 - Environment
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Garboldisha
m PC 

 General support for the policy Support welcomed

Dereham 
Town 
Council, 
Ovington PC 

 Within the old LDF there is a policy 
CP8 which gives protection to the most 
versatile and productive agricultural 
land. Such a policy is missing from the 
emerging Local Plan but is a key aspect 
of sustainable development in the NPPF

Comments noted.  Consider adding the 
requirements of the NPPF 
and elements of Policy 
CP8 to policy ENV 05. 

Mr Bornett  Paragraph 76/ 77 of the NPPF among 
other things, refers to Green spaces and 
making the point that parishes and 
towns can apply to have areas so 
designated which will provide greater 
protection from devellopment.40 acres 
of Village Green/Common at Old 
Buckenham for example needs such 
designation and protection.

 Appears very little reference made for 

Comments noted. Paragraph 77 
clearly states that it should not 
be applied to an “extensive tract 
of land”. Question 18 seeks to 
allocate Local Green Spaces. 

Comments noted. Work remains 

No change to policy. 
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the need to work with NCC to ensure 
the protection and enhancement of 
footpaths in both rural and urban areas. 
From a health point of view and social 
and recreational point of view essential 
that all development is secondary so as 
to ensure "rambling" is encouraged

ongoing with NCC.

Garboldisha
m PC

 Regarding Solar Farms, Garboldisham 
Parish Council are of the opinion that 
all solar farms should be sited on 
brownfield sites or on the roofs of 
industrial buildings, so that agricultural 
land is not taken out of production.  
Garboldisham Parish Council are aware 
that Governmental pressures are 
currently encouraging the approval of 
renewable energy sources, but hope that 
the preferred policy ENV 10 Renewable 
Energy Development is robust enough 
so that it cannot be overruled by higher 
authorities.

The supporting text to the policy 
includes a written statement to 
parliament in March 2015 by the 
Secreatary of State, which states 
that “we want it to be clear that 
any proposal for a solar farm 
involving the best and most 
versatile agricultural land would 
need to be justified by the most 
compelling evidence”. 

No change to policy. 

Environment 
Agency

 7: Environment we welcome the 
inclusion of PPD ENV O1 Green 
Infrastructure following the comments 
from Natural England and other 
stakeholders in the Issues and Options 
consultation. We particularly welcome 
the protection applied to green 
infrastructure in the statement: ˜where it 

Support noted. 
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is considered that the development will 
have a detrimental effect on the quantity 
or function of existing green 
infrastructure then the development will 
not be permitted unless replacement 
provision is made that is of equal 
greater value then that which will be 
lost through development. 

 We consider that green infrastructure is 
an integral part of each town, village 
and settlement and the allocation of 
sufficient GI of a suitable quality should 
be a key consideration within strategic 
planning. Note that the Plan should also 
set out a strategic approach to 
biodiversity, planning positively for the 
creation, protection, enhancement and 
management of networks of sites to 
support biodiversity, much in the same 
ay as a green infrastructure network. 

 PPD ENV 02 Sites of European, 
National & Local Nature Conservation 
Importance provides an appropriate 
level of protection for European sites 
and this is reflected in the Emerging site 
options (Part 2). However whilst we 
note that there is some protection for 
national and locally designated sites set 
out in this policy, in practice it is not 

Comments noted. 

Support noted. 

Consider strategic 
approach to green 
infrastructure. 

Consider strengthening of 
the policy in line with 
suggestions. 
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clear whether this consideration has 
affected the choice of site options. For 
example, many of the site allocations in 
the Emerging site options are in close 
proximity to sensitive nationally 
designated sites, but this has not been 
listed as a constraint within the site 
assessments. This is largely reflected in 
the issues covered in the Sustainability 
Appraisal. Note that Paragraph 118 of 
the NPPF states that proposed 
development on land within or outside a 
Site of Special Scientific Interest that is 
likely to have an adverse effect on a 
SSSI (either individually or in 
combination with other developments) 
should not normally be permitted. 

 Natural England largely agrees with all 
aspects of Preferred Policy Direction 
EN V03 the Brecks protected habitats 
and species (although as it only covers 
Breckland Special Protection Area and 
the bird issue perhaps a different title 
may be appropriate). We are pleased 
that your authority has taken into 
account our agricultural buildings 
protocol following our previous advice. 
In terms of the first sentence within this 
Preferred Policy Direction, it would be 

Support noted Consider strengthening of 
the policy in line with 
suggestions.
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useful to define whether a significant 
effect is determined simply by the fact 
an application is within 15OOm of 
Breckland SPA (if it does not fit into 
any of the categories in the bulleted 
list). It is our view that on occasion a 
proposal may not fit any of the 
categories but may not be likely to 
result in a significant effect or adversely 
affect the integrity of the SPA. In these 
cases an appropriate assessment may 
not be necessary following the HRA 
screening. We will be happy to discuss 
this with you in further detail. Natural 
England is currently working on 
developing a strategic approach to 
assess impacts and providing 
appropriate mitigation for stone curlew 
associated with Breckland SPA. Current 
work involves defining the mitigation 
requirements and once this is complete 
it is our aim that a strategic mitigation 
strategy will be put in place. We will be 
able to provide further information on 
this in due course. 

 In terms of assessing effects to 
woodlark and nightjar, Natural England 
would expect your authority to consider 
effects to these birds within 400m of 

Comments noted. Consider strengthening of 
the policy in line with 
suggestions.



287
Preferred Directions Summary of Consultations  DRAFT 10.03.16

Breckland Forest SSSI (or potentially at 
a greater distance for very large housing 
developments), and also to consider 
cumulative recreational impacts up to 
7.5km from Breckland SPA in 
accordance with the findings of the 
Breckland Council Site Specific 
Policies and Proposals Document 
(Lileyet at, 2009). 

 Note that PPD COM 08 Conversion of 
Buildings in the Countryside does not 
appear to include protection for 
designated sites, other than European 
sites (in the context of d. the Habitats 
Regulations). In our view protection for 
all sites should be included in this PPD. 
Note that nationally protected sites that 
act as component SSSls of European 
sites have their own interest features 
that need to be taken into account when 
assessing environmental effects. 

 We fully agree with the policy set out in 
PPD ENVO4 Open Space, Sport and 
Recreation, which we consider is likely 
to ensure that there is adequate 
provision of open space and 
recreational facilities within the district. 

 We welcome preferred policy direction 
ENVO5 protection and enhancement of 

Comments noted. 

Support welcome. 

Support welcome. 

Consider strengthening of 
the policy in line with 
suggestions.

Consider strengthening of 
the policy in line with 
suggestions.

Consider strengthening of 
the policy in line with 
suggestions.
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the landscape and ENV-09 Flood risk 
and Surface Water Drainage and have 
no further comments on these policies.

Bradenham 
PC

 The wording of ENV 07 Designated 
Heritage Assets is largely unchanged 
from that of DC 17 Historic 
Environment in the current Plan. This is 
a problem because both the Planning 
Inspector and the High Court Judge in 
the recent Shipdham wind farm appeal 
could not see that this wording 
protected the setting of listed buildings. 
(See paragraph 390 of the Inspector's 
Report 
http://planning.breckland.gov.uk/Ocella
Web/viewDocument?file=dv_pl_files%
5C3PL_2011_0854_F%5C3PL_2011_0
854_F-APPS.pdf&module=pl) They 
found that the wording of DC 17 failed 
to protect the setting of listed buildings; 
instead it protected only "any features 
of historic or architectural interest."  We 
recognise that the final sentence at the 
end of ENV07 is new and seeks to 
ensure that the setting of listed 
buildings is preserved and enhanced but 
this does not resolve the ambiguity in 
the earlier paragraph starting "Any 
development that will affect a 

Comments noted. Consider strengthening the 
wording of the policy.



289
Preferred Directions Summary of Consultations  DRAFT 10.03.16

designated heritage asset...".   To rectify 
this problem the second sentence in this 
earlier paragraph should be amended to: 
New development will be expected to 
preserve and enhance the character, 
appearance and setting of Listed 
Buildings, Conservation Areas, 
Scheduled Monuments, Historic Parks 
and Gardens and other designated areas 
of historic interest.

  ENV 10 We disagree with the decision 
not to cover onshore wind farm 
developments from the policy pending 
further studies. The Breckland Wind 
Energy Development Policy adopted in 
October 2005 took more than three 
years to produce and was never used. 
Consequently we believe it is 
unrealistic to think that new policy can 
be delivered promptly.   Thus, we 
believe that the phrase "other than for 
wind energy developments" should be 
removed from ENV10.  Breckland is 
noted for its tranquil countryside and 
this should be preserved. The Shipdham 
wind farm was recently rejected at 
appeal for the fourth time and one key 
reason given by the planning inspector 
and the Secretary of State was that the 

Comments noted. Onshore wind 
farms are considered within this 
policy. 

Consider recommendations 
around the wording. 
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development "failed to protect prized 
tranquillity". We believe preserving 
tranquillity should be specifically 
mentioned in the policy.  Furthermore, 
we believe impacts on residents' health 
should be included in the policy.  
Consequently, we believe paragraph (ii) 
should be changed to : (ii) any adverse 
effects on residential amenity including 
by virtue of outlook / overbearing 
impact, loss of tranquillity, traffic 
generation, noise, vibration, 
overshadowing, flicker, or any other 
associated detrimental emissions or 
adverse effects on health, during 
construction, operation and 
decommissioning; 

Section 8 - Economy
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Garboldisham 
PC

 The diversification of farms into 
equestrian, sporting, recreational, farm 
shops is not a viable option, 
particularly as the Plans preferred 
option for recreation and tourism is to 
be cantered on the five main towns.  
Sometimes, the sale of a barn for 

The policy seeks to allow for 
the diversification provided 
that: The agricultural 
diversification is subservient to 
the main agricultural use of the 
farm. 

No policy change.
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residential use is what is keeping the 
existing farm solvent, and how many 
such enterprises could an area such as 
Breckland support? 

Criteria e states that wherever 
possible diversification will 
add to the tourism economy. 

Natural 
England

 PPD E03 Farm Diversification and 
PPD E04 Tourism Related 
Development. Potential effects to 
designated sites should be a key 
consideration when granting planning 
permission for farm development or 
tourism attractions. Note particularly 
that camping and caravan site 
proposals are often situated very near 
or even within designated sites so it is 
important that they are fully assessed 
for environmental effects, and in terms 
of affects to landscape character and 
visual amenity.

Comments noted Ensure this is carefully 
considered within PD E03 
and E04

Mattishall NP 
working 
group

 Why are there separate sections for 
Economic and Economy?

The first section sets out 
strategic policies and the 
second sets out DM policies.

No action required. 

Mr Bornett  Needs to be clear if there is a difference 
between change of use and diversification 
especially in agriculture but not exclusive. 
Apparently change of usage MAY not 
need PP now but diversification will need 
PP?!.. Several definitions of diversification 
re dictionaries..Eg Change of use = 
diversification. Diversification= change of 
use!!

Diversification does not 
necessarily fall into permitted 
development rights and each 
case will be considered on its 
own merits and in line with 
national General Permitted 
Development rights. 

No action required.
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Section 9 - Transport
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Mr Bornett  Rail investment needed proposing rail link 
between Attleborough and the London to 
Norwich line, just north of Diss. This will 
reduce vehicle movement on the B1077 and 
be beneficial. Suggests Breckland should 
lead the campaign to lobby the rail network.

 Old Buckenham Airfield could, subject 
to various bodies agreeing, could be 
used to extend forms of travel of goods 
and services as well as passengers.Light 
aircraft to replace amount of lorries. 
Relatively less pollution. safer roads. 
healthier living all round.

Rail and 

Mr Bornett, 
Mrs Dunn, 

 Cuts to rural transport services. 
Increases the use of the car 
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Section 10 - Communities
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Mr Bornett  What is “good design” 
Natural 
England

 COM 08 can have a detrimental impact 
upon the environment, but may not be 
picked up in the HRA. Need a full 
environmental assessment in these 
cases. 

Garboldisham 
PC

 Supports COM 05, but does not think 
this is realistic. 

Section 11 – Implementation Strategy
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments Officer Comments Action

Mr Bornett  IN 11.2 erase " the appropriate 
infrastructure" and replace with 
"Adequate and sufficient 
infrastructure" etc etc onwards

Comments noted. Consider further 
clarification of 
infrastructure. 

Mr Bornett  Does 11.3 refer to final delivery of the 
Local plan re assessment and 
monitoring or does it refer to events 
following the publication of the Plan ie 
once buildings emerge, employment 
aspects and environmental issues etc 
etc

11.3 refers to the monitoring of 
the policies once the plan has 
been adopted. 

No action required. 
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Mr Bornett  .Only 9 lines in the Implementation 
strategy section 11. Assume much 
more later will be said on this. So 
much constructive material in the 10 
section consultation document well 
worth reading. Reminds me of 
Employer and educational bodies 
stating that "We have robust anti 
bullying policies ".But policies placed 
in cupboards and RARELY 
implemented Any sustainabilty and 
monitoring assessment should be 
prepared and made on 
IMPLEMENTATION. This is crucial

Support noted on section 10 

Section 11 will be added to 
once the IDP is developed. 

A monitoring framework will 
be produced prior to the 
implementation of the Local 
Plan. 

No action required.
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Part 1 Sustainability Appraisal 
Respondent

Statutory General
Summary of Comments

Norfolk 
County 
Council

 For Sustainability Objective 1, there should be explicit reference to Mineral Safeguarding Areas and the 
consultation areas of existing mineral extraction sites, waste management sites and waste water 
treatment works as a Key Issue and Characteristic for the District.

 The Mineral and Waste Planning Authority considers that additional data sources would be the Local 
Aggregate Assessment and the Waste Monitoring report produced by Norfolk County Council on an 
annual basis. 

 The requirements to prevent the needless sterilisation of safeguarded mineral resources and to not 
prejudice operations at existing sites by the non-mineral/waste development should also be considered 
within the sustainability appraisal.

 On page 25, an additional bullet point should be included to identify the potential sterilisation of 
mineral resources by non-mineral developments, as a sustainability issue.

 For page 43, SA Objective 1, an additional mitigation proposal would be: the prevention of needless 
sterilisation of safeguarded mineral resources through investigation, assessment and potential prior 
extraction and reuse to make best use of onsite resources through the implementation of Norfolk 
Minerals and Waste Core Strategy Policy CS16.

 Page 45, SA Objective 4: An additional mitigation proposal would be the encouragement of the use of 
secondary and recycled aggregates by developments in accordance with Norfolk Minerals and Waste 
Core Strategy Policy CS17.

 Page 45, SA Objective 5: An additional mitigation proposal would be prior extraction and reuse of 
onsite mineral resources and the use of secondary and recycled aggregates by developments as this 
would reduce numbers of HGV movements needed during the construction phases of development.

 Proposals for Monitoring  Page 57, SA Objective 1: An additional Headline Monitoring Indicator 
would be of non-exempt development on MSAs where mineral condition agreed for assessment and 
prior extraction, or no objection from Mineral Planning Authority.

 Page 187 1st Column, Document Title, amend (Norfolk County Council, 2011) to read (Norfolk County 
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Council, adopted 2011). 
 4th Column, Implications for Local Plan, add Policies CS16-safeguarding and CS17-recycled and 

secondary aggregates.
 Policy CS16 requires consultation between the LPA and the Mineral Planning Authority on all non-

exempt development on Mineral Safeguarding Areas and within the consultation areas of existing 
mineral extraction sites, waste management sites and waste water treatment works.

 CS17 encourages all LPAs to require the use of secondary and recycled aggregate in developments, as 
part of their Local Plans.

 5th Column, Implications for SA, add Land, water and soil resources.
 Page 188 2nd column, Key objectives relevant to Local Plan and SA, amend When it is adopted it will 

become part of the Local Development Framework for Norfolk. To read It is part of the Development 
Plan for Norfolk.

 Page 193 1st Column, Document Title, add (Norfolk County Council, adopted 2013)
 2nd Column, Key objectives relevant to Local Plan and SA: Six mineral sites are allocated in 

Breckland, in the adopted document, to deliver a total of six million tonnes of extraction up to the end 
of 2026.

 Page 210 1st Column, Document Title, add (Norfolk County Council, adopted 2013). 
Mr Phillip 
Morton

1.15

 There needs to be consideration of ways to carry commuters more efficiently to and from Norwich. The 
aim must be to reduce traffic by making public/sharing options more attractive.

Mr Phillip 
Morton

1.17

 Positive incentives need to be rolled out to encourage measures to mitigate climate change.

Mr Phillip 
Morton

1.19

 It is inevitable that extra housing will involve the use of agricultural land . A policy needs to ensure this 
is done in a manner that provides top quality affordable housing suited to local needs along with all 
other services which need to be developed at the same time. This means increasing the size of the 5 
towns where services can be expanded most readily, however there must be a balance if land is lost to 
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create Open Space and improve biodiversity in the locality.
Mr Phillip 
Morton

1.23

 There must be an aim to reduce commuting, if this requires greater investment in water resources then 
this should be planned in rather than allocate housing to areas where AW happen to have capacity. 
Flood risk should be a given after recent events and sewage is down to AW to manage.

Mr Phillip 
Morton

1.24

 The plan should take account of the issues such as schools and clinics to determine how best these 
services can be bolstered to meet increasing demand.

Mr Phillip 
Morton

1.26

 Agreed there must be flexibility for suitable development in rural areas.

Mr Phillip 
Morton

1.47

 Doubtful, already there are a number of agricultural houses not used for the original intention.

Mr Phillip 
Morton

1.44

 Positive incentives need to be introduced to encourage renewal energy development.

Mr Phillip 
Morton

11.1

 Disappointing that a higher level of sustainability is not being sought.
 Green land loss is inevitable to a degree but must be matched by improvements to access for Open 

Spaces to fit in with the NPPF view of a better environment.
 This aim of better development includes community, traffic , health, education and sanitation.
 Dereham is set to score a lower figure rather than a positive. This is especially true for sanitation which 

you score as a 0 yet at present the capacity cannot cope. Equally the score for housing quality and 
affordability is so low that it cannot be considered sustainable under the terms set out in the NPPF.

Mr Phillip  Given the NPPF seeks a better result across all factors it is difficult to be positive about N/a - and 0 
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Morton

13.1

scores. However this plan is better than the rush by developers to take advantage of the lack of a 5 year 
land bank.

Mr Phillip 
Morton

1.52

 Critical that this is applied to all sites regardless of the 5 year land bank demand.

Mr Phillip 
Morton

1.57

 This is a pressing need that could be undertaken using a public partnership as private provision is 
inadequate.

Mr Phillip 
Morton

1.4

 Trees and hedgerows are a vital wildlife corridor that needs to be preserved, but not prevent 
development.

Mr Phillip 
Morton

1.35

 Agree. The local policy should be paramount but does need to be flexible and seek compromise.

Mr Phillip 
Morton

1.32

 Open Spaces with walk/cycle paths need to be incorporated into all plans.

Mr Phillip 
Morton

1.3

 Affordable housing is a priority that cannot be shirked simply for developers short term gain.

Mr Phillip 
Morton

 Rather than straight line projections of retail growth there needs to be a more visionary plan to attract 
people into centres such as Dereham and Swaffham. The advent of online shopping and edge of town 
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1.28
stores needs to be factored in more realistically.

Mr Phillip 
Morton

1.13

 This is necessary and needs to be rolled out to the public for community level decisions to be made as 
opposed to opportunistic planning applications. 

Mr Phillip 
Morton

Table 1.1

 How much emphasis will be placed on certain objectives such as providing access to affordable housing 
for all groups to meet their needs? This is a fundamental target that it requires a fully detailed plan with 
active partners to make sure it happens.

 Account needs to be taken of job location and housing demands.
 It may be right to develop sites on the edge of Dereham provided the necessary infrastructure is 

provided to facilitate commuting to Norwich on efficient public transport. This needs to be an 
integrated approach with public investment.

Mr Phillip 
Morton

Table 1.6

 It is not sufficient according to the NPPF to simply protect the environment it should be enhanced.
 New housing should be better than existing in terms of being carbon neutral or better. Provision should 

be made for social communities to develop, rather than create empty idetnikit housing which could be 
anywhere in the country. The use of Open Space in the site and how it interacts with adjacent land must 
leave the Open Space a BETTER place for residents and wildlife.

Mr Phillip 
Morton

Table 1.3

 This plan needs to be established as quickly as possible to avoid the lack of a 5 year land bank 
becoming an excuse for a land rush.

Hockering 
Parish Council

 No more developments or extensions to the size of the village are desired.
 LP[044]001(38) lies outside the village boundary.  Water pressure in this area is poor.  There is a listed 

building on this site and building around it will destroy the character of the area.
 Three applications in Heath Road have already been approved and this therefore meets the desired 

quota for Hockering of approximately 40 houses. These applications also mean that Hockering is in 
danger of losing its rural character.  Hockering does not wish to be a service centre and see further 
expansion.
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 Further housing in the area would necessitate more facilities, including a doctors surgery.
 More housing would inevitably mean more lower-cost housing which Hockering cannot support if it is 

to retain its personality.
 The landscape and natural features of a village should also be borne in mind when permitting new 

housing.  Breckland Council has ignored this in allowing the three developments on Heath Road. 
 LP[044]002(5) extends out of the village into rural fields and sits on a dangerous bend. It will require 

an extension of the 30mph speed limit, thus extending the village beyond its original boundary.
 There are no open spaces left in Hockering where new developments could be built. 
 The need for new housing has not been adequately proven in this document

Mr 
Christopher 
Blow

1.18

 The Council must explain and justify why 597 new homes per year (14925 over the plan period) is the 
minimum? This figure does not equate to the population projections issued by the ONS. Using the ONS 
data for population growth from 2011 till 2036, shows Breckland's population is expected to increase 
by 22,500 people. Breckland's household's averages 2.39 people. 22500/2.39 = 9414 not 14925.The 
difference far exceeds any allowance for unforeseen growth.

 The Council must reassess and reduce its new homes target to be consistent with the population 
projections perhaps with a small additional allowance (5-10%) to cover unforeseen changes.

 Following such reassessment all new home allocations to key settlements, market towns and local 
service centres must be likewise reassessed, but not simply on a pre-rata basis - this large reduction in 
new homes allows the Council to radically reduce allocations to LSC's and rural areas

Mr 
Christopher 
Blow

1.2

 This statement is incorrect. No specific numbers have been assigned to individual settlements in the 
second alternative option (the one that allocates 3% to LSC's).

Mr 
Christopher 
Blow

1.22

 This statement doesn't make sense. The amount of water resources, flood risk and green belt threat etc 
is not greater in key settlements and market towns than it is in LSC's Regardless of the allocations a 
given amount of new housings poses the same cumulative risk across the district however individual 
allocations are made. Quite clearly existing resources are in scale with the size of each settlement and 
hence all are equally under threat.
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Mr 
Christopher 
Blow

1.23

 This statement is false. Saham Toney has a primary school that is full, with no money or additional 
teachers to make expansion of it realistic. The village has no health facilities, no senior schools, no 
shops, and just a visiting post office that is open for four hours a week.

Mr 
Christopher 
Blow

1.24

 As noted elsewhere in my comments to this document the Council has not identified any opportunities 
whereby development in Saham Toney (and no doubt many other LSC's) will support the local 
economy.

Mr 
Christopher 
Blow

1.4

 It's not possible to meet all sustainability objectives at the same time of a policy that only helps protect 
open space, undeveloped land, habitats and character landscapes "in some cases".

Mr 
Christopher 
Blow

1.49

 The Council must set out a policy for using the bonus payments it receives from central government for 
new house building and show how those payments will be used for the benefit of the communities 
(particularly development of all types of appropriate infrastructure and services) in which development 
takes place and not just absorbed into Breckland's general budget.

Mr 
Christopher 
Blow

1.62

 Policies aimed at protecting open space and natural habitats also compliment plans to boost tourism in 
the District. Conversely development detracts from that, particularly in LSC's and rural villages, where 
it may spoil much of the district's appeal to tourists.

Mr 
Christopher 
Blow

 Difficult to understand the Council's conclusion that the large-scale development it proposes has an 
overall positive effect on the district's sustainability. No justification is given for this statement so it 
should be deleted.
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1.64
Mr 
Christopher 
Blow

5.12

 CNSHMA target for new homes grossly exceeds that required when basing a forecast on (a) the ONS 
population projections and (b) the average number of persons per Breckland household (taken from the 
CNSHMA). Taking those two pieces of data together the actual housing need in Breckland is less than 
10,000 over the plan period. Throughout all documents comprising the draft Local Plan, reduce the total 
number of new homes required over the plan period, and revise individual allocations accordingly.

Mr 
Christopher 
Blow

5.16

 Not clear why the Council refers to "a long term decrease in rainfall" since climate change predictions 
suggest exactly the reverse, as was evidenced by recent flood events in Cumbria and Scotland. This 
impacts both the amount of water in sub-surface aquifers and the flooding risk and should be correctly 
taken into account in both regards

Mr 
Christopher 
Blow

5.17

 The Council must make calculations and analysis of available groundwater resources and determine if 
they are sufficient for the proposed levels of new housing development, or do they in fact place a 
constraint on the extent of that development?

Mr 
Christopher 
Blow

5.19

 The Council must remember that where groundwater levels are high, as average is the case in Saham 
Toney, and no doubt elsewhere, SuDS schemes such as sub-surface soak ways will not function as 
intended at times of high rainfall.

Mr 
Christopher 
Blow

1.19

 The Council has given no justification for its choice of allocation to each of the three settlement tiers.
 In the case of Saham Toney much of the land assessed is already subject to flooding due to a high 

groundwater level and would be even more at risk when developed. It is unacceptable that the Council 
treats flood risk as just one of "numerous factors" and allocates land that is at risk on the basis of other 
factors. Such a risk should on its own preclude development regardless of any other factors.

Mr 
Christopher 
Blow

 This states that greater use of the A11 and A47 will increase emissions, but this would be equally true 
wherever development is located, so surely it has to be tackled district wide?
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1.14
Mr 
Christopher 
Blow

1.4

 Nothing in the documents a detailed and unambiguous definition of what sustainable means in regard to 
new housing; i.e. something with facts and figures, not just vague words open to interpretation.

Mr Peter 
Smith

Table 12.9

 Object to Yaxham being a Service Centre. There is no pub, no post office and only one shop. Yaxham 
is two settlements with a population way below 1000.

Mr Peter 
Smith

Table 12.15

 Option 1 would appear to be the most sensible option, as this allows the chance to develop on local 
needs rather than some centrally imposed bureaucratic target set irrespective of local circumstances.

Mr Peter 
Smith

Mrs Jennifer 
Smith

Table 12.44
Table 12.45

 Support the draft NP4Yaxham Strategic Green Gaps Policy

Mrs Jennifer 
Smith

Mr Peter 
Smith

 The village does not have the infrastructure in place for current residents or any additional residents. 
The village has several bends, which makes it unsuitable for heavy traffic and more development. 
Roads are in decay, traffic is too fast, and access from many properties is already on dangerous bends.
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Table 12.3
Mrs Jennifer 
Smith

Table 12.10

 Oppose Yaxham being a Local Service Centre. Yaxham has lost the pub, a local restaurant and a post 
office. Not appropriate for a village this size. 

Mrs Jennifer 
Smith

Table 12.14

 Support Option 1 as this enables different Local Service Centres to develop differently, dependent on 
local needs, rather than Option 2, which I understand is Breckland’s preferred option.

Mrs Jennifer 
Smith

Table 12.12

 Object to expansion of houses in the parish of Yaxham LP[113]002; LP[113]005; LP[113] 004; 
LP[113]003.

 The road is narrow and upkeep of this road by Norfolk Highways  has been poor. The No.4 Konnectbus 
runs through this area and cars are often almost forced off the road by double decker buses and cars 
travelling at speed.

 These proposed developments are "backland development" and are totally inappropriate for a small 
village location.

 Local primary school at full capacity.
 Impossible to get a doctors appointment for several days. 
 The Norfolk and Norwich Community Hospital is also struggling to cope with the amount of patients 

and emergency situations.
 Problems with sewerage. 
 The road and adjoining fields are often flooded.

Environment 
Agency

1

 Please note that the Anglian River Basin Management Plan 2015 has now been published. The 
requirements of the latest Plan should be incorporated into the appraisal. The RBMP is available at 
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/river-basin-management-plans-2015#anglian-river-basin-
district-rbmp-2015 

Mrs Kirsty 
Heath

 None of these developments are sustainable if there is no provision for sewerage or healthcare.
 Nowhere has this plan mentioned improving WWTW or building new surgeries. 
 Protection of habitats and rare species are mentioned, yet there are plans to build near SSSI's and on top 

https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/river-basin-management-plans-2015#anglian-river-basin-district-rbmp-2015
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/river-basin-management-plans-2015#anglian-river-basin-district-rbmp-2015
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Table 11.1 quality arable land where rare breeds inhabit.
  'Promote viability of town centres', yet more building of retail sites away from the town centre. 
 The A47 desperately needs upgrading if the Towns along its route are to benefit from any economic 

growth.
Mrs Sylvia 
Tuck

 On item PD07, there should be an additional word. The item should read EXISTING local businesses.

Natural 
England

 The report appears to address most issues within our environmental remit that we would expect to be 
considered.

 We welcome the focus on effects of the PPDs on water quality, water resources and on air quality since 
these are potential pathways for adverse impacts on designated conservation sites, including SSSls and 
European sites.

 A detailed assessment of potential impacts will be required, having regard to any evidence available, 
and suitable mitigation will need to be identified where adverse effects are predicted. 

 However, whilst the SA considers effects to European sites, it does not appear to place much focus on 
potential effects to other designated sites, other than in terms of issues relating to air or water quality. 
This has meant that within the emerging site options, selected sites are in some cases very near 
designated sites, without this being considered as a constraint.

 As well as changes to air quality and water quality/supply, placing housing near to designated sites may 
result in adverse recreational impacts or an increase in predation due to cat ownership, for example.


